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Abstract

Koopmans spectral functionals represent a powerful extension of Kohn-Sham density-functional theory (DFT),
enabling accurate predictions of spectral properties with state-of-the-art accuracy. The success of these functionals
relies on capturing the effects of electronic screening through scalar, orbital-dependent parameters. These parameters
have to be computed for every calculation, making Koopmans spectral functionals more expensive than their DFT
counterparts. In this work, we present a machine-learning model that — with minimal training — can predict these
screening parameters directly from orbital densities calculated at the DFT level. We show on two prototypical use
cases that using the screening parameters predicted by this model, instead of those calculated from linear response,
leads to orbital energies that differ by less than 20 meV on average. Since this approach dramatically reduces run-
times with minimal loss of accuracy, it will enable the application of Koopmans spectral functionals to classes of
problems that previously would have been prohibitively expensive, such as the prediction of temperature-dependent
spectral properties.

1 Introduction

Predicting the spectral properties of materials from first
principles can greatly assist the design of optical and
electronic devices [1]. Among the various techniques
one can employ, Koopmans spectral functionals are a
promising technique due to their accuracy and compa-
rably low computational cost [2–12]. These functionals
are a beyond-DFT extension explicitly designed to pre-
dict spectral properties, and have shown success across
a range of both isolated and periodic systems. For iso-
lated systems, Koopmans functionals accurately predict
the ionization potentials and electron affinities — and
more generally, the orbital energies and photoemission
spectra — of atoms [3], small molecules [5, 9, 13], organic
photovoltaic compounds [14, 15], DNA nucleobases [16],
and toy models [17]. The method has also been extended
to predict optical (i.e. neutral) excitation energies in
molecules [18]. For three-dimensional systems, Koopmans
functionals have been shown to accurately predict the
band structure and band alignment of prototypical semi-
conductors and insulators [8, 10, 11, 19], systems with
large spin-orbit coupling [20], and a vacancy-ordered dou-
ble perovskite [21], as well as the band gap of liquid water
[22].

One of the crucial quantities involved in the definition
of Koopmans functionals is the set of so-called screen-
ing parameters, denoted {αi}. These parameters account
for the effect of electronic screening in the localized basis
of the orbitals minimizing the functional. There is one
screening parameter per orbital in the system, and each
screening parameter can be computed fully from first-
principle calculations using finite differences [3, 8] or with
linear-response theory [9]. Obtaining reliable screening
parameters is essential to the accuracy of Koopmans spec-
tral functionals, while also being the main reason why
these functionals are more expensive than their KS-DFT
counterparts. The objective of this work is to replace
the calculation of screening parameters with a machine-
learning (ML) model, thereby drastically reducing the
cost of Koopmans functional calculations, and making it
possible to apply them more widely.

In the broader context of computational materials sci-
ence and quantum chemistry, machine learning is being
used to predict an ever-increasing range of quantum
mechanical properties [23, 24], including electronic exci-
tations [25–27]. In contrast to many of these approaches,
the screening parameters studied in this work are inter-
mediate quantities, not physical observables. In this
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Fig. 1: The two systems studied in this work: liquid water
(left) and the halide perovskite CsSnI3 (right). Oxygen
atoms are shown in red, hydrogen in white, caesium in
blue, tin polyhedra in green, and iodine in teal.

regard, this work shares parallels with attempts to learn
the U parameter for DFT+U functionals [28–31] and
the dielectric screening when solving the Bethe-Salpeter
equation [32] (albeit in the latter case the dielectric
screening is a physical observable, but for the purposes of
that work it was used as an ingredient for subsequent cal-
culations of optical spectra). This work also differs from
ML methods that seek to relate structural information
directly to observable quantities on a practical level [33–
42], because in our case first-principles calculations will
not be bypassed completely.

