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Mauricio Rodŕıguez-Mayorga
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The GW approximation is a well-established method for calculating ionization potentials and
electron affinities in solids and molecules. For numerous years, obtaining self-consistent GW total
energies in solids has been a challenging objective that is not accomplished yet. However, it was
shown recently that the linearized GW density matrix permits a reliable prediction of the self-
consistent GW total energy for molecules [F. Bruneval et. al. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 17,
2126 (2021)] for which self-consistent GW energies are available. Here we implement, test, and
benchmark the linearized GW density matrix for several solids. We focus on the total energy,
lattice constant, and bulk modulus obtained from the GW density matrix and compare our findings
to more traditional results obtained within the random phase approximation (RPA). We conclude
on the improved stability of the total energy obtained from the linearized GW density matrix with
respect to the mean-field starting point. We bring compelling clues that the RPA and the GW
density matrix total energies are certainly close to the self-consistent GW total energy in solids if
we use hybrid functionals with enriched exchange as a starting point.

I. INTRODUCTION

While a few self-consistent GW calculations (scGW )
for the band gaps of real solids are available [1–3], scGW
total energies are still not available today, certainly be-
cause of their high computational cost. However, there
exist hints that scGW could be accurate: first, the re-
sults on the homogeneous electron gas are extremely good
[4–6]; second, the random-phase approximation (RPA)
which derives from the same family has been shown to
yield total energies capable of describing the tenuous van
der Waals interactions [7–13]. Unfortunately, scGW cal-
culations are very involved in real solids. That is why
it would be highly desirable to obtain scGW quality en-
ergies without actually performing the cumbersome self-
consistency.

Pursuing the quest for a non-self-consistent approx-
imation to scGW , a series of studies have been pub-
lished in the early 2000s [14–19]. More recently, some
of us proposed an alternative non-self-consistent total
energy expression based on the GW density matrix, la-
beled γGW [20, 21]. Benchmarks on small molecules for
which scGW are possible [22, 23] confirmed the remark-
able properties of the γGW total energies: although it is
evaluated non-self-consistently using a generalized Kohn-
Sham (gKS) input, the resulting total energy remains
quite insensitive to the gKS choice and approximates very
well the reference scGW total energies.

In this context, this study focuses on the evaluation
of total energies in solids. We port to the solid systems

the γGW total energy with the sensible prospect that it
will remain a good approximation to the scGW total en-
ergy. In doing so, we obtain the correlated density matrix
γGW as a physically meaningful intermediate object with
unique properties due to correlation.

When considering solid systems several technical ques-
tions have to be addressed. Firstly, the closed formulas
obtained for finite systems [20, 24] have to be adapted
for numerical efficiency. Secondly, the pseudopotentials
[25] that are customary in the plane-wave basis codes are
typically designed to be used in conjunction with stan-
dard semi-local approximations to density-functional the-
ory. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate which type
of pseudopotential is suitable for obtaining consistently
GW -type total energies.

With this, we will study the performance of the γGW

total energy for solids. We will compare it to the popu-
lar RPA total energy which may be derived as the GW
approximation of the Klein functional [14, 26, 27]. As
all these calculations are performed as a one-shot pro-
cedure, memory about the mean-field starting point is
present. We will particularly investigate this issue by
varying the content of exact exchange α in the hybrid
functional PBEh(α), zero being the standard PBE [28]
and 0.25 yielding regular PBE0 [29]. It is therefore al-
ways necessary to specify the exact procedure used to
obtain a one-shot energy. We do so here using the @ no-
tation (e.g. RPA@PBE stands for the RPA total energy
evaluated with self-consistent PBE inputs).

The article is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we re-
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capitulate the theoretical foundation for the GW density
matrix and derive the working equations; In Sec. III, we
detail the technical aspects of the implementation in a
plane-wave code and assess the pseudopotential choice;
Sec. IV shows some of the unique properties of the GW
density matrix, exemplified with bulk silicon; In Sec. V,
we benchmark the total energies obtained with the dif-
ferent approximations with a test set of 7 standard co-
valent semiconductors and one layered material. Finally,
Sec. VI concludes our work.

II. THEORY AND WORKING FORMULAS

A. Green’s function-derived density matrix

In the many-body perturbation theory, the cen-
tral quantity, namely the one-particle Green’s function
G(r, r′, ω), contains a great deal of information. In par-
ticular, by virtue of the Galistkii-Midgal formula [30], it
is sufficient to calculate the total energy of an electronic
system.

Also it straightforwardly yields the density matrix
γ(r, r′)

γ(r, r′) = − i

2π

∫ +∞

−∞
dωeiηωG(r, r′, ω), (1)

where η is a vanishing positive real number that en-
forces the sensitivity to the occupied manifold of the
time-ordered Green’s function G. Hence, the electronic
density can be obtained as the diagonal: ρ(r) = γ(r, r).

Therefore, the Green’s function methods, such as the
GW approximation, can give access to an approximate
density matrix.

B. Linearized Dyson equation

In the many-body perturbation theory, the overall
strategy is to connect the exact Green’s function G to
a known Green’s function G0. The connection between
the two is ensured by the complicated self-energy Σxc

that is in charge of all the correlation effects.
The expression of G0 that is derived from a mean-field

approach (Kohn-Sham, Hartree-Fock, etc.), is simple:

G0(r, r
′, ω) = 2

∑

ki

φki(r)φ
∗
ki(r

′)
ω − ϵki ± iη

, (2)

where φki(r) and ϵki are the mean-field wavefunctions
and eigenvalue for state i at k-point k and the small
positive η ensures the correct location of the poles for a
time-ordered function (above the real axis for occupied
states ϵki < µ and below the real axis for empty states
ϵki > µ, µ being the Fermi level). Spin-restricted calcu-
lations are assumed here and the factor 2 accounts for
it.

Then the connection from G0 to G is made with the
so-called Dyson equation:

G = G0 +G0(Σxc − Vxc)G, (3)

where Vxc is the exchange-correlation operator (possibly
including non-local exchange) the space and frequency
indices have been omitted for conciseness.
The self-energy Σxc is itself a functional of the exact G.

When approximating Σxc and G, only a self-consistent
solution ensures the conservation of the electron count
[31]. In particular, for the GW approximation of Σxc

that is most often evaluated with a one-shot procedure,
the violation of electron conservation is well documented
[18, 21, 32, 33].
In a previous study of ours [21], it was demonstrated

analytically and verified numerically that linearizing the
Dyson equation completely cures the problem of electron
count conservation in the GW approximation. The lin-
earized Dyson equation (LDE) reads

G = G0 +G0(Σxc − Vxc)G0, (4)

where the last G in Eq. (3) had been simply replaced by
G0. The LDE is customary in the context of the Sham-
Schüter equation [34].
This electron-conserving equation is then applied with

the GW approximation to Σxc.

C. GW self-energy based density matrix

The GW approximation [35] is simply sketched here,
since it has been the subject of numerous detailed reviews
[36–38].
The screened Coulomb interaction W is defined with

the Dyson-like equation:

W = v + vχ0W, (5)

where χ0 = −2iGG is the non-interacting polarizability
and v is the usual bare Coulomb interaction.
The GW self-energy then reads

Σxc = iGW. (6)

It is convenient to decompose the self-energy into pure
exchange and correlation. The exchange part Σx is static,
whereas the correlation part carries the frequency depen-
dence Σc(ω). These quantities are routinely obtained
with a one-shot procedure in standard periodic codes
[39, 40]
Some general properties of the density matrix are de-

tailed in App. A. For instance, it is demonstrated that the
density matrix can be fully characterized with a single k-
point index within the first Brillouin zone, even though
it is a function of two spatial indices.
Now let us focus on the GW density matrix. It is

handy to project into the mean-field orbitals |ki⟩, which
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form a valid orthogonal basis:

γkij = ⟨ki|γ|kj⟩

=

∫
drdr′φ∗

ki(r)γ(r, r
′)φkj(r

′). (7)

The first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (4) is G0. Let
us insert it in Eq. (1) and project on the orbital basis to
obtain the spin-summed density matrix elements

γgKS
kij = 2δijθ(µ− ϵki). (8)

This expression has been obtained by closing the contour
in the upper part of the complex plane so that only the
poles located above the real axis have survived.

