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Semilocal density-functional approximations (DFAs), including the state-of-the-art SCAN func-
tional, are plagued by the self-interaction error (SIE). While this error is explicitly defined only
for one-electron systems, it has inspired the self-interaction correction method proposed by Perdew
and Zunger (PZ-SIC), which has shown promise in mitigating the many-electron SIE. However, the
PZ-SIC method is known for its significant numerical instability. In this study, we introduce a novel
constraint that facilitates self-consistent localization of the SIC orbitals in the spirit of Edmiston-
Ruedenberg orbitals [Rev. Mod. Phys. 35, 457 (1963)]. Our practical implementation within the
all-electron numeric atom-centered orbitals code FHI-aims guarantees efficient and stable conver-
gence of the self-consistent PZ-SIC equations for both molecules and solids. We further demonstrate
that our PZ-SIC approach effectively mitigates the SIE in the meta-GGA SCAN functional, signifi-
cantly improving the accuracy for ionization potentials, charge-transfer energies, and band gaps for
a diverse selection of molecules and solids. However, our PZ-SIC method does have its limitations.
It can not improve the already accurate SCAN results for properties such as cohesive energies, lattice
constants, and bulk modulus in our test sets. This highlights the need for new-generation DFAs
with more comprehensive applicability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Kohn-Sham (KS) density-functional theory (DFT) [1,
2] is currently the most widely used electronic-structure
method across various scientific disciplines [3–5]. To a
large extent, this is due to the favorable balance be-
tween computational accuracy and efficiency. The key
contribution to this favorable balance is the existence
of density-functional approximations (DFAs) to the ex-
act exchange-correlation (XC) functional [2, 5]. In this
context, the non-empirical SCAN functional proposed by
Sun, Ruzsinszky, and Perdew in 2015 [6] is particularly
promising. Compared to earlier semi-local DFAs, includ-
ing the local-density approximations (LDAs), the gener-
alized gradient approximations (GGAs), and other meta-
GGAs [7–9], the SCAN meta-GGA functional yields con-
sistent and notable improvements in describing many
chemical and physical properties of both molecules and
solids [10–12]. This can be attributed to its compli-
ance with 17 constraints, which the exact XC functional
must satisfy. However, like all other semi-local DFAs, the
SCAN functional is not immune to the self-interaction er-
ror (SIE) [13–15]. This limitation accounts for its inabil-
ity to reliably describe the ionization potential, specifi-
cally the energy of the highest occupied molecular orbital,
as well as charge-transfer properties and band gaps in in-
sulators and semiconductors [16, 17].
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Formally, the SIE arises from the ground of the
XC functional within the KS-DFT framework, i.e., the
Hartree term [18]:

EH[n] :=
1

2

∫∫

n(r)n(r′)

|r− r′| d
3
r
′d3r , (1)

which captures the most part of electron-electron
Coulomb interaction in the system. However, since the
density n(r) encompasses all electrons, the Hartee term
also introduces non-physical Coulomb interactions where
individual electrons interact with themselves. In one-
electron systems, this spurious interaction is precisely
counterbalanced by the Fock term within the Hartree-
Fock (HF) theory. In other words, the HF method is
free from one-electron self-interactions. However, it is
well-documented that the HF approach is not enough to
cancel out these non-physical self-interactions in multi-
electron systems [19]. Within the KS-DFT framework,
these non-physical interactions are expected to be pre-
cisely canceled out by the exact XC functional.
Unfortunately, this cancellation is insufficiently

achieved for all existing semi-local DFAs. The residual
self-interaction implies the SIE of a given DFA, leading
to incorrect electron delocalization [13, 20]. Obviously, a
single orbital’s XC energy must cancel its self-interacted
Coulomb interaction. This analysis has motivated the de-
velopment of so-called self-interaction corrections (SIC),
initially proposed by Perdew and Zunger in the early
1980s (PZ-SIC) [15]:

EPZ-SIC[{ni}] := −
Ne
∑

i

(

EDFA
xc [ni] + EH[ni]

)

. (2)

http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.11696v1
mailto:christian.carbogno@fhi-berlin.mpg.de
mailto:igor_zhangying@fudan.edu.cn


2

Here, Ne represents the total number of electrons in
the system, and {ni(r) = |φi(r)|2} denotes the densi-
ties of occupied single-electron orbitals, referred to as
SIC orbitals {φi(r)} henceforth (for further details, see
Section II). Accordingly, EDFA

xc [ni] is the DFA-specific
single-particle XC energy evaluated for the SIC orbital
density ni(r). Meanwhile, EH[ni] is the Coulomb self-
interaction energy of ni(r), calculated using the Hartree
equation (Eq. (1)). By incorporating these one-electron
correction terms into the semi-local DFA XC energy, the
PZ-SIC scheme effectively eliminates the SIE of a given
DFA in one-electron systems. Meanwhile, it has been
shown that the PZ-SIC scheme can substantially mitigate
many-electron SIE when the appropriate SIC orbitals are
employed [21–23].

While SIC orbitals coincide with KS orbitals in
one-electron systems, they generally diverge in many-
electron systems. Theoretically, the optimal SIC orbitals
should be determined by variationally minimizing the to-
tal energy of the self-interaction corrected DFA (SIC-
DFA) [15]. This minimization must adhere to the total-

density constraint, which stipulates that the sum of all
occupied SIC orbital densities should yield the total elec-

tron density n(r) =
∑Ne

i ni(r) (for further details, see
Section II). Moreover, as initially proposed by Peder-
son, Heaton, and Lin, the variational minimization of
the SIC-DFA total energy not only produces the PZ-SIC
equations for KS orbitals but also imposes the so-called
orbital potential constraint on SIC orbitals [24]. Similar
to the standard KS equations, PZ-SIC equations should
be solved iteratively in a self-consistent manner because
they depend on both KS and SIC orbitals (also see Sec-
tion II for more details).

In practice, the PZ-SIC equations often yield multi-
ple self-consistent solutions for SIC orbitals, all satisfy-
ing the total density and orbital potential constraints.
As a result, while the correct SIC orbitals that mini-
mize the SIC-DFA total energy are among these multiple
self-consistent solutions, the specific solution obtained is
highly sensitive to the choice of initial guess.

In the seminal work of PZ-SIC, Perdew and Zunger
observed that localized orbitals often provide lower SIC-
DFA total energies compared to their delocalized (canoni-
cal) counterparts, such as standard KS orbitals [15]. This
observation led to frequently characterizing SIC orbitals
as “localized orbitals”. This insight has inspired sev-
eral empirical guidelines for initializing SIC orbitals [25].
A variety of localization methods have been used to
generate localized initializations [26], including Pipek-
Mezey [27], Edmiston-Ruedenberg [28], von Niessen [29],
Foster-Boys [30], and the fourth-moment [31] methods.
Lehtola, Head-Gordon, and Jónsson [26] systematically
examined various initial SIC orbitals for atoms in the
first three rows of the periodic table. Remarkably, the
SIC total energies associated with these different sets
of orbitals can diverge by more than 0.5 eV. Conse-
quently, identifying the correct SIC orbitals remains a
significant challenge, even for atoms and simple diatomic

molecules [24, 25].