Specifically, we will present a simple machine learn-
ing framework that can be used to predict the screening
parameters for a given chemical system (i.e., we do
not develop a general model to predict the screening
parameters for an arbitrary chemical system). The two
use-cases we will study are liquid water and the halide
perovskite CsSnI3 (Figure 1). In the case of liquid water,
one might want to calculate spectral properties averaged
along a molecular dynamics trajectory. In the case of
the halide perovskite, one might want to calculate the
temperature-renormalized band structure by performing
calculations on an ensemble of structures with the atoms
displaced in such a way to appropriately sample the ionic
energy landscape [43, 44]. In both cases, these meth-
ods require Koopmans spectral functional calculations on
many copies of the same chemical system, just with differ-
ent atomic displacements. This process can be made much
faster by training a machine learning model on a subset
of these copies, and then using this model to predict the
screening parameters for the remaining copies.

The contents of this paper are as follows: Section 2
introduces Koopmans functionals, focusing in particular
on the screening parameters: why they are necessary, what
their role is, and how they can be calculated ab initio.
In Section 3 we then present a machine learning model
designed to accelerate the computation of these screening
parameters. In Section 4 we present the results of this
model on two test systems: liquid water and the perovskite
CsSnI3, and in Section 5 we discuss the results and draw
our conclusions.

2 Koopmans spectral functionals
and their screening parameters

Koopmans spectral functionals are a class of orbital-
density dependent functionals that accurately predict

spectral properties by imposing the condition that the
quasi-particle energies of the functional must match the
corresponding total energy difference when an electron
is explicitly removed from/added to the system. This
quasiparticle/total-energy-difference equivalence is triv-
ially satisfied by the exact one-particle Green’s function
(as can be seen by the spectral representation, with poles
located at energies corresponding to particle addition/re-
moval), but it is violated by standard Kohn-Sham density
functionals and leads to, among other failures, semi-
local DFT’s underestimation of the band gap. Given that
the exact Green’s function describes one-particle excita-
tions exactly, the idea behind Koopmans functionals is
that enforcing this condition on DFT will improve its
description of one-particle excitations.

An orbital energy, defined as εi = ⟨φi| Ĥ |φi⟩, will
be equal to the total energy difference of electron addi-
tion/removal if it is independent of that orbital’s occupa-
tion fi. (This follows because if εi — which is equal to
dE
dfi

by Janak’s theorem — is independent of fi, then the

total energy difference ∆E = E(fi = 1) − E(fi = 0) =
dE
dfi

= εi [45].) Equivalently, the orbital energies will match
the corresponding total energy differences if the total
energy itself is piecewise-linear with respect to orbital
occupations:

d2E

df2
i

=0. (1)

This condition is referred to as the “generalised piecewise
linearity” (GPWL) condition. It is a sufficient but not a
necessary condition to satisfy the more well-known “piece-
wise linearity” condition, which states that the exact total
energy is piecewise-linear with respect to the total number
of electrons in the system [46].

Koopmans functionals impose this GPWL condition
on a (typically semi-local) DFT functional via tailored
corrective terms as follows:

EKI =EDFT[ρ]

+
∑

i

{
−
(
EDFT

[
ρ
]
− EDFT

[
ρfi→0

])

+ fi
(
EDFT

[
ρfi→1

]
− EDFT

[
ρfi→0

])}

=EDFT[ρ] +
∑

i

ΠKI
i (2)

where {fj} are the orbital occupancies and ρ the total
electronic density of the N -electron ground state, and
ρfi→f denotes the electronic density of the (f +

∑
j ̸=i fj)-

electron system with the orbital occupancies constrained
to be equal to {..., fi−1, f, fi+1, ...} i.e. ρfi→1 and ρfi→0

correspond to charged excitations of the ground state
where we fill/empty orbital i. In the final line of
Equation 2 we have introduced the shorthand ΠKI

i for the
Koopmans correction to orbital i. By construction, this
correction removes the non-linear dependence of the DFT
energy EDFT on the occupation of orbital i (the second
line in Equation 2) and replaces it with a term that is
explicitly linear in fi (the third line), with a slope that
corresponds to the finite energy difference between integer
occupations of orbital i. We note that other choices are
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possible for the slope of this linear term, which give rise
to different variants of Koopmans spectral functionals. In
this paper, we will exclusively focus on this “Koopmans
integral” (KI) variant.