A similar approach technique can be used for the static
terms in the right-hand part of Eq. (4), G0(Σx−Vxc)G0:

∆γHF
kij = 2θ(µ− ϵki)θ(ϵkj − µ)

⟨ki|Σx − Vxc|kj⟩
ϵki − ϵkj

. (9)

We denote it with a “HF” superscript because this contri-
bution to the (spin-summed) linearized density matrix is
obtained from a pure exchange self-energy; thus, it van-
ishes when the HF approximation is employed to obtain
the mean-field orbitals (i.e. ∆γHF = 0 for γgKS = γHF).

For the last term in Eq. (4), G0ΣcG0, the self-energy
Σc has a frequency dependence and therefore the calcu-
lations cannot be performed analytically in contrast with
the two previous terms, it is convenient to perform the
integration along the imaginary axis, so as to keep some
distance with the poles of G0 and of Σc. Closing the
contour, we transform the real-axis integration of Eq. (1)
into

∆γGW
kij =

1

π

∫ +∞

−∞
dω

⟨ki|Σc(µ+ iω)|kj⟩
(µ+ iω − ϵki)(µ+ iω − ϵkj)

. (10)

The complete spin-summed linearized GW density ma-
trix finally reads

γGW = γgKS +∆γHF +∆γGW . (11)

Lastly, the corresponding electronic density is ρGW (r) =
γGW (r, r).

D. Total energies from GW density matrix

In previous studies [20, 21], we introduced a new total
energy functional:

EγGW

total = T [γGW ] + Vne[ρ
GW ] + EH [ρGW ]

+ Ex[γ
GW ] + Ec[G0] + Vnn, (12)

where T , the kinetic energy, Vne, the electron-nucleus in-
teraction, EH , the Hartree energy, Ex the exchange en-
ergy are evaluated with γGW density matrix. Klimes et.

al. [41] also used the GW (or RPA) density matrix to im-
prove sub-parts of the energy. Just the correlation energy
Ec cannot be calculated with γGW and is pragmatically
obtained from the Galitskii-Migdal equation [21]:

Ec[G0] =
1

4π

∫ +∞

−∞
dωTr{vχ0(iω)− vχ(iω)}, (13)

where χ = χ0 + χ0vχ is the RPA polarizability.
This one-shot energy expression has the desirable prop-

erty that all the input quantities conserve the number of
electrons. Of course, being a one-shot total energy, it
keeps a dependence with respect to the starting point.
This will be studied in detail in Sec. V.

E. RPA total energy

For completeness, we report here without derivation
the RPA expression for the total energy as we will exten-

sively compare ERPA
total and E

γGW

total in the following.
The RPA correlation is defined as [42]

Φc[G0] =
1

4π

∫ +∞

−∞
dωTr {vχ0(iω) + ln [1− vχ0(iω)]} .

(14)
By construction, Φc[G0] contains the correlation part

of the kinetic energy. The total one-shot energy expres-
sion reads

ERPA
total = T [γgKS] + Vne[ρ

gKS] + EH [ρgKS]

+ Ex[γ
gKS] + Φc[G0] + Vnn. (15)

The one-shot RPA total energy is known to have a
noticeable starting point dependence [15, 21, 43, 44]. We

will quantify this in Sec. V in comparison with EγGW

total .

III. IMPLEMENTATION AND
COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

The linearized GW density matrix in periodic systems
has not been studied before to the best of our knowledge.
It should be noted though that the linearizedGW density
matrix appears as an intermediate quantity in the RPA
forces derived by Ramberger et al. [45].
In this section, we provide a detailed description of our

implementation of γGW in the ABINIT code [40]. We
also highlight the key technical aspects that are crucial
for producing accurate results.

A. Implementation in a periodic plane-wave
approach

ABINIT is a standard plane-wave-based DFT code.
The core electrons are frozen and hidden in a pseu-
dopotential. While the Kohn-Sham part of ABINIT is
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able to use the more accurate and smoother projector
augmented-wave atomic datasets [46–48], the extension
to GW is very delicate [49, 50]. As of today, the GW
part of ABINIT is fully validated only for regular norm-
conserving pseudopotentials [51, 52].

The existing implementation in ABINIT provides us
with ⟨ki|Σc(µ + iω)|kj⟩ for any value of ω. From
this starting point, we have then implemented a Gauss-
Legendre quadrature to perform the integral in Eq. (10).
The symmetry relation

⟨ki|Σc(µ− iω)|kj⟩ = ⟨kj|Σc(µ+ iω)|ki⟩∗ (16)

is employed to limit the integration from 0 to +∞. A grid
with typically 50 to 120 grid points is sufficient to ensure
a very accurate convergence: we monitor the electron
count deviation, which is always kept below 10−3. In the
future, grid design could be optimized to minimize the
computational burden [33, 53].

The static term from Eq. (9) has been implemented as
well, for any type of exchange-correlation potential Vxc,
including those based on hybrid functionals. Note that
for a Hartree-Fock mean-field starting point, the static
term Σx − Vxc vanishes. Furthermore, it is clear from
Eq. (9) that the linearized density matrix is limited to
systems with a finite band gap, or else diverging denom-
inators would occur.

The matrix representation of γGW is obtained on the
gKS states |ki⟩ for i ≤ Nb. We then diagonalize it to
obtain the natural orbitals in the gKS basis:

Nb∑

j=1

γkijUkjλ = nkλUkiλ, (17)

where nkλ, the eigenvalues, are the so-called natural oc-
cupations and where Ukjλ, the eigenvector coefficients,
form the natural orbitals.

In other words, the natural orbitals ϕkλ(r) = ⟨r|kλ⟩
can be obtained from the unitary matrix Ukiλ:

ϕkλ(r) =

Nb∑

i=1

Ukiλφki(r). (18)

Then all the one-body operators expectation values are
readily obtained. For instance, the kinetic energy T is
calculated as

T =
1

Nk

∑

kλ

nkλ⟨kλ|T̂ |kλ⟩ (19)

=
1

Nk

∑

kλ

nkλ
∑

ij

U∗
kiλUkjλ⟨ki|T̂ |kj⟩. (20)

Finally, we would like to emphasize that the formal
proof of the conservation of electron count [21] requires
that the state range in the internal sum of G0 in Eq. (2) is
the same as the one used in the basis expansion in Eq. (7).
This restriction is enforced in all our calculations.
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FIG. 1. HF total energies as a function of lattice constant with
different codes and pseudopotentials for bulk silicon. The
equilibrium lattice constant for each calculation is given in
the legend.

Table I summarizes the numerical parameters used for
the 8 crystals considered in this study. All the calcu-
lations for face-centered cubic crystals reported in this
work use four shifted k-point grids, as commonly used
in ABINIT. The grid discretization is 4 × 4 × 4, which
yields 256 k-points in the full Brillouin zone and 10 in the
irreducible wedge. The calculation on hexagonal boron
nitride (h-BN) uses a Γ-centered 12× 12× 6 k-point grid
for exact exchange and a 4 × 4 × 2 grid for the rest.
We evaluate the computational effort to scale as O(N4),
similar to a conventional GW calculation. However, the
prefactor is much larger, due to the fine frequency grids
for both W and Σ.

B. Adequate norm-conserving pseudopotentials

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, our imple-
mentation uses norm-conserving pseudopotentials. In the

TABLE I. Energy cutoff for the wavefunctions (Eφ
cut, in

Hartree), energy cutoff for the plane-waves expansion of the
screened Coulomb interaction W (EW

cut, in Hartree), num-
ber of bands (Nb) in G0 and in Eqs. (9,10), number of pure
imaginary frequencies (NωW ) used for W (iω), and number of
frequency points (NωΣ), used for the quadrature along the
imaginary axis in Eq. (10).

Si C SiC zb-BN AlP AlAs Ge h-BN
Eφ

cut 12 25 50 40 35 35 30 55
EW

cut 8 15 15 15 15 10 10 25
Nb 150 175 175 175 175 175 175 1400
NωW 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 40
NωΣ 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 —
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preliminary stages of our study, we concluded that while
the details of the pseudopotential are not critical when
studying band structures, they become of the utmost im-
portance when investigating structural properties.

Norm-conserving pseudopotentials are designed to re-
produce the electronic and energetic properties of a given
mean-field approximation. For instance, using a PBE
pseudopotential for a hybrid functional is not advised
in principle. As no “GW -suitable” pseudopotentials ex-
ist, we have enforced the minimal requirement that the
selected pseudopotential be able to reproduce HF struc-
tural properties.