More recently, Pederson, Ruzsinszky, and Perdew
noted the topological similarity between Fermi orbitals
with Löwdin orthogonalization (FLOs) and previously
employed localized orbitals. Therefore, they suggested
constructing the SIC orbitals using FLOs [32–35], giving
rise to a modified PZ-SIC algorithm known as FLO-SIC.
This innovative approach effectively filters out the FLO-
like SIC orbitals from the multiple self-consistent solu-
tions, mitigating the issue of multiple solutions. FLO-
SIC has demonstrated considerable promise for atoms
and molecules [36–38], with particular success observed
in systems containing π bonds [36, 39].

For extended materials, finding the correct SIC orbitals
becomes even more serious [40]. To capture the localized
nature of SIC orbitals, Heaton, Harrison, and Lin sug-
gested representing them in terms of real-space Wannier
orbitals [22] under periodic boundary conditions (PBCs).
However, it does not thoroughly solve the issue of multi-
ple solutions. Different sets of Wannier orbitals can sat-
isfy the total density and orbital-potential constraints.
Consequently, discrepancies arise; for instance, the SIC-
LDA band gap of the Ar crystal reported by Heaton, Har-
rison, and Lin differs from that of Stengel and Spaldin as
much as 0.7 eV [22, 41]. Large uncertainties are reported
for the band gaps of bulk Silicon [23, 41] and transition-
metal mono-oxides (MnO, FeO, CoO, and NiO) [42, 43].
The SIC orbitals of those results were all filtered by satis-
fying the constraints of total density and orbital potential
but using different localization definitions for the Wan-
nier orbitals.

More recently, in 2020, Shinde et al. introduced the
use of conceptually related FLOs for filtering out the
Wannier orbitals (WFLO) [44]. As a result, the WFLO-
SIC approach identifies proper SIC orbitals for solids,
leading to a significant improvement in the band gap of
the semi-local PBE functional [45]. Additionally, alter-
native localization strategies have an enormous poten-
tial to establish the SIC orbitals [23, 26], including the
maximally localized Wanner orbitals (MLWOs) [46] or
the Edmiston-Ruedenberg (E-R) type orbitals [28]. The
E-R orbitals are similar to MLWOs in molecular sys-
tems [47] and are essentially identical to MLWOs in ex-
tended periodic systems [48]. However, these works eval-
uate the SIC-DFA total energies in a non-self-consistent
manner. To our knowledge, there is no report on the
self-consistent SIC-DFA implementation that explicitly
incorporates MLWOs or E-R localization.

Besides the SIC problems discussed above, there is an-
other potential source of inaccuracy in most of the dis-
cussed PZ-SIC studies, i.e., the usage of semi-local DFAs
at the level of LDA or GGA [14, 22, 35, 39, 49, 50]. Since
the SIC is inherently linked to the employed DFA via
Eq. (2), it is yet unclear to which extent the observed
trends are related to the SIC or to the DFA. This is fur-
ther substantiated by the fact that the combination of
PZ-SIC and the state-of-the-art meta-GGA SCAN has
shown some promising results [32, 51–53]. Consequently,
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there is an urgent need for practical, self-consistent SIC
implementations compatible with the SCAN functional
for both molecules and solids.
In this work, we overcome these challenges by building

upon the total-density constraint of Perdew and Zunger
and the orbital potential constraint of Pederson, Heaton,
and Lin. We introduce a novel third constraint, the or-

bital density-potential constraint, to PZ-SIC equations.
Inspired by the E-R orbitals [28], our proposed constraint
aims to maximize spatial localization of the SIC orbitals
under the orbital potential constraint. As demonstrated
in the subsequent sections, this approach facilitates ef-
ficient convergence of the PZ-SIC equations for both
molecular and extended systems.
We demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed method-

ology through its implementation in the all-electron nu-
meric atom-center orbital (NAO) package FHI-aims [54,
55]. Besides applying our PZ-SIC approach for semi-local
DFAs such as LDA and GGA, we primarily focus on PZ-
SIC calculations with the meta-GGA SCAN functional
(SIC-SCAN). For the latter, we observe significant im-
provements in the highest occupied orbital energies when
compared to the ionization potential of atoms from H to
Ar, as well as for 18 molecules taken from reference [56].
Furthermore, the band gaps of various solids, including
Si, MnO, diamond-C, MgO, and LiF, are calculated using
SIC-SCAN, yielding comparable results to GW calcula-
tions. The combination of PZ-SIC and SCAN offers en-
hanced accuracy in electronic structure calculations while
maintaining a moderate computational burden, particu-
larly for periodic solids.
The paper is organized as follows: Section II provides

a derivation of the standard PZ-SIC formula and intro-
duces the three constraints used to solve the PZ-SIC
equations, both for finite and periodic systems. In par-
ticular, we analyze and discuss the physical motivation
behind the orbital density-potential constraint by using
the carbon atom, the Helium dimer (He2), the Helium
crystal, and the periodic polyethylene chain. In section
III, we assess the performance of PZ-SIC in conjunction
with SCAN by examining various metrics such as SIC
energy, ionization potential, band gap, and cohesive en-
ergy for a group of molecules and solids. Conclusions and
outlook are presented in section IV.

II. THEORY

With the PZ-SIC concept (Eq. (2)), the total energy
of a self-interaction corrected DFA, termed SIC-DFA, is
written as [15]

ESIC-DFA[n, {ni}] := EDFA[n] + EPZ-SIC[{ni}] . (3)

Here EDFA[n] is the total energy of a given DFA in the
standard KS framework [2]:

EDFA[n] := Ts[n] + Eext[n] + EH[n] + EDFA
xc [n] , (4)

where Ts is the kinetic energy of the KS non-interacting
electrons. Eext[n] and EH[n] are the external poten-
tial energy and the Hartree energy, respectively, both
of which are explicit functionals of the electron density
n(r). EDFA

xc [n] is the XC energy of the DFA.

In the standard KS-DFT scheme, the KS equations
are obtained via a variational minimization of the DFA
energy EDFA[n] (Eq. (4)), whereby the conservation of
the number of electrons Ne has to be ensured. This is
equivalent to enforcing orthonormalization on the canon-
ical occupied KS orbitals {ψl} [15], leading to the Euler
equation

δ



EDFA −
Ne
∑

ij

ǫij (〈ψi|ψj〉 − δij)



 = 0 . (5)

Because the DFA energy EDFA[n] remains invariant un-
der the unitary transformations of the canonical occu-
pied KS orbitals {ψl}, any orthonormalized sets of single-
particle orbitals {φi}, derived through a unitary transfor-
mation from {ψl}, satisfies Eq. (5) and yields the minimal
DFA energy EDFA[n]. It is worth pointing out that while
the unitary transformation preserves the total density

Ne
∑

i=1

|φi(r)|2 =

Ne
∑

i=1

|ψi(r)|2 = n(r) , (6)

it does not necessarily maintain the individual orbital
densities {ni(r)}

ni(r) = |φi(r)|2 6= |ψi(r)|2 . (7)

The variational minimization of the SIC-DFA en-
ergy ESIC-DFA (Eq. (3)) is more complicated because
the PZ-SIC contribution EPZ-SIC[{ni}]—the second part
of Eq. (3)—is not invariant under unitary transforma-
tions of the occupied KS orbitals, {ψl}. Consequently,
there exists an alternative orthonormalized set of single-
electron orbitals {φi}, which preserves the total density
(Eq. (6)). This set can further minimize the PZ-SIC con-
tribution and thus the overall SIC-DFA energy. These
orbitals, {φi}, referred to as SIC orbitals, are derived
from unitary transformations of the KS orbitals {ψl},
which are not necessarily identical to the KS orbitals [40].
Therefore, the effort to minimize ESIC-DFA (Eq. (3)) ne-
cessitates an additional orthonormalization constraint on
the occupied SIC orbitals {φi} [25, 26], leading to the
generalized Euler equation

δ



ESIC-DFA −
Ne
∑

ij

ǫij (〈ψi|ψj〉 − δij)

−
Ne
∑

ab

λab (〈φa|φb〉 − δab)

]

= 0 .