While Equation 2 formally imposes the GPWL con-
dition as desired, practically it cannot be used as a
functional because we cannot construct the constrained
densities ρfi→f without explicitly performing constrained
DFT calculations. In order to convert Equation 2 into a
tractable form, we instead evaluate these constrained den-
sities in the frozen orbital approximation i.e. we neglect
the dependence of the orbitals {φj} on the occupancy of
orbital i, obtaining

ρfi→f ≈ f
∣∣φN

i

∣∣2 +
∑

j ̸=i

fj
∣∣φN

j

∣∣2 = fni + ρ− ρi (3)

where {φN
j } are the orbitals of the unconstrained N -

electron ground state and we have introduced the short-
hand ni(r) = |φN

i (r)|2 for the normalized density of
orbital i and ρi(r) = fini(r). These frozen densities —
unlike their unfrozen counterparts — are straightforward
to evaluate because they are constructed purely from
quantities corresponding to the N -electron ground state.

Evaluating the KI correction on frozen-orbital densi-
ties gives rise to the unscreened KI corrections ΠuKI

i . The
orbital relaxation that is absent in these terms can be
accounted for by appropriately screening the Koopmans
corrections i.e.

ΠKI
i = αiΠ

uKI
i (4)

where αi is some as-of-yet unknown scalar coefficient. The
αi → 1 limit corresponds to an orbital that if its occu-
pation changes, the rest of the electronic density does
not respond. In contrast, the αi → 0 limit corresponds
an orbital that if its occupation changes, the rest of the
system will fully screen the change in the density. These
parameters {αi} are the screening parameters that are the
central topic of this work, and they will be discussed in
more detail later.

Having introduced these screening parameters, we
arrive at the final form of the KI functional:

EKI
α [{ρj}] = EDFT[ρ]

+
∑

i

αi

{
−
(
EHxc[ρ]− EHxc

[
ρ− ρi

])

+ fi
(
EHxc

[
ρ− ρi + ni

]
− EHxc

[
ρ− ρi

])}
. (5)

where in the Koopmans correction only the Hartree-plus-
exchange-correlation term appears because all the other
terms in EDFT are linear in the orbital occupations and
therefore cancel.

In contrast to standard DFT energy functionals, this
energy functional is not only dependent on the total den-
sity but also on these individual orbital densities {ρi}.
Therefore one has to minimize the total energy func-
tional with respect to the entire set of orbital densities
ρi to obtain the ground state energy, and not just with
respect to the total density ρ. (This is not so different

to Kohn-Sham DFT, where one minimizes the functional
with respect to a set of Kohn-Sham orbitals.)

The orbitals {φi} that minimize the Koopmans energy
functional are called the variational orbitals. They are
found to be localized in space [6, 47–50], closely resem-
bling Boys orbitals in molecules and, equivalently, maxi-
mally localized Wannier functions (MLWFs) in solids [51].
In the specific case of the KI functional, and unlike most
orbital-density-dependent functionals, the total energy is
invariant with respect to unitary rotations of the occupied
orbital densities. This means that once the variational
orbitals are initialized — typically as MLWFs — they
require no further optimization.

The matrix elements of the KI Hamiltonian are given
by

λKI
ij = ⟨φi|ĤKI|φj⟩ = ⟨φi|ĥDFT + αj v̂

KI
j |φj⟩, (6)

where the orbital-dependent Koopmans potential v̂KI
j is

given by a derivative of the unscreened KI correction
ΠuKI

i , and is discussed in detail in Ref. 5. At the energy
minimum, the matrix λKI

ij becomes Hermitian [7, 52, 53]
and can be diagonalized. The corresponding eigenfunc-
tions are called canonical orbitals and the eigenvalues
εKI
j canonical energies. These canonical orbitals are dif-
ferent from the variational orbitals, but they are related
via a unitary transformation, and both give rise to the
same total density. Contrast this with KS-DFT function-
als, which are invariant with respect to unitary rotations
of the set of occupied Kohn-Sham orbitals, and thus
the same orbitals both minimize the total energy and
diagonalize the Hamiltonian.

Koopmans spectral functionals follow the widely-
adopted approach of interpreting canonical orbitals as
Dyson orbitals and their energies as quasi-particle ener-
gies [47, 54, 55].