In Fig. 1, we show a wide comparison among codes
and techniques for bulk silicon at the HF level of the-
ory. Silicon is chosen as a typical example. The results
for two other crystals are reported in the supporting in-
formation with identical conclusions. The all-electron
(AE) of CRYSTAL[54] with the accurate basis set de-
signed by Heyd and coworkers [55] and the projector
augmented-wave (PAW) results of VASP [39] agree very
well. We consider them as the reference, since by con-
struction, the Gaussian basis set used in CRYSTAL de-
scribes all the electrons at once and since in the PAW
framework, though frozen-core, the core-valence interac-
tions are completely recalculated for each approximation.

Then we turn to the regular PBE pseudopotential ob-
tained from the pseudodojo suite [56]. This pseudopo-
tential is highly tested and should be rather transferable
as it relies on Hamann’s ONCVPSP scheme [52] that in-
troduce several projectors per angular momentum. How-
ever, based on Fig. 1, the HF energy-volume curve de-
parts significantly from the reference. This error is intrin-
sic to the pseudopotential because using it in Quantum-
Espresso [57] gives the exact same result. In our opin-
ion, the inability of the ONCVPSP pseudopotentials to
reproduce HF energy-volume curves is not due to the
Hamann’s scheme itself, but rather due to the practical
choice of large cutoff radii selected in the pseudodojo ini-
tiative. Generating our own dedicated ONCVPSP pseu-
dopotentials would be possible of course, however, would
require a significant effort. Fortunately, alternatives al-
ready exist.

In a previous work [13], one of us mitigated this
problem by using pseudopotentials generated for KLI[58]
which devises a local potential that simulates the non-
local exact-exchange operator. This improves over the
ONCVPSP pseudopotentials but is not quantitative
enough.

Recently, in the quantum Monte Carlo community,
there has been an effort to support the design of “corre-
lation consistent” effective core potentials (ccECP) [59].
These norm-conserving pseudopotentials are meant to be
used in combination with correlated methods beyond the
usual mean-field ones. Figure 1 shows that this type of
pseudopotential produces results in close agreement with
AE and PAW for HF: the lattice constants match within
0.1 %.

We conclude that the ccECP pseudopotentials are

FIG. 2. Spin-summed natural occupations obtained from
PBE, γHF@PBE, and γGW@PBE density-matrices in bulk sil-
icon for k-point (1/8, 0, 0) in reciprocal lattice vectors. The
natural occupations are ordered by descending values, from 1
to 150, which is Nb, the dimension of the matrix. The x-axis
has been cut to show the first and the last values.

our preferred norm-conserving pseudopotentials to ob-
tain quantitative results: i) they have been designed
specifically for explicit-correlation methods and GW be-
longs to this family; ii) they are best to reproduce HF
lattice constants. The main drawback of these pseudopo-
tentials is the high cutoff energy that is necessary to con-
verge the total energies in plane waves. In the following,
all the reported results employ ccECP pseudopotentials.

IV. GW -DENSITY MATRIX IN CRYSTALLINE
SOLIDS

As summarized in Appendix A, the spin-summed nat-
ural occupations nkλ should continuously span the range
from 0 to 2 at variance with regular Fermi-Dirac ground-
state occupations fki that are only 0 or 2.
These natural occupations for realistic crystalline

solids can be compared to the momentum distribu-
tion function nk for the homogeneous electron gas in
Refs. [36, 60]. But for the homogeneous electron gas,
the momentum k is enough to uniquely characterize the
quantum state. For solids, we need an additional quan-
tum number λ (similar to a band index).
In Fig. 2, we represent the natural occupations nkλ for

a fixed k-point (1/8, 0, 0). This particular k-point was
selected as an example: the other k-points produce very
similar results. The PBE occupations fki are shown as a
reference. Then the natural occupations for γHF@PBE,
the static part of the density matrix, are plotted. While
their sum precisely equalizes the number of electrons Ne,
the values can exceed 2 and be below 0. These occupa-
tion values violate the constraints of the exact density
matrix. However, after adding the dynamic correlation,
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FIG. 3. Electron count deviation ∆N(k) as a function of
the wavevector k in the first Brillouin zone for bulk silicon.
k = k1b1 + k2b2 + k3b3 is reported in reduced coordinates
(bi are the reciprocal lattice vectors). The plane k3 = 0 is
represented. The isoline ∆N(k) = 0 is drawn with a bold
black line. Special points Γ and X are marked.

the γGW@PBE has all its spin-summed natural occupa-
tions between 0 and 2. Four natural orbitals have an
occupation close to 1.8-1.9 and then many more (15 or
so) have a non-vanishing occupation. A PBE mean-field
starting point was chosen to magnify the effect. Starting
from HF would yield perfectly sane natural occupations
for γHF The overall shape of the occupation is similar to
the homogeneous electron gas result [36, 60].

However one notices that N(k) =
∑

λ nkλ for a given
k slightly deviates from the number of electrons Ne. This
intriguing observation does not violate an exact con-
straint. We only proved mathematically [21] that the
sum of the natural occupation over the whole Brillouin
zone

∑

k

∑

λ

nkλ = Ne (21)

is valid. Appendix B demonstrates that this variation
with k is possible.

As this observation can be considered surprising when
compared to the usual mean-field occupations fki, it
is insightful to monitor the sum N(k) across the Bril-
louin zone. In Fig. 3, we report the deviation ∆N(k) =
N(k) − Ne in a cut plane in the Brillouin zone. The
∆N(k) function is interpolated from a refined Γ-centered
6× 6× 6 with 4 shifts k-point grid (864 points in the full
Brillouin zone). We use the Shankland-Koelling-Wood
interpolation technique [61] as implemented in abipy
[40]. The numerical integration of ∆N(k) over the whole
Brillouin yields 4 × 10−4, which is very close to the ex-
pected zero.

From Fig. 3, we observe an electron transfer from the
Γ point region to the Brillouin zone edge. The weight
transfer is not large (at most ∼ 0.01−0.02), but still siz-

able. The electron count N(k) is an observable and could
be possibly measured in angle-resolved photo-emission
spectroscopy [62]. Note that this electron count transfer
is a pure electronic correlation effect. Any static approx-
imation of the self-energy Σ would nullify it.

V. STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES OF
CRYSTALLINE SOLIDS WITHIN GW DENSITY

MATRIX AND RPA

A. Covalent-bonded crystals

In this section, we analyze the calculation of structural
parameters for crystalline solids using the total energy
expressions introduced in Eqs. (12) and (15). Our main
question is which expression works “best” in the context
of one-shot calculations, i.e. which expression best ap-
proximates a hypothetical reference scGW that is not
currently available for crystalline systems. In molecules,
where reference scGW were produced [21], the accuracy
of the γGW total energy was demonstrated.
A way to measure the robustness of a one-shot total

energy expression is to explore its sensitivity to the start-
ing point. Here we use the PBEh(α) hybrid functional
family:

Vxc = αΣx + (1− α)vPBE
x + vPBE

c , (22)

where the parameter α controls the amount of exact-
exchange Σx.
Calculations were carried out for seven covalent crys-

tals (Si, C, SiC, zb-BN, AlP, AlAs, and Ge). In the main
text, we will mostly report silicon results. However, the
complete set of results is made available as Supplemental
Material [64].
In Fig. 4, we compare the total energy behavior for 2

different systems: water, a small molecular system, and
crystalline silicon. The results for the water molecule
were extracted from Ref. 21 that was using a different
implementation based on Gaussian basis [65]. The figure

reports the total energies for PBEh(α), for EγGW

total , for
ERPA

total , and when available for scGW . The overall simi-
larity between the two panels is striking: RPA is rather
sensitive to the starting gKS, whereas γGW is much less
so. RPA increases with α, whereas γGW decreases. RPA
and γGW rejoin for large values of α.
For water, where the scGW reference exists, the RPA

and γGW total energies give the best approximation of
the full scGW total energy when they are equal. Owing
to the similarity between the two panels of Fig. 4, we
can reasonably anticipate that in bulk silicon, the scGW
total energy will be best approximated by γGW and by
RPA with PBEh(0.75), PBEh(1.00) or HF, however with
no formal proof.
If supplied with the scGW Green’s function, all total

energy formulas should match [14, 15, 19]. The above
results tend to make us think that the non-interacting
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FIG. 4. Total energies for the water molecule in the gas phase (left-hand panel) and crystalline silicon (right-hand panel) as a
function of the gKS starting point. The water results were extracted from a previous study [21]. The silicon Quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC) value comes from Ref. 63.

Green’s function G0 for PBEh(0.75), PBEh(1.00), or HF
are close to the scGW Green’s function G for both the
molecular and the solid-state systems.