(8)
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A. PZ-SIC One-Electron Equations

Unfortunately, the fact that two different sets of or-
bitals, i.e., {φi} and {ψi}, enter Eq. (8) and that these
orbitals are inherently coupled complicates the solution
of this equation. In practice, the problem is approached
by solving two distinct problems: one to determine the
KS orbitals {ψl} and one for the SIC orbitals {φi}. To
ensure self-consistency, these two sets of equations are
solved iteratively.

The PZ-SIC one-electron equations for the KS non-
interacting systems are

ĥSIC-DFAψl = ǫlψl . (9)

Here, ĥSIC-DFA is the KS non-interacting Hamiltonian for
the SIC-DFA

ĥSIC-DFA = t̂s + v̂ext + v̂H + v̂xc + v̂SIC , (10)

which includes the kinetic energy operator t̂s, the exter-
nal potential v̂ext, the Hartree potential v̂H, the XC po-
tential v̂xc, and the SIC operator v̂SIC. Compared to the
standard KS Hamiltonian, Eq. (10) additionally features
the SIC operator

v̂SICψl =
δEPZ-SIC[{ni}]

δn
· ψl =

Ne
∑

i

v̂1eSICi |φi〉〈φi|ψl〉 .

(11)
Here, the one-electron SIC potential {v̂1eSICi } in the SIC
operator is the negative of summing the single-particle
Hartree potentials v̂es[ni] and the DFA-specific single-
particle XC potentials v̂xc[ni], evaluated for the SIC or-
bital densities ni(r):

v̂1eSICi = −(v̂H[ni] + v̂xc[ni]) (12)

It is important to note that the SIC operator v̂SIC de-
pends on the SIC orbitals {φi}. Consequently, the com-
putations of the SIC operator in this work occur within
the framework of the generalized Kohn-Sham (gKS) the-
ory [57–59] in analogy to the gKS derivation of the meta-
GGA SCAN potential [6]. (Please refer to Ref. [14, 15, 24]
for more detailed derivations). Given a proper initial
guess for {φi}, the KS orbitals {ψi} can be obtained by
solving the PZ-SIC equations (Eq. (9)). From this, the
ground-state density is derived as Eq. (6), which in turn
yields the minimal SIC-DFA total energy (Eq. (3)) cor-
responding to the initial guess {φi} [26]. In practical
scenarios, the inherent challenge of multiple solutions in
the standard PZ-SIC scheme manifests as a sensitivity
of the self-consistent SIC orbitals to this initial guess.
This phenomenon is further exemplified by the cases of
the Carbon atom, Helium dimer, and Helium crystal in
Sec. II B and Sec. II C.

B. PZ-SIC Constraints

In the pursuit of minimizing the SIC-DFA total energy
using the self-consistent PZ-SIC scheme, it is imperative
to iteratively refine the SIC orbitals {φi} based on the
KS orbitals {ψl} from the prior iteration (Eq. (9)). This
updating process for the SIC orbitals must adhere to
specific physical constraints.

Constraint 1. Total density constraint (TDC):
The SIC orbitals {φi} are enforced to produce the same
density n(r) as the canonical KS orbitals {ψl}:

Ne
∑

i

|φi(r)|2 = n(r) =

Ne
∑

l

|ψl(r)|2 . (13)

Technically speaking, this implies that the occupied SIC
orbitals must be related to the occupied KS orbitals via
a unitary transformation [15]:

φi =

Ne
∑

l

Tilψl ,

δml =

Ne
∑

i

T ∗
imTil .

(14)

Under this constraint and under the assumption that
the KS orbitals {ψl} and the total density n(r) from
the preceding iteration remain unchanged, the general-
ized Euler equation (Eq. (8)) yields the one-electron SIC
potential equations:

v̂1eSICi φi =
∑

a

λaiφa , (15)

which lead to the Pederson constraint that follows in
Eq. (16) (Please refer to Ref. [24] for more detailed
derivations).

Constraint 2. Orbital potential constraint (OPC):

〈φm|v̂1eSICm |φn〉 = 〈φm|v̂1eSICn |φn〉 . (16)

For the KS orbitals {ψl} from the preceding iteration,
the minimal SIC-DFA total energy (Eq. (3)) is provided
by the SIC orbitals that satisfies this orbital potential
constraint. The resulting SIC orbitals are frequently (but
not always) localized [25].
In summary, to find the minimal SIC-DFA energy

via the variational minimization scheme, we must solve
the PZ-SIC one-electron equations self-consistently un-
der Constraints 1 and 2 (TDC and OPC, Eqs. (13) and
(16)). The well-documented challenge of multiple solu-
tions arises from the fact that the ESIC-DFA functional
(Eq. (3)) possesses many local minima. As a result, PZ-
SIC outcomes are highly sensitive to the initial guess of
SIC orbitals [26].
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As discussed in the introduction, the benefits of lo-
calization procedures have been established within the
framework of PZ-SIC [15]. This is a logical outcome
since more localized densities generally result in stronger
self-interaction, leading to a most significant reduction in
the total energy within the SIC-DFA scheme. Moreover,
localization procedures, as exemplified by FLO, can re-
duce the number of unitary transformations (Eq. (14)),
thereby facilitating the self-consistent PZ-SIC conver-
gence. Inspired by these localized methods, we pro-
pose the construction of SIC orbitals by self-consistently
enforcing additional strong localization. Note that dif-
ferent procedures and approaches exist for this pur-
pose [23, 25, 26]. In this work, we choose the Edmiston-
Ruedenberg (E-R) restriction [28], which, by definition,
maximizes the integrals over the squared densities of the
individual SIC orbitals

max

∫

dr
∑

i

n2
i (r) ⇔ min

∫

dr
∑

i6=j

ni(r)nj(r) , (17)

which is equivalent to minimizing the overlap of different
SIC orbital densities [29], and thus maximizing the sum

of the single-particle Hartree energy
∑Ne

i EH[ni] [28].
For this reason, Perdew and Zunger suggested in the
original PZ-SIC paper that E-R localized orbitals are an
appropriate choice for the PZ-SIC framework as also con-
firmed by Pederson and Lin [25].
In order to incorporate the E-R restriction (Eq. (17)) as

a constraint into the self-consistent PZ-SIC framework,
we follow the spirit and the derivation of the OPC to
obtain the self-consistently localized SIC Euler equation

δ

[

∫

d3r
∑

i

n2
i (r)− η(δESIC-DFA)

]

= 0 . (18)

This variation leads to a new constraint, see the following
Eq. (19).

Constraint 3. Orbital density-potential constraint
(ODPC):

〈φm|nmv̂
1eSIC
n |φn〉 = 〈φm|v̂1eSICm nn|φn〉 , (19)

which can be formulated as a set of localization equations
(Please see Supplementary Sec. I for a detailed derivation
of these relationships). The herein-introduced constraint
based on the E-R restriction imposes an even stronger
emphasis on localization than the orbital-potential con-
straint. As a consequence, it helps to steer the solution
of the PZ-SIC equations towards the correct global min-
imum ESIC-DFA, especially when multiple solutions as-
sociated with nonlocal minima are possible if only the
two first constraints are enforced. First, we explain and
illustrate this for two simple systems, He2 and C. Be-
low, we will then further substantiate this by extended
benchmarks for solids, see Sec. II C.