2.1 Screening parameters

Let us now return to the screening parameters {αi}
that were introduced in the previous section without
explaining how one might compute them. The first thing
to note is that the screening parameters cannot be
system-agnostic (à la mixing parameters in typical hybrid
functionals), because they depend on the screening of elec-
tronic interactions between orbital densities, which will
clearly change from one orbital to the next, let alone one
system to the next. To obtain system-specific screening
parameters, one can calculate them ab initio by finding
the value that guarantees that the generalized piecewise
linearity condition (Equation 1) is satisfied. It can be
shown that for the KI functional, the screening parame-
ter αi that will satisfy the GPWL condition for orbital i
is given by

αi = α0
i

∆EDFT
i − λDFT

ii

λKI
ii [{α0

i }]− λDFT
ii

, (7)

where λKI
ii [{α0

i }] is the ith diagonal element of the KI
Hamiltonian matrix obtained with an initial guess {α0

i }
for the screening parameters, and λDFT

ii is the eigen-
value of orbital i obtained with the DFT base functional.
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∆EDFT
i is the difference in total energy for a charge-

neutral calculation and a constrained DFT calculation
where orbital i is explicitly emptied [4, 8]. (Equation 7
only applies to occupied orbitals; an analogous formula-
tion exists for unoccupied orbitals.) If we take Equation 7
to second order, then the screening coefficients become

αi =
⟨ni|ϵ−1fHxc|ni⟩
⟨ni|fHxc|ni⟩

(8)

where fHxc is the Hartree-plus-exchange-correlation ker-
nel and ϵ is the non-local microscopic dielectric function
i.e. the screening parameters are an orbital-resolved mea-
sure of how much the electronic interactions are screened
by the rest of the system. Equation 8 can be evaluated
using density-functional perturbation theory [9, 11].

Thus, to obtain the screening parameters ab initio for
a given system one must evaluate either Equation 7 (via
finite-difference calculations [8, 10]) or Equation 8 (via
density-functional perturbation theory [11]). For the for-
mer Equation 7 must in principle be solved iteratively, to
account for the dependence of the variational orbitals on
{αi}. However, for the particular case of the KI functional,
the occupied orbitals are independent of the screening
parameters (this is not true for the empty orbitals in
theory, but in practice the dependence of these orbitals
on the screening parameters is sufficiently weak that it
can be neglected). We stress that in this approach the
screening parameters are not fitting parameters. They
are determined via a series of DFT calculations, and are
not adjusted to fit experimental data, nor results from
higher-order computational methods.

Given that (a) Koopmans spectral functionals are
orbital-density-dependent and (b) one must compute the
set of screening parameters, a Koopmans functional cal-
culation involves a few additional steps compared to a
typical semi-local DFT calculation. In brief, the procedure
for calculating quasi-particle energies for periodic systems
using the KI functional involves the following four-step
workflow:

1. an initial Kohn-Sham DFT calculation is performed to
obtain the ground-state density;

2. a Wannierization of the DFT ground state to obtain a
set of localized orbitals that are used to initialize/de-
fine the variational orbitals {φi} [51];

3. the screening parameters for the variational orbitals
are calculated via a series of DFT (or DFPT) calcula-
tions;

4. the KI Hamiltonian

λKI
ij = ⟨φi|ĥDFT + αj v̂

KI
j |φj⟩ (9)

is constructed and diagonalized to obtain the canonical
eigenenergies εKI

i .

This procedure is visualized in Figure 2.
The third step — that is, calculating the screening

parameters — typically dominates the computational cost
of the workflow. This is because one has to compute one
screening parameter per variational orbital, and for each
orbital one must perform a finite difference or DFPT
calculation. Of course, if two variational orbitals are sym-
metrically equivalent, then the same screening parameter

can be used for both, and thus for highly symmetric,
ordered systems the cost of calculating the screening
parameters can be substantially reduced. Nevertheless, for
large and/or disordered systems the computation of the
screening parameters remains by far the most expensive
step of the entire Koopmans workflow.