The striking difference between the molecule and the
solid in Fig. 4 is the agreement or the disagreement with
respect to the gKS total energies. While for the molecule,
the RPA and the γGW were undershooting much the to-
tal energy with respect to PBEh(α) (too negative cor-
relation energies), the match is very good for crystalline
silicon. The accurate quantum Monte Carlo approach re-
ports -7.8644 Ha for silicon [63], whereas γGW and RPA
respectively give -7.8708 and -7.8692 Ha with the same
ccECP pseudopotentials. This excellent agreement of the
absolute total energies reminds us about the amazingly
accurate scGW energies in the homogeneous electron gas
[4–6] that precisely match the quantum Monte Carlo val-
ues [66].

We conclude with some reasonable confidence that the
scGW total energy in bulk silicon is certainly close to

the gKS, close to EγGW

total , and close to RPA@PBEh(1.00).
We also stress that RPA@PBE, which is the most com-
monly accepted implementation of RPA functional, un-
derestimates noticeably the total energy. Our confidence
in these results is further strengthened when considering
the results for the other 6 crystalline systems reported
in the Supplemental Material [64]. They all support the
same conclusion.

However if scGW is very accurate for solids and less
accurate for finite systems, the atomization energies that
measure the energy gain when forming a bulk crystal as
compared to the isolated atoms are likely to have a low
accuracy in scGW . This should be explored in the future.

Let us now focus on the complete energy versus lattice
constant curves and check the sensitivity to the start-
ing point not only for the total energy but also for the
equilibrium lattice constant a and for the bulk modulus

B.

Figure 5 reports on the same scale the RPA and the
γGW total energies for different gKS starting points and
in the right-hand panel the equilibrium lattice constant
as a function of the gKS starting point. We can see again
that the RPA total energy in the left-hand panel of Fig. 5
is much more sensitive to the starting point compared to
γGW total energy in the central panel. However, when
focusing on the equilibrium lattice constant itself, the
sensitivity to the starting point is much weaker: at most
0.03 bohr.

All panels in Fig. 5 support again the same conclu-
sion: the RPA and γGW total energies agree best when
using PBEh(α) with large α or even when using HF. The
statements drawn for silicon perfectly hold for the other
6 crystalline systems presented in the Supplemental Ma-
terial [64].

Finally, we summarize the lattice constants and bulk
moduli of the 7 covalent crystals that we have stud-
ied in Table II. We focus on two gKS starting points
PBEh(0.00) (i.e. standard PBE) and PBEh(0.75).
While for PBE starting point the RPA@PBE and
γGW@PBE lattice constants differ by about 0.06 bohr,
the RPA@PBEh(0.75) and γGW@PBEh(0.75) lattice
constants always agree within 0.01 bohr. The same type
of conclusion holds for the bulk modulus B. This is an-
other proof that PBEh(0.75) is a good starting point
to evaluate the different GW -based total energy expres-
sions. Most probably, the properties a and B evaluated
with RPA@PBEh(0.75) or γGW@PBEh(0.75) are reliable
estimates to the scGW result.

In the end, we also compare to experiment. Table II
shows that all the GW -based energy expressions yield
structural properties in excellent agreement with respect
to the experiment: a 0.1 % deviation for lattice constants
and 8 % for bulk moduli. The different expressions and
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FIG. 5. Energy-lattice constant curves for crystalline silicon for RPA functional (left-hand panel), γGW energy functional
(central panel). Equilibrium lattices are summarized in the right-hand panel. The experimental lattice constant is given as a
reference.
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FIG. 6. Energy as a function of the spacing between the
layers for hexagonal BN with different gKS approximations
and different starting points for RPA.

starting points have a minor influence on this. This con-
clusion is valid for the covalent crystals. However, it is
worth considering whether this conclusion still holds for
weak van der Waals interactions, which are one of the
attractive features of RPA.

B. van der Waals bonded layered material

In order to test if the weak van der Waals interac-
tions would correctly be described by scGW , we ana-
lyzed a layered material, namely the hexagonal BN (h-
BN). RPA@LDA or RPA@PBE were proven to be able to
describe properly the spacing between the layers [13, 67].

The task of evaluating the γGW for h-BN is beyond
our current computational capabilities. Indeed, for the
weak van der Waals interactions, the energy scales are so
low that extremely converged calculations are required.
Fortunately, based on the previous discussion, we assume

that the scGW total energy is also well approximated by
RPA@PBEh(0.75).
In Fig. 6, we report the energy versus spacing between

the layers. LDA is known to give the correct spacing
thanks to a lucky compensation of errors [67], whereas
PBE that improves the exchange over LDA does not ben-
efit from this and yields a much too large spacing. Our
RPA@LDA reproduces within 0.25 bohr the earlier es-
timates from Refs. 13 and 67. This agreement is quite
good considering the computational power difference and
considering the fact that we use newly developed pseu-
dopotentials.
Next, let us comment that the RPA@PBEh(0.75) re-

sult (see Fig. 6) shows our best approximate to the
scGW . The obtained lattice spacing is very good agree-
ment with respect to the experiment (6.18 bohr against
6.25 bohr).
This example shows that tuning the starting point in

RPA does not destroy the quantitative agreement with
respect to the experiment. This interesting conclusion
calls for further studies in the future.

VI. CONCLUSION

The linearized GW density matrix γGW has been in-
troduced in realistic solid-state systems. We have care-
fully tested the norm-conserving pseudopotential approx-
imation and have concluded that QMC pseudopotentials,
such as ccECP [59], are compulsory in this context for
accurately determining RPA and γGW lattice constants.
On a benchmark of 7 covalent crystals (Si, C, SiC, zb-
BN, AlP, AlAs, and Ge), we have proven numerically
that γGW actually fulfils the exact constraints: its nat-
ural occupation numbers range from 0 to 2 (when spin
is summed) and they sum up to the correct number of
electrons. In addition, the correlated nature of γGW al-
lows the electron occupancy to reorganize across the Bril-
louin zone, in strong contrast with all the mean-field ap-
proaches, where the electron count remains constant in
the Brillouin zone for crystals with a band gap.
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The one-shot total energy expression EγGW

total has been
found to be superior to the usual RPA total energy ex-
pression in terms of sensitivity to the gKS starting point.

We provide strong evidence to support the assump-
tion that γGW -based total energy is a reliable substitute
for scGW , which remains unachievable at present. As a
cheaper alternative, RPA can also be used, but we advo-
cate applying it on top of gKS functionals with a large
content of the exact exchange, at least 75 %, such as
PBEh(0.75) or HF to best approximate scGW . Our last
statement disagrees with the current wisdom that recom-
mends RPA@PBE based on comparison to experiment.

Our implementation is available in the public version
the open source code ABINIT [68].
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Appendix A: The unit cell density matrix in the
natural orbital representation.

a. The density matrix γ(r, r′) is diagonal in k Im-
posing the Born-van Karman periodic conditions, we can
write the double-Fourier expansion of γ(r, r′) in recipro-
cal space as

γ(r, r′) =
1

NkΩ

∑

kk′GG′

ei(k+G)·rγkk′(G,G′)e−i(k′+G′)·r′ ,

(A1)
whereNk is the number of k-points and Ω is the volume of
the unit cell and G and G′ are reciprocal lattice vectors.

By virtue of the translation invariance in the unit cell,
the shift of the two space indices with R = n1a1+n2a2+
n3a3 (with n1, n2, n3 ∈ Z and a1,a2,a3 being the prim-
itive lattice vectors) does not change the density matrix
[69]:

γ(r, r′) = γ(r+R, r′ +R). (A2)

When inserting the double Fourier transform, this implies

ei(k−k′)·R = 1. (A3)

This condition is fulfilled if and only if (k − k′) belongs
to the reciprocal lattice. And as k and k′ both belong
to the first Brillouin zone, the only possible reciprocal
lattice vector the difference can match is 0.