FIG. 1. Depictions of the KS orbital densities for the He2
molecule in (a) and their corresponding SIC orbital densities
in (b). For the C atom, the KS orbital densities are presented
in (c), and the SIC densities in (d). The (SIC-)SCAN calcu-
lations in FHI-aims were used to assess both sets of orbitals,
KS and SIC, employing tight tier -1 NAO basis sets and de-
fault output settings. The results were visualized using the
open-source tool Jmol [60] with its predefined settings.

As a first example, we consider the closed-shell dihe-
lium molecule He2 with a bond length of 1.1 Å. Here,
1σg and 1σu are the fully occupied KS orbitals featur-
ing two electrons each. These occupied KS orbitals are
delocalized over the atoms, cf. Fig. 1(a). As derived in
Supplementary Sec. II, there are two sets of orbitals that
fulfill both TDC and OPC. These are the canonical KS
orbitals {1σg;u} and the more localized orbitals {φA;B},
see Fig. 1(b), that can be obtained via the unitary trans-
formation:

φA;B =
1√
2
[1σg ± 1σu] . (20)

More specifically, Constraint 1 (TDC, Eq. (13)) is fulfilled
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via

n(r) = 2|1σg(r)|2 + 2|1σu(r)|2

= 2|φA(r)|2 + 2|φB(r)|2 ,
(21)

and Constraint 2 (OPC, Eq. (16)) via:

〈1σg|v̂1eSICg |1σu〉 = 〈1σg|v̂1eSICu |1σu〉 ,

〈φA|v̂1eSICA |φB〉 = 〈φA|v̂1eSICB |φB〉 .
(22)

This means that the SIC orbitals cannot be uniquely de-
termined via Constraints 1 and 2 (TDC and OPC), even
in this relatively simple case, in which {φA;B} are the
obviously better, more localized choice.
This hurdle is overcome by Constraint 3 (ODPC,

Eq. (19)), which is only fulfilled by the set of {φA;B},
but not by {1σg;u}:

〈1σg|ng v̂
1eSIC
u |1σu〉 6= 〈1σg|v̂1eSICg nu|1σu〉 ,

〈φA|nAv̂
1eSIC
B |φB〉 = 〈φA|v̂1eSICA nB|φB〉 .

(23)

As expected, the {φA;B} orbitals then also yield a SIC-
SCAN total energy that is about 5.29 eV lower than that
of the {1σg;u} orbitals [61]. This is in line with the origi-
nal intention of the constraint to enforce localization and
showcases how ODPC is a useful and often necessary
complement to PZ-SIC theory.
Second, we showcase a similar but less trivial exam-

ple, the SIC-SCAN total energy calculations for the car-
bon atom with the electronic ground state configuration
1s2s(2p)2. The atomic orbitals {1s, 2s, 2px, 2py} shown
in Fig. 1(c) satisfy both TDC and OPC [25] but not
ODPC. However, all three constraints can be simultane-
ously met by the following set of orbitals obtained from
a unitary transformation of the atomic orbitals:

φ1 = 1s

φ20 =
1√
3
2s−

√
2√
3
2px

φ21 =
1√
3
2s+

1√
6
2px +

1√
2
2py

φ22 =
1√
3
2s+

1√
6
2px −

1√
2
2py .

(24)

As shown in Fig. 1, these hybridized orbital densities
(|φ20|2 and |φ21|2) break the spherical harmonic sym-
metry and are thus more localized, i.e., they exhibit a
smaller overlap compared to the atomic orbital densities
(|2s|2 and |2px|2). Accordingly, these hybridized orbitals
defined in Eq. (24) result in a SIC-SCAN energy that
is about 0.86 eV lower than that obtained using atomic
orbitals.

C. Periodic Systems

In periodic boundary conditions (PBCs), the PZ-SIC
one-electron equations have to be solved for multiple k-
points in the first Brillouin zone

ĥSIC-DFAψl,k = ǫl,kψl,k . (25)

The KS orbitals {ψl,k(r)} are the generalized Bloch or-
bitals located in the first Brillouin zone. Due to the local-
ized nature of the SIC orbitals, Heaton, Harrison, and Lin
proposed that it is more convenient to express the SIC or-
bitals φi,I(r) in terms of Wannier orbitals {Ψl,L(r)} [22].
Accordingly, the SIC orbital φi,I(r) centered in the Ith
unit cell is expressed as:

φi,I(r) =

Ne
∑

l

NL
∑

L

TiI,lLΨl,L(r) . (26)

Here, Ne is the number of electrons in a unit cell, and NL

is the unit cell number (also the k-point number) in the
supercell. The Wannier orbitals {Ψl,L(r)} can be gen-
erated via a Fourier transformation of the KS orbitals
{ψl,k(r)} and thus span the same space as the KS or-
bitals,

Ψl,L(r) = Ψl(r−RL)

=
1√
NL

NL
∑

k

exp[−ik ·RL]ψl,k(r) .
(27)

Here, {RL} are the lattice vectors, with the subscript
L = [L1, L2, L3] being the index of a given lattice vector.
In such a Wannier representation, TDC reads

1

NL

NeNL
∑

iI

|φi,I(r)|2 = n(r) =
1

NL

NeNL
∑

l,k

|ψl,k(r)|2 . (28)

Similarly, OPC and ODPC are expressed as

〈φm,M|v̂1eSICm,M |φn,N〉 = 〈φm,M|v̂1eSICn,N |φn,N〉 (29)

and

〈φm,M|nm,Mv̂
1eSIC
n,N |φn,N〉 = 〈φm,M|v̂1eSICm,M nn,N|φn,N〉 .

(30)
In this case, v̂1eSICi,I = δEPZ-SIC[{ni,I}]/δni,I is the one-

electron SIC potential under PBCs, and ni,I = |φi,I|2
is the associated SIC orbital density (Please refer to
Ref. [22, 44] and Supplementary Sec. I for more detailed
derivations).
As mentioned in the introduction, the SIC multiple-

solution problem is known to be more serious for
solids [22, 41–43, 63]. To illustrate this and to showcase
how the introduction of ODPC helps to alleviate this is-
sue, we here discuss crystal He, a prototypical case with
a multiple-solution problem in standard SIC approaches.
As there are two He atoms in each unit cell, see Fig. 2(a),
the occupied KS orbitals in the Wannier representation
can be marked as 1Σg,I and 1Σu,I. Naturally, these or-
bitals have the same shapes as the occupied molecular
orbitals in the closed-shell dihelium He2 molecule, see
Fig. 1-(a). All orbitals {(Φ1,I,Φ2,I)} that satisfy TDC
can be expressed via unitary transformations of the Wan-
nier KS orbitals (1Σg,I, 1Σu,I). In this particular simple
case, two distinct angles θI=1,2 ∈ [0, π/2] can be used
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FIG. 2. (a) Schematic representation of the hcp Helium crystal’s unit cell on the left; while the depiction of two unit cells
incorporating periodic boundary conditions on the right. Geometry was taken from Ref. [62]. (b) The energy profile of EPZ-SIC

(Eq. (2)) with respect to the rotation angles (θ1, θ2). (c) The absolute errors (AE) defined in Eq. (31) pertaining to OPC
(Constraint 2) and (d) ODPC (Constraint 3), respectively. (e) Combined AE of both OPC and ODPC for all possible orbitals
in the 1×1×2 Helium unit cell. These orbitals are unitarily transformed from the 1Σg,I, 1Σu,I orbitals using rotation angles θ1
and θ2. In the subfigures (c-e), the regions in white indicate the solutions for OPC, ODPC, and their combinations, respectively.
Both SCAN and SIC-SCAN calculations in FHI-aims employed PBCs and tight tier -1 NAO basis sets.

to characterize this unitary transformation, as derived in
detail in Supplementary Sec. III. Accordingly, the orig-
inal Wannier KS orbitals (1Σg,I, 1Σu,I) are obtained by
choosing the angles to be (θ1 = 0, θ2 = π/4).