3 A machine learning model to
predict screening parameters

To accelerate Koopmans spectral functional calculations,
this work introduces a machine learning (ML) model to
predict the screening parameters, thereby avoiding the
expensive step of having to calculate them explicitly. Since
this ML model only predicts the screening parameters and
not the quasi-particle energies directly, the initial DFT
and Wannier calculations are still required to define the
variational orbitals, as is the final calculation to calculate
the quasi-particle energies. This workflow is depicted in
Figure 2.

3.1 The descriptors

In order to design a machine learning model, the first
thing to do is to define a set of descriptors, for which
there are many possible choices. A preliminary study on
acenes (presented in Section S1.1 of the Supplementary
Information) suggested that there is a strong correlation
between the self-Hartree energy of each orbital

EsH[ni] =
1

2

∫
ni(r)ni(r

′)
|r− r′| drdr′ (10)

and its corresponding screening parameter. This scalar
quantity is a measure of how localized an orbital density
is, and the fact that the screening parameters were corre-
lated with the self-Hartree energies indicated that it might
be possible to predict the screening parameters based on
a more complete descriptor of the orbital density.

To convert a real-space orbital density ni(r) into a
compact but information-dense descriptor, we define a
local decomposition of the normalized orbital density
around the orbital’s center Ri:

cinlm,k=orbital =

∫

simulation cell

dr gnl(r)Ylm(θ, φ)ni(r−Ri)

(11)

where gnl(r) are Gaussian radial basis functions and
Ylm(θ, φ) are real-valued spherical harmonics (following
the choice of Ref. 56 and many others). For more details
regarding these basis functions, refer to Section S2 of the
Supplementary Information.

This choice of basis functions means that the model
has four hyperparameters: a maximum order for the radial
basis functions nmax, a maximum angular orbital momen-
tum lmax, and two radii rmin and rmax that quantify the
radial extent of the Gaussian basis functions. By design,
these basis functions will capture orbital densities most
accurately in the vicinity of the orbital’s center Ri, and
progressively less accurately at larger radii and higher
angular momenta. Because the variational orbitals are
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Predicting screening parameters via ML

Calculating screening parameters ab initio Obtaining eigenvalues

DFT (primitive cell) wannierize ni(r)

ρ(r)

various expensive
DFT calculations

{αi
true}

decomposition
cinlm,orbital

decomposition
cinlm,total

rotationally invariant
representation

pin1n2l,k1k2

ML model {αi
pred}

Construct and
diagonalize ĤKI

Fig. 2: The workflow for performing a Koopmans spectral functional calculation. The screening parameters can either
be computed ab initio (upper pathway) or by a ML model (lower pathway).

localized, it is reasonable to assume that most of the rel-
evant information is captured with this local expansion.
Choosing these hyperparameters will be influenced by the
expected degree of transferability: too large descriptors
will lead to more trainable weights and hence usually
require more training data. On the other hand, too small
descriptors might not capture the information required to
accurately predict screening parameters.

In addition to the orbital density ni(r), one expects
from physical intuition that the screening parameter of
orbital i, αi, will also depend on the surrounding elec-
tronic density, because these electrons will also contribute
to the local electronic screening. For this reason we con-
struct an analogous local descriptor of the total electronic
density around the orbital’s center Ri:

cinlm,k=total =

∫

simulation cell

drgnl(r)Ylm(θ, φ)ρ(r−Ri).

(12)

Finally, it is important to ensure that the descriptors are
invariant with respect to translations and rotations of the
entire system, so that the network does not consume train-
ing data learning that these operations will not affect the
screening parameters. The coefficient vectors {ci} defined
above are already invariant with respect to translation,
but not with respect to rotation. To obtain rotationally
invariant input vectors we construct a power spectrum
from these coefficient vectors, explicitly coupling coeffi-
cients belonging to different shells n, as well as coefficients
belonging to the total and to the orbital density. The
resulting input vector pi for each orbital i is given by the
vector containing the coefficients

pin1n2l,k1k2
= π

√
8

2l + 1

∑

m

ci∗n1lm,k1
cin2lm,k2

corresponding to all possible combinations of n1, n2, k1
and k2 [57].