As a consequence, one can insert the Kronecker sign
δkk′ in Eq. (A1):

γ(r, r′) =
1

NkΩ

∑

kGG′

ei(k+G)·rγk(G,G
′)e−i(k+G′)·r′

(A4)
and obtain the desired expression that shows that γ is
block-diagonal with respect to k.
b. Natural orbitals and occupations Now for each

discrete value of k, one can diagonalize γk:
∑

G′

γk(G,G
′)ũkλ(G

′) = nkλũkλ(G), (A5)

where ũkλ(G) are the eigenvectors and nkλ the eigenval-
ues, indexed with λ.
By construction:

γ(r, r′) = γ(r′, r)∗ (A6)

implies

γk(G,G
′) = γk(G

′,G)∗ (A7)

γk(G,G
′) is an Hermitian matrix and thus the nkλ are

real-valued and the ũkλ form a unitary matrix
Using this decomposition,

γk(G,G
′) =

∑

λ

nkλũkλ(G)ũ∗kλ(G
′), (A8)

Inserting this in Eq. (A4), we obtain

γ(r, r′) =
1

NkΩ

∑

kλ

∑

G

ei(k+G)·rũkλ(G)

× nkλ
∑

G′

ũ∗kλ(G
′)e−i(k+G′)·r′ (A9)

Let us introduce the natural orbital in real-space
ϕkλ(r) that have a Bloch’s wave form [70]:

ϕkλ(r) =
1√
NkΩ

∑

G

ei(k+G)·rũkλ(G) (A10)

=
1√
NkΩ

eik·rũkλ(r) (A11)

The final expression in real space reads

γ(r, r′) =
∑

kλ

nkλϕkλ(r)ϕ
∗
kλ(r

′). (A12)

that looks extremely similar to the mean-field (gKS) ex-
pression

γgKS(r, r′) =
∑

ki

fkiφki(r)φ
∗
ki(r

′), (A13)

where fki are the Fermi-Dirac occupations and φki(r) the
mean-field wavefunctions.
However, there are subtle differences that are much

more meaningful:
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• In gKS DFT, φki(r) sum up to the exact electronic
density, whereas the natural orbital sum up to the
exact density and density matrix.

• For the ground-state, the spin-summed fki are con-
strained to be 0 or 2, whereas the spin-summed nkλ
continuously span the range from 0 to 2 (not proven
here).

• Since
∫
drγ(r, r) is normalized to the number of

electrons Ne, both fki and nkλ sum up to Ne. How-
ever, for insulators, while

∑
i fki = Ne, for each k

individually, no equivalent exists for the natural oc-
cupations nkλ. as we show in the appendix B.

Appendix B: Non-integer N(k) values for individual
k

The non-integer values reported for the electron count,
N(k), are a consequence of the electron correlation ef-

fects. In this appendix, we gain some insights into this
result.

1. The many-electron wavefunction in crystals

The basis of Bloch waves is complete; there-
fore, the real-space N -electron wavefunction can be
written as a linear combination of Slater determi-
nants

[
(N !)−1/2|φkµi(r1) . . . φkνj(rN )|

]
built using Bloch

waves,

φki(r) =
1√
NkΩ

∑

G

eik·ruki(r), (B1)

which are usually the ones obtained from a mean-field
method (like the ones obtained from a gKS DFT calcu-
lation). However, other basis sets can be used to build
the Slater determinants, such as the Bloch waves corre-
sponding to the natural orbitals. In this representation,
the real-space (spin-less) N -electron wavefunction can be
written as a configuration interaction (CI) expansion

Ψ(r1, r2, ..., rN ) =
1√

N !(
√
NkΩ)N

∑

kµ...kν

∑

i∈Ωkµ

. . .
∑

j∈Ωkν

Ckµi...kνje
i(kµ·r1+...+kν ·rN )ukµi(r1) . . . ukνj(rN ), (B2)

where the sum
∑

kµ...kν
runs over all k-points in the first

Brillouin zone, and the Ckµi...kνj are the expansion co-
efficients (that are adequately adjusted to ensure that Ψ
preserves the correct symmetries). Let us highlight that
in Eq. (B2), the Hartree product of Bloch’s waves con-
tains waves that belong to different k-points (i.e. Ψ is
the many-body wavefunction of the supercell).

The Born-van Karman periodic conditions imposed
to the many-electron wavefunction [71] state that
Ψ(r1, r2, ..., rN ) = Ψ(r1 + T, r2 + T, ..., rN + T) for
T = n1N1a1 + n2N2a2 + n3N3a3 (with Nk = N1N2N3).
As a consequence, ei(kµ+...+kν)·T = eiK·T = 1 and

K = kµ + . . .+ kν (B3)

=
χ1

N1
b1 +

χ2

N2
b2 +

χ3

N3
b3, (B4)

where χn ∈ Z. The many-electron wavefunctions are
eigenfunctions of the many-body translation operator

T̂R, i.e.

T̂RΨK(r1, r2, ..., rN ) = ΨK(r1 +R, r2 +R, ..., rN +R)
(B5)

= eiK·RΨK(r1, r2, ..., rN ), (B6)

with eiK·R eigenvalues. Since the many-body Hamilto-

nian Ĥ (within the Born-Oppenheimer approximation)

commutes with the T̂R operator [71], the solutions to

the many-body Hamiltonian can be taken associated

with a given K value (i.e. ĤΨK = EΨK). Actually,
the many-electron wavefunctions associated with K+G
(with G = χ1b1+χ2b2+χ3b3 being a reciprocal lattice
vector) also lead to the same eigenvalue eiK·R upon ap-

plication of the T̂R operator and may contribute to the
CI expansion.

2. The density matrix and the second-order
reduced density matrix in crystals

Let us define the density matrix elements (from the
many-body wavefunction Ψ) as

γkij = ⟨Ψ|̂b†kib̂kj |Ψ⟩ (B7)

and the second-order reduced density matrix (2-RDM)
matrix elements as

Γkτ j,kϑm
kµi,kν l

=
1

2
⟨Ψ|̂b†kµi

b̂†kν l
b̂kϑmb̂kτ j |Ψ⟩ (B8)

whose kn values fulfill the condition

kµ + kν − kτ − kϑ +G = 0, (B9)

which ensures the correct translational symmetry of the
2-RDM, i.e.

Γ(r1, r2, r
′
1, r

′
2) = Γ(r1+R, r2+R, r′1+R, r′2+R), (B10)
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where Γ(r1, r2, r
′
1, r

′
2) is the 2-RDM in space represen-

tation (see for example Refs. [72, 73] for more details).
The 2-RDM contains more information about the system
than the density matrix. Indeed, the matrix elements of
the density matrix can be obtained from the partial trace
of the 2-RDM:

γkij =
2

N − 1

∑

k′

∑

l∈Ωk′

Γkj,k′l
ki,k′l , (B11)

where Ωk′
ν
is the subspace formed by all the one-electron

wavefunctions sharing the same k′
ν value. For complete-

ness, let us mention that the matrix formed using the γkij
elements is Hermitian and upon diagonalization produces
the occupation numbers nkλ discussed in the appendix A.

3. The APSG ansatz for crystals

Here we prove in the specific case of an anti-
symmetrized product of strongly-orthogonal geminals
(APSG) ansatz [74] for the many-electron wavefunction
that electron count transfer can occur across k-points due
to electronic correlation effects. If it is true for this sub-
class of wavefunctions, then the statement also holds for
the exact wavefunction.

The APSG ansatz for the many-electron wavefunction
with spin, where an even number of electrons present in

the system is assumed (as we employed throughout this
work) reads

ΨAPSG
K (x1,x2, ...,xN ) = Â

N/2∏

P=1

ψP (x2P−1,x2P ), (B12)

where x = (r, σ) is spatial and spin coordinate with

σ = α, β referring to the spin index, Â stands for the
antisymmetrizer responsible for inter-geminal permuta-
tions of electron coordinates and the geminal wavefunc-
tions ψP (x2P−1,x2P ) are wavefunctions containing one
α and one β electron. Because of this, the geminal wave-
function is a two-electron wavefunction; the sum of the
occupation numbers for each spin channel must be

∑

[k,i∈Ωk]∈P

nki = 1 (B13)

with [k, i ∈ Ωk] ∈ P indicating that the i-th Bloch’s wave
belonging to the k-th k-point (i.e. the Bloch’s wave natu-
ral orbital ϕki) is one of the Bloch’s waves used in the con-
struction of the P -th geminal. The P -th geminal wave-
function written in terms of the natural orbital Bloch’s
waves reads as

ψP (x2P−1,x2P ) = 2−1/2
∑

[k,i∈Ωk]∈P

cki [ϕki(r2P−1)α2P−1ϕ
∗
ki(r2P )β2P − ϕki(r2P )α2Pϕ

∗
ki(r2P−1)β2P−1] , (B14)

where the time-reversal symmetry is being employed to
relate the degenerated Bloch’s waves containing electrons
with opposite spin [75, 76] forming a Kramers’ pairs (i.e.
ϕki and ϕ

∗
ki form a Kramers’ pair). Let us remark that

the presence of complex-conjugated Bloch’s waves (nat-
ural orbitals) is related to states filled by β spin elec-
trons; this choice is completely arbitrary. Also, the time-

reversal symmetry imposed on the many-electron wave-
function leads to ΨK=0 for spin-compensated systems.
Since the {ψP } geminal wavefunctions are built with

the strong orthonormality requirement, i.e. the condi-
tion that ∀P ̸=Q

∫
dx2ψP (x1,x2)ψQ(x

′
1,x2) = δPQ, then

the Bloch’s waves natural orbitals are present in only
one geminal wavefunction. When all the ψP are built
containing only one Kramers’ pair as

ψP (x2P−1,x2P ) = 2−1/2 [ϕki(r2P−1)α2P−1ϕ
∗
ki(r2P )β2P − ϕki(r2P )α2Pϕ

∗
ki(r2P−1)β2P−1] , (B15)

the many-body wavefunction (ΨK) defined in Eq. (B12)
corresponds to a single Slater determinant; thus, the
Hartree-Fock approximation is recovered, where the nat-
ural orbital basis and the so-called canonical orbitals (the
mean-field ones) coincide.