To visualize the influence of the actual choice of
{(Φ1,I,Φ2,I)}, we here show EPZ-SIC as an energy surface
as function of θI=1,2 in Fig. 2-(b). The global EPZ-SIC

minimum of 0.32 eV is obtained for the SIC orbitals
Φ1;2,I with (θ1 = π/4, θ2 = π/2). Respective SIC or-
bitals at these angles give 1√

2
[1Σg,I ± 1Σu,I], which, not

too surprisingly, localize at He atoms and have similar
shapes as in the case of the non-periodic, closed-shell
He2 molecule, see Fig. 1-(b). At variance with Fig. 2-(b),
which is produced using all three constraints, Fig. 2-(c)
and Fig. 2-(d) show what happens if only TDC and OPC
viz. TDC and ODPC are used, respectively. Addition-
ally, Fig. 2-(e) shows, once more, the results of using all
three constraints. To better visualize the differences in
these cases, we here locate the solutions of constraints in
the individual plots by using the absolute error (AE) of

OPC or ODPC:

AE =











max{|〈φm,M|v̂1eSICm,M − v̂1eSICn,N |φn,N〉|}
max{
|〈φm,M|nm,Mv̂

1eSIC
n,N − v̂1eSICm,M nn,N|φn,N〉|}

.

(31)
This reveals that the standard SIC method, which only
accounts for TDC and OPC, is multi-valued since the
three solutions at (0, π/4), (π/2, π/4), and (π/4, π/2)
satisfy TDC and OPC, as shown in Fig. 2-(c). Similarly,
using only TDC and ODPC also yields multi-valued solu-
tions at (π/4, 0.0) and (π/4, π/2), as shown in Fig. 2-(d).
The solution becomes uniquely single-valued only when
all three constraints are employed, as shown in Fig. 2-(e).
In this case, only one solution, i.e., (π/4, π/2), fulfills all
constraints. This position also corresponds to the mini-
mal SIC energy shown in Fig. 2-(a).
As a last example, we turn our attention to the

polyethylene chain, (C2H4)n. Its geometry is depicted
in Fig. 3-(a) and (b). In such a complex system, the
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FIG. 3. (a) Primitive unit cell of the periodic polyethylene
chain, (C2H4)n. (b) Schematic view of the periodic polyethy-
lene chain with two unit cells along the chain direction. Ge-
ometry was taken from Ref. [64]. (c) PZ-SIC energies based
on the SCAN functional (Eq. (2)). Different initial guesses of
SIC orbitals were generated with respect to the mixing factor
a defined in Eq. (32). All calculations were performed using
tight tier -1 NAO basis sets in FHI-aims.

SIC orbitals cannot be exhaustively explored using a low-
dimensional parametric model, unlike the simpler model
systems previously discussed. Nonetheless, we here inves-
tigate the dependence of the SIC procedure by employ-
ing a set of initial guesses for the SIC orbitals, which are
grounded in physical reasoning. These initial guesses are
formulated by mixing the atomic orbitals ϕi centered at
the atomic position R

ac
i and the Wannier orbitals ΨSCAN

i,L

obtained from SCAN calculations without including SIC:

φiniti,I =
1

Ai

[ aϕi(r−R
ac
i −RI)

+ (1− a)ΨSCAN
i (r−RI) ] .

(32)

Here, Ai denotes a normalization factor, and a is a mix-
ing factor that ranges from 0 to 1. Accordingly, turning
up a from 0 to 1, the initial guess φiniti,I can be varied
from having the pure atomic-orbital character to being a
Wannier orbital, i.e., a KS molecular orbitals associated
with the unit cell I in real space. This allows tuning the
localization of the initial guess, since, as discussed in the
case of He2, the atom orbitals that surround the atomic
centers can be expected to be more localized than the
Wannier orbitals [63]. As shown in Fig. 3-(c), different
solutions are found for different values of a, with energies
varying by about 0.3 eV at most, if only TDC and OPC
are taken into account. This indicates that the problem
has multiple local minima. Let us emphasize that even
when starting from fully localized orbitals a = 0, TDC
and OPC are not converging to the lowest energy solu-
tion. However, this doesn’t apply when ODPC is addi-
tionally imposed because, in this case, all initial guesses

converge to the same lowest-energy solution.

III. RESULTS

We have implemented the aforementioned PZ-SIC
method within the FHI-aims package [54]. Detailed as-
pects of the implementation can be found in Supplemen-
tary Sec. IV. We here present benchmark results for a
range of finite and periodic systems, including fundamen-
tal atoms, molecules, and bulk solids. It is worth noting
that there are two distinct approaches for representing
SIC orbitals in finite systems [65]. One can either use a
real -valued unitary transformation matrix T or a complex

one (Eq. (14)). While both real and complex transforma-
tion matrices yield identical total densities, the resulting
SIC energies can vary [66]. This section will present re-
sults for both real and complex SIC orbitals when dealing
with finite systems. For periodic systems, where KS or-
bitals are inherently complex, we will exclusively consider
complex SIC orbitals.

A. Finite Systems

1. Ionization Potential

The ionization potential (IP) measures the capability
of an element to participate in chemical reactions that
necessitate ion formation or electron transfer. IP is typ-
ically calculated via the total energy difference between
the neutral molecule and the corresponding ion. Within
the framework of (g)KS approach, as applied in specific
DFAs, the IP is theoretically equivalent to the negative
of the energy of the highest occupied molecular orbital
(HOMO), as delineated in Ref. [67, 68]. However, this re-
lationship often encounters deviations due to the errors,
most notably the many-electron SIE. While gKS outper-
forms KS in orbital energy calculations [69], these errors
still lead to significant discrepancies in the IP and pre-
dicted HOMO energies using (g)KS approaches [68]. In
other words, this inconsistency affects the accuracy of IP
estimations derived from HOMO energies. Consequently,
the precision of calculated IPs based on HOMO energies
remains a crucial metric for evaluating the effectiveness
of various electronic-structure theory methodologies, in-
cluding SIC [56].
The HOMO energies for atoms ranging from H to Ar,

as calculated by LDA, PBE, SCAN, and SIC-SCAN, are
presented in Fig. 4, with experimental values [70] pro-
vided for reference. The pronounced SIE in LDA and
PBE [71] leads to a notable underestimation of the IPs.
The performance of SCAN offers a marginal improve-
ment. The mean absolute percentage errors (MAPE) are
42.03% for LDA, 41.75% for PBE, and 38.5% for SCAN,
substantiating that SCAN also suffers under SIEs. How-
ever, with SIC-SCAN, there is a notable improvement in
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the predictions. As shown in Fig. 4-top, the MAPE is re-
duced to 5.02% when using real SIC orbitals and further
drops to 3.95% for complex SIC orbitals. This is in line
with the findings in Ref. [65], where the use of complex

SIC orbitals yielded superior results compared to their
real counterparts.