3.2 The network

Now that we have defined a descriptor, we must now
decide on a machine learning model with which to map the
power spectrum of each orbital to its screening parameter.
In this work, we use ridge regression [58]. Despite its sim-
plicity, we found that it achieved sufficient accuracy for
the case studies with very little training data. By contrast,
complex neural networks have more trainable parameters

and therefore typically would require more training data.
(Of course, this work does not preclude the possibility of
employing more sophisticated models in the future.)

4 Results

4.1 The two test systems

This machine learning framework was tested on two
systems: liquid water and the halide perovskite CsSnI3.

4.1.1 Water

Despite its simple molecular structure, water exhibits very
complex behavior. Understanding it better would help
us to improve our ability to explain and predict a vari-
ety of phenomena in nature and technology and it is
therefore an active area of research [22, 59]. For exam-
ple, accurate values for the ionization potential (IP) and
the electron affinity (EA) of water are necessary for a
precise description of redox reactions in aqueous sys-
tems. These in turn are key to many applications such as
(photo-)electrochemical cells [19].

The water system used in this study is a cubic box
with a side length of 9.81 Å containing 32 water molecules.
20 such snapshots from a molecular dynamics simulation
make up the training and test dataset [60]. Each snapshot
represents 192 datapoints (i.e. 192 pairs of orbital density
descriptors and the corresponding screening parameter
calculated ab initio), with the entire dataset correspond-
ing to 3840 datapoints. This test case follows what one
could do in order to calculate the spectral properties
of water with Koopmans functionals, where one must
average across a molecular dynamics trajectory.

4.1.2 CsSnI3

Perovskite solar cells are one of the most promising
candidates for next-generation solar cells, with reported
efficiencies higher than conventional silicon-based solar
cells [61]. One of the most prominent perovskite mate-
rials for solar cell applications is caesium lead halide
(CsPbI3) due to its suitable band gap of 1.73 eV and
its excellent electronic properties. The main drawback of
CsPbI3 is that lead is toxic, and it is desirable to find
more environmentally friendly metals whose substitution
does not compromise performance [62]. CsSnI3 is one such
candidate.

The test system used in this study is a 2×2×2 super-
cell of the 5-atom primitive cell, with length 12.35 Å. 20

5



snapshots of this system with different atomic displace-
ments were generated using the stochastic self-consistent
harmonic approximation [44] corresponding to a sampling
of the ionic energy surface at 200K. As such, this test
case represents how one could calculate the temperature-
dependence of the spectral properties of this perovskite,
accounting for the anharmonicity of the nuclear motion.
Each snapshot represents 200 datapoints, with the entire
dataset corresponding to 4000 datapoints.

For more details about these systems and how the
snapshots were generated, please refer to Section S3 of the
Supplementary Information.

4.2 Computational details

We performed Koopmans calculations on 20 uncorrelated
snapshots for each of the two test systems. Screening
parameters were computed ab initio for all 20 snapshots;
the first 10 snapshots were used when training the mod-
els, and the remaining 10 were exclusively reserved for
validation. All of the Koopmans functional calculations
were performed using Quantum ESPRESSO [63, 64] via
the koopmans package. The ridge-regression model was
implemented using the scikit-learn library [65]. The
descriptor hyperparameters were set to nmax = 6, lmax =
6, rmin = 0.5 a0, and rmax = 4.0 a0. An exhaustive grid
search over the hyperparameters (with all possible combi-
nations of nmax ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8}, lmax ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8}, rmin/a0 ∈
{0.5, 1, 2}, and rmax/a0 ∈ {2, 4, 8}) revealed that for
4 ≤ nmax ≤ 8, 4 ≤ lmax ≤ 8, and 0.5 ≤ rmin ≤ 1, the mean
absolute error in the predicted screening parameters was
not very sensitive to the choice of hyperparameters. For
the ridge-regression model, the regularization parameter
was set to 1 as the result of 10-fold cross-validation, and
the input vectors pi were standardized.

The details of all the calculations are listed in
Section S3 of the Supplementary Information, and accom-
panying data can be found on the Materials Cloud
Archive.