The structure of the APSG wavefunction allows us to
express the total energy in terms of the natural orbitals,
the occupation numbers, and some undetermined phases.
Then, the total APSG energy takes the following form
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EAPSG
[
{fkµi}, {nkµi}, {ϕkµi}

]
= 2

∑

kµ

∑

i∈Ωkµ

nkµi⟨kµi|ĥ|kµi⟩

+

N/2∑

P

∑

[kµ,i∈Ωkµ ]
[kν ,j∈Ωkν ]

∈P

ζkµiζkνj
√
nkµinkνj⟨kµikνj|kνjkµi⟩ (B16)

+

N/2∑

P ̸=Q

∑

[kµ,i∈Ωkµ ]∈P

[kν ,j∈Ωkν ]∈Q

nkµinkνj(2⟨kµikνj|kµikνj⟩ − ⟨kµikνj|kνjkµi⟩),

where we have employed the known condition for APSG
wavefunctions that allows us to express the CI coeffi-
cients in terms of occupation numbers (c2ki = nki or

cki = ζki
√
nki), the phases ζ2kµi

= 1, ĥ refers to all one-

body operators of the electronic Hamiltonian (i.e. the
kinetic energy and the interaction with the external po-
tential), ⟨kµikνj|kτkkϑl⟩ are the usual two-electron in-
tegrals. Notice that the energy minimization procedure
implies optimization of the occupation numbers, natu-
ral orbitals, and phases. Since this wavefunction can be
entirely written in terms of the natural orbitals and occu-
pation numbers, it has been widely used in the context
of reduced density matrix functional theory to propose
energy functionals [77–85].

The energy contribution in the second line of Eq. (B16)
is coming from the geminal wavefunctions and describes
intra-geminal interactions (i.e. the ones among the two
electrons belonging to the geminal wavefunction). On
the other hand, energy contribution in the third line of
Eq. (B16) describes inter-geminal interactions, which are
taken at the mean-field level (i.e. as Hartree–Fock inter-
actions). Also, let us highlight that imposing the correct
translation symmetry to ΨAPSG

K automatically enforces
the correct symmetry in the 2-RDM elements. Mak-
ing the 2-RDM elements fulfill the condition presented
in Eq. (B9).

Since the natural orbitals belonging to different Ωk

subspaces (e.g. k and k′) can be employed in the con-
struction of the geminal wavefunctions (see Eq. (B14))
the constraint given by Eq. (B9) takes the following form
for the geminals wavefunction

k′ − k′ − k+ k = 0 = G, (B17)

which ensures the correct translation symmetry in
ΨAPSG

K , the 2-RDM matrix elements, and the density
matrix. Notice that the complex conjugation associated
with the time-reversal symmetry of the Kramers’ pairs
was employed.

The occupation numbers of the natural orbitals that
belong to the geminal are optimized under the constraint
given in Eq. (B13) during the energy minimization proce-
dure (recalling that the CI coefficients can be written as

cki = ζki
√
nki for the ΨAPSG

K ansatz ). Hence, the cou-
pling of natural orbitals belonging to different k-points
is allowed; thus, a reorganization of electrons among k-
points can take place during the energy minimization pro-
cedure. Moreover, it is known [86] that the occupation
numbers are not likely to become zero; then, the reorga-
nization of electrons among k-points is not forbidden.
In summary, the ΨAPSG

K ansatz is a valid approxima-
tion to the many-electron wavefunction that permits us
to illustrate the reasons leading to the reorganization of
electrons among k-points. Obviously, a more general
valid CI expansion ansatz (or the exact full-CI expan-
sion) could also lead to a reorganization of the electrons
among k-points since the ΨAPSG

K ansatz is a particular
case of the exact ΨK, where the electron pairs do not
interact. Then, let us conclude that the reorganization
of electrons among k-points that lead to non-integer Ne

values for each k value is purely a consequence of the
electronic correlation effects. In this work, the electronic
correlation effects are captured with the γGW approxi-
mation, which produces the reorganization of electrons
among k-points. And, this leads to the non-integer Ne

values obtained for each k-point that were used to com-
pute the ∆N(k) values presented in Fig. 3.

In the next section, we present an example based on the
Si crystal where the reorganization of electrons among k-
points is allowed using a ΨAPSG

K ansatz.

4. Example of an allowed electronic density
reorganization among the k-points in the Si crystal

For a working example, let us take the Si crystal com-
puted excluding all the core states (i.e. using a pseudo-
potential and retaining only 8 electrons per unit cell). At
the Hartree–Fock (or gKS DFT) level, eight states form-
ing four Kramers’ pairs are occupied for each k-point
value. From the band structure, it is easy to recognize
that the highest (in terms of energy) occupied state with
an α electron localized at the Γ point (k = (0, 0, 0) = kΓ).
On the other hand, the lowest (in terms of energy) un-
occupied state for the electrons with α spin belongs to
the X point (k = (0.5, 0.5, 0) = kX). Let us label these
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states as φkΓ4 and φkX5, respectively. The energy differ-
ence between the φk4 and φk5 states is small (the exper-
imental value is approximately 1 eV), which leads to the
small indirect band gap obtained for this system.

Following, let us organize in ascending order in terms
of energy all the mean-field Bloch’s waves for the whole
system (i.e. of the supercell). And, as it is usually done in

the search for the optimal ΨAPSG
K=0 , let us write the initial

guess for the APSG ansatz in terms of the mean-field
Bloch’s waves. But, let us search for a particular ΨAPSG

K
ansatz where all the geminal wavefunctions contain only
one Kramers’ pair (i.e. are treated at the Hartree–Fock
level) except for the last geminal (the P = N/2 in (B14))
that is built coupling the Bloch’s waves φkΓ4 and φkX5,
i.e.

ψN/2(xN−1,xN ) = 2−1/2
[
ckΓ4(φkΓ4(rN−1)αN−1φ

∗
kΓ4(rN )βN + φkΓ4(rN )αNφ

∗
kΓ4(rN−1)βN−1) (B18)

+ ckX5(φkX5(rN−1)αN−1φ
∗
kX5(rN )βN + φkX5(rN )αNφ

∗
kX5(rN−1)βN−1)

]
,

with ckΓ4 = ζkΓ4
√
nkΓ4 and ckX5 = ζkX5

√
nkX5 be-

ing variational parameters subject to the condition
nkΓ4 + nkX5 = 1 (to fulfill the requirement presented
in Eq. (B13)). This type of geminal approach, where
only two states (four considering spin) are present in the
geminal wavefunction is known as a perfect-pairing ap-
proach. Next, let us assume that the mean-field Bloch’s

waves φkΓ4 and φkX5 coincide with the optimal natural
orbitals in order to skip the orbital optimization proce-
dure.