FIG. 4. Performance of various DFAs in describing the
ionization potentials for the atoms ranging from H to Ar.
SIC-SCAN calculations using real and complex SIC orbitals
are marked as SIC-SCAN(real) and SIC-SCAN(complex), re-
spectively. (top) Relative errors of −ǫHOMO energies to IPs,
while the −ǫHOMO values are given in (bottom). All calcula-
tions were performed using tight tier -1 NAO basis sets. The
experimental IPs were taken from the NIST database [70].

Fig. 5 showcases the performance of various DFAs in
predicting negative HOMO energies (−ǫHOMO) for a set
of 18 molecules. As observed, LDA, PBE, and SCAN
calculations tend to underestimate the −ǫHOMO energies
significantly, whereas the SIC approach considerably im-
proves the results. Specifically, all absolute percentage
errors of SIC-SCAN(complex) are under 23%, and its
MAPE is 12.8%, which is substantially lower than the
SCAN error (33.5%). We note, however, that the PZ-
SIC method tends to slightly over-correct the SCAN cal-
culations, resulting in the −ǫHOMO energies consistently
higher than the experimental IPs. To contextualize these
results, G0W0@PBE, as reported in Ref. [56], offers IP
predictions with a mere 3% MAPE.

2. Energy Curve and Broken Symmetry

As the SIE tends to delocalize electrons, semi-local
DFAs typically struggle to describe charge transfer pro-
cesses. A typical example is that semi-local DFAs tend

FIG. 5. (top) Performance of various DFAs in describing
the ionization potentials of 18 molecules. The mean absolute
percentage errors (MAPEs) of HOMO energies are given in
(bottom). Calculations of LDA, PBE, SCAN, and SIC-SCAN
methods were carried out in FHI-aims using tight tier -1 NAO
basis sets. G0W0@PBE results were taken from Ref. [56],
which were also calculated in FHI-aims but utilized def2-
QZVP basis sets. The experimental vertical ionization en-
ergies, taken from the NIST database [70], are reported for
comparison.

to overly preserve the ground state symmetry of disso-
ciating neutral heterodimers by producing fractionally
charged fragments. For instance, SCAN incorrectly pre-
dicts a positive fractional charge on the H atom in the
dissociation of the molecule H-F (Fig. 6), hence giv-
ing too high energies in the dissociation limit. While
Kim et al. [72] highlighted that a meticulous selection
of orbital occupations can address this issue, the hybrid
functional PBE0 [73] outperforms both PBE and SCAN
with self-consistent calculations. This superiority is at-
tributed to incorporating a fraction (0.25) of Fock ex-
change in PBE0, which reduces the SIE in PBE. Never-
theless, PBE0 cannot correctly predict the change distri-
bution at distances between 1.5-2.5 Å, as illustrated in
Fig. 6-bottom. In contrast, SIC reproduces comparable
charge analyses of references and successfully maintains
electron-neutral atoms in the dissociation limit. Here,
accurate results from coupled cluster theory with single,
double, and perturbative triple excitations (CCSD(T))
are used as references. As shown, the energy curve
of SIC-SCAN(complex) matches the CCSD(T) curve in
both equilibrium (around r ≈ 0.8 Å) and stretched-bond
(r > 0.8 Å) regions. For comparison, the energy curve
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of SIC-SCAN(real) deviates from the one of CCSD(T) in
the equilibrium region.

FIG. 6. (top) HF dissociation energy curves of various
methods with the zero-energy level set to the total energy
of isolated atoms/ions. (bottom) Mulliken charge analyses
on the H atom along the dissociation. All calculations were
performed in FHI-aims. Tight tier -1 NAO basis sets were
employed for PBE, PBE0, SCAN and SIC-SCAN incorporat-
ing real and complex SIC orbitals, while the CCSD(T) results
utilize cc-pVTZ Gaussian-type basis sets.

Fig. 7 illustrates how the SIE in SCAN calculations
affects open-shell configurations, e.g., H+

2 , He
+
2 and Ne+2 .

For H+
2 , which contains only one electron, SIC exactly

offsets the SIE in the SCAN calculation. However, for
the He+2 and Ne+2 dissociations with more electrons, this
exact cancellation does not occur. As the dissociation be-
haviors of He+2 and Ne+2 are similar, we take the Ne+2 sys-
tem with more electrons as an example to analyze in the
following. The conclusions drawn for Ne+2 are applicable
to He+2 as well. Nevertheless, SIC, whether using real or
complex SIC orbitals, significantly improves the SCAN
curve. The resulting SIC-SCAN curves align closely
with CCSD(T) calculations, indicating that the PZ-SIC
scheme successfully rectifies the majority of the many-
electron SIEs in the SCAN calculations of the Ne+2 disso-
ciation. As shown in Fig. 7, both SCAN and SIC-SCAN,
without symmetry breaking, predict the same charge dis-
tribution, with each Ne atom carrying a fractional charge
of 0.5 (Ne0.5). It is also worth noting the combined total
energy of Ne and Ne+1, which is taken as the reference
for the Ne+2 dissociation curve in Fig. 7. Regardless of the
chosen SIC orbitals (either real or complex ), SIC-SCAN
closely reproduces the degeneracy between the configura-
tions of Ne+ · · ·Ne and Ne0.5 · · ·Ne0.5, with a deviation
of less than 0.3 eV. This observation suggests that SIC-

FIG. 7. Dissociation curves of H+
2 (a), He+2 (b), and Ne+2

(c), with the zero-energy reference set to the total energy of
isolated atoms/ions. The mirror symmetry ensures no charge
transfer in these two dissociations, as demonstrated by the
Mulliken charge analyses. All calculations were performed
in FHI-aims. Tight tier -1 NAO basis sets were employed for
SCAN and SIC-SCAN incorporating real and complex SIC or-
bitals, while the CCSD(T) results utilize cc-pVTZ Gaussian-
type basis sets. The Hartree-Fock (HF) method, being exact
for one-electron systems, provided the H+

2 dissociation refer-
ence curve.
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SCAN can provide an accurate description of fractional
charged systems, which has been widely used to discuss
the SIE in the conventional DFAs [74].

B. Periodic Systems

1. Performance for Crystal Properties

Given that our SIC-SCAN implementation effectively
addresses the multiple solution issue in both finite and
period systems, we have extended our attention to the
crystal properties, including cohesive energy, bulk mod-
ulus, and lattice constant. We evaluate the cohesive ener-

FIG. 8. (a) Lattice constants at equilibrium (Å), bulk mod-
ulus (GPa) and cohesive energies (eV) of the diamond Si, dia-
mond C, rocksalt LiH, fcc Ne, and zincblende AlP, calculated
using SCAN and SIC-SCAN calculations. (b) Absolute errors
in the calculated lattice constants (Å), bulk modulus (GPa),
and cohesive energies (eV) for SCAN and SIC-SCAN. All cal-
culations were carried out in FHI-aims using tight tier -1 NAO
basis sets and the k-grid setting of 4×4×4. The experimental
reference values were collected from the main-group test set
[75, 76].

gies of a fundamental set of materials, including diamond
Si, diamond C, rocksalt LiH, fcc Ne, and zincblende AlP,
as presented in Fig. 8-(a). Additionally, we computed
the lattice constant and bulk modulus for this test set,
with results also displayed in Fig. 8-(a). The relevant
absolute errors (AEs) are plotted in Fig. 8-(b) for com-
parative analysis.