4.3 Accuracy

To evaluate the accuracy of a model that predicts screen-
ing parameters, we can examine several different metrics.
The most obvious quantities to compare are the pre-
dicted and the calculated screening parameters. However,
these parameters are not physical observables: they are
intermediate parameters internal to the Koopmans spec-
tral functional framework. Ultimately, it is much more
important that the canonical eigenenergies are accurately
predicted. This is because all spectral properties derive
from the eigenenergies, and spectral properties are of cen-
tral interest whenever Koopmans spectral functionals are
used.

That said, the eigenenergies are closely related to
the screening parameters. As described previously in
Section 2, the eigenenergies are the eigenvalues of the
matrix λKI

ij , whose elements contain the screening param-
eters (Equation 9). If all of the orbitals had the same
screening parameter then the difference between the
Koopmans and DFT eigenvalues would be linear in that
screening parameter. For a system with non-uniform
screening parameters, the relationship between the eigen-
values and the screening parameters is more complex,

Table 1: The mean absolute error (in meV) of
the quasiparticle energies calculated using screening
parameters from different models relative to those cal-
culated using ab initio screening parameters across
the 10 unseen test snapshots. The table presents the
MAE in all the eigenvalues, in the valence band max-
ima (VBM), in the conduction band minima (CBM),
and in the band gaps Eg.

av. self-H.
ridge regression

1 3 10

water

all 81.3 46.7 13.6 10.3 6.9
VBM 140.2 49.2 28.6 15.5 10.3
CBM 8.9 9.0 5.7 3.0 2.7
Eg 133.7 45.1 30.2 16.9 10.8

CsSnI3

all 263.1 209.1 23.1 16.1 13.1
VBM 374.6 285.6 19.8 19.8 16.3
CBM 7.0 6.1 17.5 9.1 7.3
Eg 372.5 284.7 30.3 25.4 19.1

with the difference between the Koopmans and DFT
eigenvalues becoming a linear mix of the screening param-
eters of variational orbitals that constitute the canonical
orbital in question.

The accuracy of the predicted screening parameters
and eigenenergies are shown in Figure 3 for water and
in Figure 4 for CsSnI3. In these figures, we compare
the performance of the ML model against two simplistic
benchmark models:

• the average model: here we take the average of the ab
initio screening parameters of the training snapshots as
the prediction for all screening parameters of the testing
snapshots.

• the self-Hartree (sH) model: This is a linear regres-
sion model with the self-Hartree energies of each orbital
(Equation 10) as input and the screening parameters
of each orbital as output (inspired by the preliminary
study discussed in Section S1.1 of the Supplementary
Information).

We treated occupied and empty states separately in both
benchmark models because this gave better results than
using one model for the occupied and the empty states
together. We note that this treatment of empty states is
only possible because the empty states are localized and
thus their self-Hartree energies are well-defined. (This was
not the case for the preliminary study on acenes presented
in the Supplementary Information.)

Given an arbitrary training dataset, the average model
is perhaps the simplest possible model for predicting
screening parameters. Any successful model must there-
fore substantially outperform it, and as such it serves as
a useful benchmark. Figures 3 and 4 shows the accuracy
of the screening parameters and eigenvalues predicted by
five different models: the average model (trained on 10
snapshots), the self-Hartree model (trained on 10 snap-
shots), and the ridge-regression model (trained on 1, 3,
and 10 snapshots). The accuracy of all five models was
assessed against 10 unseen test snapshots. The errors in
the eigenvalues are also tabulated in Table 1.

The ridge-regression model outperformed the average
model and the sH model for all systems, both for the
screening parameters and the eigenenergies. The mean
absolute error of the eigenenergies of the ridge-regression

6



0.43

0.53

αpred

average (10 snapshots)

distribution (log scale)

cumulative distribution (linear scale)

0.43

0.53

αpred

self-Hartree (10 snapshots)

0.43

0.53

αpred

ridge regression (1 snapshots)

0.43

0.53

αpred

ridge regression (3 snapshots)

0.43 0.53

αtrue

0.43

0.53

αpred

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
|εpred
i − εtrue

i | [eV]

ridge regression (10 snapshots)