Next, let us focus on the energy contribution arising
from the N/2 geminal to the second term in the r.h.s. of
the APSG energy (see Eq. (B16))

nkΓ4⟨kΓ4kΓ4|kΓ4kΓ4⟩+ nkX5⟨kX5kX5|kX5kX5⟩+ 2ζkΓ4ζkX5
√
nkΓ4nkX5⟨kΓ4kX5|kX5kΓ4⟩. (B19)

Setting the usual approximation for (fixing) the phases
(i.e. ζkΓ4ζkX5 = −1 [77, 78, 80, 81]) for the interaction
among the states above and below the Fermi level and
letting all two-electron integrals to be equal (which can
occur in the extreme case when degenerated states are
involved). The occupation numbers that would minimize
the energy contribution are nkΓ4 = nkX5 = 1/2. Illus-
trating that a reorganization of electrons occurs among
the Γ and X k-points. In the Si crystal, the mean-field
Bloch’s waves are not completely degenerate in terms of
energy and do not correspond to the optimal natural or-
bitals; then, the actual optimal occupation numbers dif-
fer from 1/2. But, they also differ from the initial values
at the mean-field level, where nkΓ4 = 1 and nkX5 = 0.
Moreover, beyond the perfect pairing approach, the cou-
pling of states to form a geminal wavefunction can in-
clude states belonging to other k-points. Since the gemi-

nal wavefunctions are built with states for the α and the
β electron; the state for the α electrons is associated with
a k′′ k-point while the state for the β is related to a −k′′

k-point. The Hartree product in Eq. (B14) conserves the
K = k′′ − k′′ = 0 value, which could lead to further
reorganization of electrons among different k-points be-
yond the perfect pairing approach. Thus, for example,
the coupling of states belonging to Γ, X, and ∆, etc. is
allowed in the Si crystal. Actually, the coupling of all
k-point values in the first Brillouin zone is valid to build
geminal wavefunctions.

Finally, let us remark that this example is based on
a valid approximation to the many-electron wavefunc-
tion (i.e. a ΨAPSG

K ansatz ), where we illustrate that the
reorganization of electrons among k-points is purely a
consequence of the electronic correlation effects.
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and J. F. Dobson, Cohesive properties and asymptotics
of the dispersion interaction in graphite by the ran-
dom phase approximation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 196401
(2010).

[13] F. Bruneval, Range-separated approach to the RPA cor-
relation applied to the van der waals bond and to diffu-
sion of defects, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 256403 (2012).

[14] C.-O. Almbladh, U. V. Barth, and R. V. Leeuwen, Vari-
ational total energies from Φ- and Ψ- derivable theo-
ries, International Journal of Modern Physics B 13, 535
(1999).

[15] N. E. Dahlen and U. von Barth, Variational second-
order møller-plesset theory based on the luttinger-ward
functional, The Journal of Chemical Physics 120, 6826
(2004), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1650307.

[16] N. E. Dahlen and U. v. Barth, Variational energy func-
tionals tested on atoms, Phys. Rev. B 69, 195102 (2004).

[17] N. E. Dahlen, R. van Leeuwen, and U. von Barth, Varia-
tional energy functionals of the green function and of the
density tested on molecules, Phys. Rev. A 73, 012511
(2006).

[18] A. Stan, N. E. Dahlen, and R. van Leeuwen, Fully self-
consistent GW calculations for atoms and molecules, Eu-
rophys. Lett. 76, 298 (2006).

[19] M. Hellgren, F. Caruso, D. R. Rohr, X. Ren, A. Ru-
bio, M. Scheffler, and P. Rinke, Static correlation and
electron localization in molecular dimers from the self-
consistent rpa and gw approximation, Phys. Rev. B 91,
165110 (2015).

[20] F. Bruneval, Assessment of the linearized gw density ma-
trix for molecules, J. Chem. Theory Comput. 15, 4069
(2019).

[21] F. Bruneval, M. Rodriguez-Mayorga, P. Rinke, and
M. Dvorak, Improved one-shot total energies from the
linearized gw density matrix, Journal of Chemical The-
ory and Computation 17, 2126 (2021), pMID: 33705127,
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c01264.

[22] F. Caruso, P. Rinke, X. Ren, M. Scheffler, and A. Rubio,
Unified description of ground and excited states of finite
systems: The self-consistent gw approach, Phys. Rev. B

86, 081102 (2012).
[23] F. Caruso, D. R. Rohr, M. Hellgren, X. Ren, P. Rinke,

A. Rubio, and M. Scheffler, Bond breaking and bond for-
mation: How electron correlation is captured in many-
body perturbation theory and density-functional theory,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 146403 (2013).

[24] F. Bruneval, Improved density matrices for accurate
molecular ionization potentials, Phys. Rev. B 99, 041118
(2019).

[25] R. M. Martin, Electronic Structure: Basic Theory and
Practical Methods (Vol 1) (Cambridge University Press,
2004).

[26] D. Pines and P. Nozières, Theory of Quantum Liquids
(Benjamin, New York, 1966).

[27] A. Klein, Perturbation theory for an infinite medium of
fermions. ii, Phys. Rev. 121, 950 (1961).

[28] J. P. Perdew, K. Burke, and M. Ernzerhof, Generalized
gradient approximation made simple, Phys. Rev. Lett.
77, 3865 (1996).

[29] C. Adamo and V. Barone, Toward reliable density func-
tional methods without adjustable parameters: The pbe0
model, J. Chem. Phys. 110, 6158 (1999).

[30] V. M. Galitskii and A. B. Migdal, Application of quan-
tum field theory methods to the many body problem,
Sov. Phys. JETP 139, 96 (1958).

[31] G. Baym and L. P. Kadanoff, Conservation laws and cor-
relation functions, Phys. Rev. 124, 287 (1961).

[32] A. Schindlmayr, P. Garćıa-González, and R. W. Godby,
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J. W. Zwanziger, The abinit project: Impact, environ-
ment and recent developments, Comput. Phys. Commun.
248, 107042 (2020).
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bonnière, M. Causà, S. Salustro, V. Lacivita, B. Kirt-
man, A. M. Ferrari, F. S. Gentile, J. Baima, M. Ferrero,
R. Demichelis, and M. De La Pierre, The crystal code,
1976–2020 and beyond, a long story, J. Chem. Phys. 152,
204111 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0004892.

[55] J. Heyd, J. E. Peralta, G. E. Scuseria, and R. L.
Martin, Energy band gaps and lattice parameters eval-
uated with the heyd-scuseria-ernzerhof screened hy-
brid functional, J. Chem. Phys. 123, 174101 (2005),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2085170.

[56] M. van Setten, M. Giantomassi, E. Bousquet, M. Ver-

straete, D. Hamann, X. Gonze, and G.-M. Rignanese,
The pseudodojo: Training and grading a 85 element op-
timized norm-conserving pseudopotential table, Comput.
Phys. Commun. 226, 39 (2018).

[57] P. Giannozzi, S. Baroni, N. Bonini, M. Calandra, R. Car,
C. Cavazzoni, D. Ceresoli, G. L. Chiarotti, M. Cococ-
cioni, I. Dabo, A. D. Corso, S. de Gironcoli, S. Fabris,
G. Fratesi, R. Gebauer, U. Gerstmann, C. Gougoussis,
A. Kokalj, M. Lazzeri, L. Martin-Samos, N. Marzari,
F. Mauri, R. Mazzarello, S. Paolini, A. Pasquarello,
L. Paulatto, C. Sbraccia, S. Scandolo, G. Sclauzero, A. P.
Seitsonen, A. Smogunov, P. Umari, and R. M. Wentz-
covitch, Quantum espresso: a modular and open-source
software project for quantum simulations of materials, J.
Phys. Condens. Matter 21, 395502 (2009).

[58] J. B. Krieger, Y. Li, and G. J. Iafrate, Exact relations in
the optimized effective potential method employing an
arbitrary Exc[ψiσ], Phys. Lett. A 146, 256 (1990).

[59] M. C. Bennett, C. A. Melton, A. Annaberdiyev,
G. Wang, L. Shulenburger, and L. Mitas, A new
generation of effective core potentials for correlated
calculations, J. Chem. Phys. 147, 224106 (2017),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4995643.

[60] V. Olevano, A. Titov, M. Ladisa, K. Hämäläinen, S. Huo-
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TABLE II. Lattice constants a (bohr), bulk moduli B (GPa), mean absolute error (MAE), and mean absolute percentage error
(MAPE) of 7 covalent crystals obtained with several total energy methods.