Consistent with findings in previous studies [52, 77],
our calculations suggest that the SIC contribution tends
to deteriorate the accuracy of SCAN predictions for cohe-
sive energies and bulk modulus. However, the impact of
SIC on SCAN’s lattice constant predictions is relatively
minor. As a typical system of van der Waals (vdW) inter-
action, the fcc Ne poses a challenge for standard DFAs.
Our results suggest that the SCAN method tends to over-
estimate the vdW interaction, with its calculated cohe-
sive energy being double the experimental value and its
lattice constant being 0.37 Å shorter. Given that the
PZ-SIC scheme is irrelevant to addressing the SCAN er-
ror for vdW interactions, SIC-SCAN does not improve
the terrible performance of SCAN in predicting the lat-
tice constant of fcc Ne. The observed improvements in
the cohesive energy and bulk modulus of the fcc Ne might
be due to a fortuitous offset between the inappropriate
SIC contribution and SCAN’s overestimation of vdW in-
teractions.

2. Band Gaps

The fundamental band gap is a ground-state property,
which is defined as the difference between the ioniza-
tion energy and the electron affinity [67]. For periodic
solids, it has been demonstrated that, for any DFA within
the KS or gKS framework, the fundamental band gap is
equivalent to the energy difference between the lowest un-
occupied orbital (LUMO) and HOMO, providing that the
given DFA potential is continuous upon introducing an
electron or hole [67, 69]. This finding is consistent across
both the KS and gKS methods. The well-documented
underestimation of the band gap in semi-local DFAs, in-
cluding LDA, PBE, and SCAN, is largely attributed to
significant SIEs present in these approximations [2, 67].
In this work, we evaluate the performance of various
methods in predicting band gaps for a selection of 10
fundamental solids. This includes covalent crystals (such
as Si, C), ionic crystals (such as NaCl, LiF), and Mott
insulators composed of transition-metal oxides (MnO).
The experimental band gaps are taken as the reference.
It’s worth emphasizing that although electron-phonon in-
teractions can influence experimental band gaps [78–80],
the remarkable agreement between the band gaps deter-
mined by the G0W0 method and experimental data sug-
gests that, at least for the solids investigated here, the
impact of this interaction is probably less significant com-
pared to the SIE in DFAs. As illustrated in Fig. 9, the
mean absolute percentage errors (MAPEs) of LDA and
PBE are 45.4 % and 43.2 %, respectively, substantially
higher than the G0W0 value (4.7 %). SCAN outperforms
LDA and PBE with a lower MAPE (31.5 %), as the step
outside KS to gKS is to enhance orbital energies. Unfor-
tunately, However, Figure 9 reveals that SCAN still has
poor accuracy in predicting band gaps, consistent with
previous findings [17]. Our results suggest that applying
SIC to SCAN can reduce the band gap error, lowering the



12

MAPE to 18.5 %. We acknowledge that SIE may not be
the sole source of error for SCAN, but it significantly
contributes to inaccuracies in band gap calculations.
MnO is classified as a Mott insulator characterized by

strong electron interactions [81, 82]. Accurately predict-
ing the band gap of MnO is a challenge for conventional
semi-local DFAs [83]. Our results confirm that LDA,
PBE, and SCAN methods predict the band gaps for MnO
around 0.60 eV, a significant underestimation compared
to the experimental value of 3.70 eV. A common remedy
is the DFT+U method, which introduces an empirical
electron repulsion “U” [84, 85]. For instance, GGA+U
gives a band gap of approximately 4 eV when apply-
ing a “U” of 5.25 eV via the linear-response approach
[86]. Moreover, the self-consistent GW0 approach, based
on the LDA+U wave functions, produces a band gap of
3.32 eV [87]. In contrast, our research indicates that the
PZ-SIC scheme can also effectively improve the SCAN
description for MnO’s band gap. The SIC-SCAN method
calculates a band gap of 3.73 eV, which is impressively
close to the experimental value, deviating by a mere 0.03
eV. This result aligns with previous studies, suggesting
that PZ-SIC captures the strong electron interactions of-
ten overlooked in standard semi-local DFAs [15, 83].
To further improve the calculated band gaps in the KS-

DFT framework, a scaled-down PZ-SIC (sd-SIC) variant
has been proposed [44, 90, 91]. Compared to the stan-
dard PZ-SIC scheme (Eq. 2), the pivotal adjustment in
sd-SIC is to introduce a set of orbital-density specific
scaling factors, denoted as {Xi}, into the self-interaction
correction

Esd-SIC-DFA = EDFA + Esd-SIC

Esd-SIC[{ni}] = −
Ne
∑

i

Xi

(

EDFA
xc [ni] + EH[ni]

)

.
(33)

In addition to determining the scaling factor for each or-
bital, adopting a uniform scaling factor across all orbital
densities (Xi = X) presents a straightforward and effec-
tive strategy, albeit it takes on empirical impacts. For
instance, it has been observed that a scaling factor of
0.4 enhances thermochemistry [90], while a factor of 0.2
yields desirable band gaps in both silicon and diamond
[92]. Furthermore, the coefficient X = 2/3, as proposed
by Shinde et al. [44] in 2020, to enhanced the SIC-PBE
results for fundamental solids. Building upon this, our
study investigates the impact of this coefficient on the
SIC-SCAN band gaps. We discovered that a scaling fac-
tor of 0.60 yields optimal results for SIC-SCAN. These
findings are comprehensively discussed in Supplemen-
tary Section V. The outcomes are illustrated in Fig. 9,
where they are denoted as scaled-down SIC-SCAN (sd-
SIC-SCAN). In agreement with the previous research by
Shinde et al. [44], we find that the scaled-down algorithm
with a constant scaling factor enhances the accuracy of
the calculated band gaps. The sd-SIC-SCAN approach
outperforms the SIC-SCAN method, bringing down the
MAPE to 12.9%. However, it is crucial to highlight that

FIG. 9. Calculated band gaps using LDA, PBE, SCAN, (sd-
)SIC-SCAN, and GW against experimental counterparters.
The graph features a black diagonal line representing the per-
fect agreement to the experiment. Mean absolute percentage
errors (MAPEs) are collected below the graph. Calculations
of LDA, PBE, SCAN, and (sd-)SIC-SCAN were performed in
FHI-aims. A k-grid setting of 5×5×5 was used together with
tight tier -1 NAO basis sets. Geometries were taken from the
experiments. Results for G0W0@PBE and experimental data
were collected from Refs. [88, 89].

the standard PZ-SIC method is exact for one-electron
systems, which, unfortunately, is not the case in the sd-
SIC method.