Si C SiC zb-BN AlP AlAs Ge MAE MAPE

PBEh(0.00)
a 10.407 6.774 8.310 6.861 10.471 10.847 10.947 0.101 1.00
B 88.44 441.76 216.68 380.18 82.72 69.98 62.24 21.961 10.5

RPA@PBEh(0.00)
a 10.282 6.815 8.257 6.867 10.308 10.725 10.769 0.011 0.12
B 97.08 477.44 235.25 401.35 96.78 83.57 86.10 12.123 8.7

γGW@PBEh(0.00)
a 10.232 6.713 8.180 6.800 10.287 10.668 10.708 0.011 0.12
B 104.58 420.75 262.57 417.06 101.56 87.73 85.70 11.451 8.3

PBEh(0.75)
a 10.260 6.675 8.170 6.728 10.322 10.680 10.682 0.036 0.49
B 111.93 502.28 270.10 461.11 102.44 88.02 87.30 31.026 15.7

RPA@PBEh(0.75)
a 10.254 6.759 8.210 6.831 10.301 10.683 10.738 0.012 0.13
B 103.37 438.89 252.60 408.86 99.96 85.94 81.01 10.407 7.8

γGW@PBEh(0.75)
a 10.255 6.748 8.207 6.825 10.301 10.681 10.732 0.010 0.11
B 103.91 436.08 254.39 410.23 100.22 86.59 82.07 11.619 8.4

Expt.
a 10.261 6.741 8.213 6.833 10.301 10.675 10.692 — —
B 99 443 225 369-400 86 77 76 — —
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I. PSEUDOPOTENTIAL VALIDATION USING HARTREE-FOCK
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FIG. 1. Hartree-Fock (HF) total energies as a function of lattice constants of diamond and zinc-blende boron nitride (zb-BN)
with different codes and pseudopotentials. We used all-electron (AE) of CRYSTAL[? ] with the accurate basis set designed by
Heyd and coworkers [? ], the projector-augmented wave (PAW) of VASP [? ], the correlation consistent effective core potentials
(ccECP) [? ], the pseudopotentials generated for KLI [? ] and NC-ONCVPSP [? ] of ABINIT code [? ].
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II. γGW AND RPA TOTAL ENERGIES FOR DIAMOND, SIC, ZB-BN, ALP, ALAS, AND GE

A. Diamond

6 . 5 6 . 6 6 . 7 6 . 8 6 . 9 7- 1 1 . 4 6
- 1 1 . 4 4
- 1 1 . 4 2

- 1 1 . 4
- 1 1 . 3 8
- 1 1 . 3 6
- 1 1 . 3 4
- 1 1 . 3 2

- 1 1 . 3
- 1 1 . 2 8
- 1 1 . 2 6

 R P A @ P B E
 R P A @ P B E h ( 0 . 2 5 )
 R P A @ P B E h ( 0 . 5 0 )
 R P A @ P B E h ( 0 . 7 5 )
 R P A @ P B E h ( 1 . 0 0 )
 R P A @ H F
 E x p t .

a  ( b o h r )

E to
tal

 (H
a)

6 . 5 6 . 6 6 . 7 6 . 8 6 . 9 7- 1 1 . 4 6
- 1 1 . 4 4
- 1 1 . 4 2

- 1 1 . 4
- 1 1 . 3 8
- 1 1 . 3 6
- 1 1 . 3 4
- 1 1 . 3 2

- 1 1 . 3
- 1 1 . 2 8
- 1 1 . 2 6

 g G W @ P B E
 g G W @ P B E h ( 0 . 2 5 )
 g G W @ P B E h ( 0 . 5 0 )
 g G W @ P B E h ( 0 . 7 5 )
 g G W @ P B E h ( 1 . 0 0 )
 g G W @ H F  
 E x p t .

a  ( b o h r )

E to
tal

 (H
a)

6 . 6 4
6 . 6 6
6 . 6 8

6 . 7
6 . 7 2
6 . 7 4
6 . 7 6
6 . 7 8

6 . 8
6 . 8 2

PB
Eh

(1.
00) HF

PB
Eh

(0.
75)

PB
Eh

(0.
50)

PB
Eh

(0.
25)

PB
Eh

(0.
00)

a (
bo

hr)

 G K S
 R P A @ G K S
 g G W @ G K S
 E x p t .

- 1 1 . 4 8
- 1 1 . 4 4

- 1 1 . 4
- 1 1 . 3 6
- 1 1 . 3 2
- 1 1 . 2 8
- 1 1 . 2 4

- 1 1 . 2
- 1 1 . 1 6
- 1 1 . 1 2
- 1 1 . 0 8
- 1 1 . 0 4

- 1 1
- 1 0 . 9 6
- 1 0 . 9 2

HF

PB
Eh

(1.
00)

PB
Eh

(0.
75)

PB
Eh

(0.
50)

PB
Eh

(0.
25)

PB
Eh

(0.
00)

E to
tal

 (H
a)

 G K S
 R P A @ G K S
 g G W @ G K S

a  =  6 . 7  b o h r

FIG. 2. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Diamond, comparing with experiments and comparison of
the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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B. SiC
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FIG. 3. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Silicon Carbide, comparing with experiments and comparison
of the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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C. zb-BN
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FIG. 4. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Boron Nitride, comparing with experiments and comparison
of the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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D. AlP
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FIG. 5. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Aluminium Phosphide, comparing with experiments and
comparison of the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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E. AlAs
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FIG. 6. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Aluminum Arsenide, comparing with experiments and
comparison of the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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F. Ge
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FIG. 7. Calculated the equilibrium lattice constants a (bohr) for Germanium, comparing with experiments and comparison of
the total energy for the SCF, RPA and γGW as a function of the starting SCF functional.
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G. Summary of lattice constants and bulk moduli

TABLE I. Lattice constant a (bohr), and bulk modulus B (GPa) of solids

Si C SiC BN AlP AlAs Ge

HF
a 10.409 6.739 8.262 6.807 10.469 10.84 10.844
B 106.82 495.38 253.43 440.06 97.30 83.73 83.01

RPA@HF
a 10.255 6.748 8.202 6.824 10.300 10.679 10.728
B 104.10 435.18 255.40 411.36 100.40 86.81 81.97

γGW@HF
a 10.258 6.750 8.207 6.825 10.303 10.682 10.732
B 103.82 437.08 254.28 410.79 100.07 86.43 81.85

PBEh(0.00)
a 10.407 6.774 8.310 6.861 10.471 10.847 10.947
B 88.44 441.76 216.68 380.18 82.72 69.98 62.24

RPA@PBEh(0.00)
a 10.282 6.815 8.257 6.867 10.308 10.725 10.769
B 97.08 477.44 235.25 401.35 96.78 83.57 86.10

γGW@PBEh(0.00)
a 10.232 6.713 8.180 6.800 10.287 10.668 10.708
B 104.58 420.75 262.57 417.06 101.56 87.73 85.70

PBEh(0.25)
a 10.345 6.733 8.256 6.808 10.411 10.778 10.833
B 97.61 464.16 238.05 412.19 90.45 77.19 72.21

RPA@PBEh(0.25)
a 10.270 6.793 8.237 6.852 10.310 10.701 10.777
B 99.57 457.03 242.46 406.42 97.12 83.81 77.74

γGW@PBEh(0.25)
a 10.250 6.735 8.198 6.820 10.300 10.677 10.719
B 104.32 429.90 257.35 412.12 100.79 86.63 82.37

PBEh(0.50)
a 10.298 6.704 8.210 6.764 10.362 10.723 10.747
B 105.31 484.26 255.53 438.60 96.91 83.08 80.41

RPA@PBEh(0.50)
a 10.262 6.774 8.222 6.841 10.305 10.69 10.758
B 101.35 446.39 247.92 405.85 98.47 85.15 79.34

γGW@PBEh(0.50)
a 10.255 6.745 8.205 6.822 10.301 10.681 10.729
B 103.90 434.05 255.04 410.84 100.15 86.38 81.98

PBEh(0.75)
a 10.260 6.675 8.170 6.728 10.322 10.680 10.682
B 111.93 502.28 270.10 461.11 102.44 88.02 87.30

RPA@PBEh(0.75)
a 10.254 6.759 8.210 6.831 10.301 10.683 10.738
B 103.37 438.89 252.60 408.86 99.96 85.94 81.01

γGW@PBEh(0.75)
a 10.255 6.748 8.207 6.825 10.301 10.681 10.732
B 103.91 436.08 254.39 410.23 100.22 86.59 82.07

PBEh(1.00)
a 10.229 6.652 8.135 6.696 10.287 10.644 10.630
B 117.85 517.10 282.82 480.12 107.06 92.36 93.18

RPA@PBEh(1.00)
a 10.248 6.745 8.199 6.821 10.297 10.675 10.719
B 105.12 433.99 256.73 412.00 100.89 87.25 82.95

γGW@PBEh(1.00)
a 10.252 6.749 8.206 6.824 10.299 10.677 10.728
B 104.10 436.92 254.72 410.61 100.33 86.60 82.24

Expt.
a 10.261 6.741 8.213 6.833 10.301 10.675 10.692
B 99 443 225 369-400 86 77 76