3. Crystalline trans-Polyacetylene

We then turn to a challenging problem for periodic
systems, the broken symmetry in crystalline polyacety-
lene (CH)x. The polyacetylene chain has two configu-
rations, named cis and trans. In 1957, Ooshika found
that the trans configuration is a stable configuration for
the long-chain polyacetylene (TPA) [95–97], where a se-
quence of alternating single and double carbon bonds is
formed along the chain, as illustrated in Fig. 10-(a-d).
The dimerization parameter ∆z describes the length dif-
ference of these bonds along the chain’s direction (zs and
zd):

∆z = zs − zd . (34)
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FIG. 10. (a) Experimental unit cell of the TPA structure [93]. Carbon atoms are depicted in gray, while hydrogen atoms are
in white. (b) and (c) are the right and bottom side views, respectively. (d) The schematic view of a single (CH)x chain with
the dimerization parameter ∆z, representing the difference between the distance of single-bond and double-bond carbon atoms
along the chain direction zs and zd. (e) Total energy curves as a function of the dimerization parameter ∆z, computed using
the SCAN, (sd-)SIC-SCAN, PBE0, and RPA@PBE methods. All calculations were executed in FHI-aims. Vertical red dashed
lines in the subfigure (e) mark the experimental dimerization parameter (∆z ≈ 0.047 Å) [94]. The calculated total energies for
∆z = 0 were set as the zero-energy reference. Markers pinpointed the optimized dimerization for each method. A dense k-grid
setting of 14 × 12 × 16 was used together with tight tier -1 NAO basis sets for these calculations. As the dimerization factor
varies, the combined length of zs + zd remained equal to the lattice vector length |c|. A vertical height h of 0.70 Å–from the
middle carbon atom to the connection of the other two carbon atoms–was maintained.

Here, zs and zd are vertical distances from the central
carbon atom on both sides. X-ray studies on crystalline
TPA identified a dimerization of ∆z ≈ 0.047 Å [94]. The
underlying mechanism of symmetry break is yet to be
clarified. On the one hand, the formation of alternating
bonds and charge transfer between carbons has been ex-
plained by using the celebrated 1D Su-Schrieffer-Heeger
model, emphasizing the phonon/electron-phonon inter-
action [98]. On the other hand, the electron-electron in-
teraction could be another possible driving force for the
induced dimerization [73, 99, 100].

Fig. 10-(e) displays the TPA energy curves as a func-
tion of the dimerization factor ∆z, which are calculated
using the SCAN, SIC-SCAN, PBE0, and RPA@PBE
methods. In this context, “RPA@PBE” denotes the ran-
dom phase approximation based on PBE density and
orbitals[101]. The standard hybrid functional PBE0 [73],
which incorporates a portion of the Hartree-Fock ex-
change with α = 0.25, predicts a dimerization of 0.044 Å.
This aligns closely with the experimental findings (0.047
Å) and the RPA@PBE calculation (0.045Å) [101]. Our
analysis indicates that the calculated dimerization is sen-
sitive to the α value. When α is increased to 0.50, the
resulting dimerization parameter rises to 0.059 Å, over-
shooting the experimental value by 0.012 Å.

While all the methods investigated here predict a
symmetry-broken trans configuration with ∆z > 0, the

dimerization factor ∆z determined by the SCAN method
is 0.026 Å, significantly shorter than the experimental
measurement of 0.047 Å. In agreement with a previous
study [102], our results confirm that the PZ-SIC scheme
enhances the accuracy of conventional semi-local DFAs
for this system. SIC-SCAN predicts a more extended
dimerization parameter of around 0.036 Å. While the cal-
culated dimerization parameter remains unchanged when
applying a uniform scaling factorX = 0.60 via the scaled-
down SIC formula (Eq. (33)), the sd-SIC-SCAN method
considerably diminishes the energy well compared to the
SIC-SCAN method.

Finally, we turn our attention to the band gap of crys-
talline TPA, using its experimental geometry from ref-
erence [94]. Direct and indirect adsorption gaps of TPA
have been identified by Fincheret al., which are 1.4 eV
and 1.1 eV, respectively [94]. Fig. 11 presents the direct
and indirect band gaps as calculated by various methods.
The standard hybrid PBE0 with α = 0.25 slightly under-
estimates the indirect band gap at 0.95 eV. In contrast,
using α = 0.50 with PBE0 leads to a notable overesti-
mation. As expected, due to the serious SIE, SCAN sig-
nificantly underestimates the band gap, erroneously pre-
dicting identical values of 0.12 eV for both direct and in-
direct gaps. The SIC-SCAN method, on the other hand,
rectifies the difference between direct and indirect gaps
but greatly overestimates the indirect band gap to 4.50
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FIG. 11. Calculated band gaps of crystalline trans-
polyacetylene using the SCAN, PBE0 and SIC-SCAN meth-
ods. All calculations were performed in FHI-aims. The ex-
perimental geometry was taken from Ref. [94]. A dense k-grid
setting of 14× 12× 16 was used together with the tight tier -1
NAO basis sets. The blue dash line and orange line presented
the direct and indirect experimental band gaps, respectively,
which were taken from Ref. [94].

eV. Introducing a uniform scaling factor, X , alleviates
the overcorrection of PZ-SIC, but the calculated indirect
band gap of sd-SIC-SCAN remains considerably larger
than the experimental findings.
Crystalline TPA represents a challenging periodic sys-

tem to study. Numerous factors, including lattice con-
stants [103], can influence its calculated properties. As
illustrated in Fig. 10 and Fig. 11, significant discrepan-
cies are evident in energy and band gap values across
various computational methods. The widely used hy-
brid functional PBE0, with a default alpha of 0.25, pre-
dicts dimerization that closely aligns with the results of
RPA@PBE. However, increasing the alpha value to 0.5
adversely affects PBE0’s performance. It’s worth not-
ing that PBE0 outperforms the (SIC-)SCAN method in
predicting these TPA properties, highlighting that while
mitigating the SIE is crucial, it is not the only factor to
consider when analyzing crystalline TPA using density
functional theory.

IV. CONCLUSION

The state-of-the-art, non-empirical meta-GGA SCAN
functional provides a significant and consistent improve-
ment over the non-empirical GGA PBE across a range of
chemical interactions in both molecules and solids. How-
ever, it is not immune to the pervasive self-interaction
error. In this study, we implement and generalize the
self-interaction correction algorithm proposed by Perdew
and Zunger (PZ-SIC), to alleviate this error within the

SCAN functional. Specifically, we introduce the orbital
density-potential constraint, which, in conjunction with
the total density constraint and the orbital potential con-
straint, facilitates the self-consistent localization of the
SIC orbitals, leading to an accurate PZ-SIC energy. Our
findings indicate that the orbital density-potential con-
straint can narrow down multiple potential SIC orbitals
to a singular optimal choice in systems like C, He2, hcp-
Helium, and the CH-chain.
Our PZ-SIC approach markedly enhances the per-

formance of SCAN, as evidenced by the highest occu-
pied molecular orbital (HOMO) energies ǫHOMO of H-Ar
atoms and a set of 18 molecules. Built upon the accu-
rate description of orbital energies, our PZ-SIC approach
yields commendable energy curves and corrected charge
transfers in the dissociations of H-F and Ne-Ne+. When
tested on 10 foundational solids, SIC-SCAN consistently
outperforms SCAN in band gap predictions. However,
for other crystalline properties, such as cohesive energy,
bulk modulus, and lattice constants, SIC-SCAN does not
fare as well as SCAN for our test set, which includes dia-
mond Si, diamond C, rocksalt LiH, fcc Ne, and zincblende
AlP. We then delve into the ground state of crystalline
polyacetylene, a renowned challenge for periodic systems
that remains elusive for semi-local DFT calculations like
the SCAN functional. Our findings indicate that the
PZ-SIC methodology adeptly identifies the symmetry-
breaking in crystalline polyacetylene, emphasizing the
role of electron-electron interactions.
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