Fig. 3: Accuracy of the predicted screening parame-
ters (left panels) and eigenvalues (right panels) for water
with five different models. The left-hand panels com-
pare the predicted screening parameters against those
computed ab initio. The right panels, meanwhile, show
logarithmically-scaled error histograms of the absolute
error in the eigenvalues obtained using predicted screen-
ing parameters compared to eigenvalues obtained using
the ab initio screening parameters. The blue lines show
the corresponding cumulative distributions of these abso-
lute errors.

model is below 25meV for all test systems already after
1 training snapshot. Meanwhile, the average model and
the sH model predict eigenenergies with an average error
above 40meV for water and even above 200meV for
CsSnI3.

In most applications, one is interested in specific
orbital energies and not in quantities averaged over all
eigenenergies. Therefore, it is important for the error dis-
tribution of the eigenenergies not to have a long tail.
In this regard, the ridge-regression model also performs
very well. After three training snapshots, ridge regression
predicts no single eigenenergy with an error larger than
200meV. In comparison, the average model and the sH
model predict many eigenenergies with an error larger
than 200meV; for CsSnI3 many have errors larger than
even 500meV.

The most important eigenenergies for many applica-
tions are the highest occupied molecular orbital (HOMO)
and the lowest unoccupied molecular orbital (LUMO)
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cumulative distribution (linear scale)
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Fig. 4: Accuracy of the prediction of the screening
parameters (left panels) and eigenvalues (right panels) for
CsSnI3 with five different models. See Figure 3 for further
explanation.

energies, or in bulk systems (such as CsSnI3) the valence
band maximum (VBM) and the conduction band min-
imum (CBM); in this work, we will treat these terms
synonymously. Another important quantity is the band
gap (the difference between the VBM and CBM). While
the error of the CBM is below the average error in all
cases, the error in the VBM is above-average in all cases.
This is not a fault of the models but suggests that the
screening parameters have a larger influence on the VBM
than the CBM. Even still, for most applications the VBM
is predicted sufficiently accurately by the ridge regres-
sion after 2 or 3 training snapshots. Why the self-Hartree
model fails for these two systems after showing promise in
the preliminary study of acenes is analysed in Section S1
of the Supplementary Information.

Finally, we examine the convergence of the ridge-
regression model with respect to the number of training
snapshots in greater detail. Figure 5 shows the conver-
gence of the eigenvalues and the band gap as a function
of the number of training snapshots. As we have already
seen, the error of the HOMO energy and, correspondingly,
the error of the band gap is larger than the mean absolute
error. Nevertheless, both quantities become small (i.e. less
than 20 meV) already after a few (2 to 4) training snap-
shots. To put this in perspective, Koopmans functionals
typically predict orbital energies and band gaps within

7



0

10

20
ei

g
en

va
lu

es
M

A
E

(m
eV

)

water CsSnI3

2 4 6 8 10

number of training snapshots

0

20

40

b
a
n

d
g
a
p

M
A

E
(m

eV
)
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snapshots. The dotted line indicates the mean, while the
shaded region the standard deviation across the 10 test
snapshots.

200meV of experiment [8, 13] i.e. the error introduced by
the ML model is acceptably small, and the accuracy of
the predicted band gaps remains state-of-the-art.

4.4 Speed-up

The main goal in developing the ML model is to speed up
the calculations with Koopmans spectral functionals while
maintaining high accuracy. In the preceding section, we
saw that the model achieves a satisfactory level of accu-
racy after a few training snapshots. In this section, we
turn to look at the corresponding speedups.

We find that the ratio of the time required for an entire
Koopmans calculation when (a) all screening parameters
are computed ab initio relative to when (b) all screen-
ing parameters are predicted using the ML model is 80
for CsSnI3 and 11 for water. However, this does not fac-
tor in the cost of training the model in the first place.
Figure 6 shows the anticipated speed-ups for performing
Koopmans calculations on a given number of snapshots
assuming that training requires three snapshots for train-
ing (and therefore three snapshots performed ab initio).
For performing Koopmans calculations on 20 snapshots
one obtains a speedup of roughly 4.4 for the water system
and of roughly 6.2 for the CsSnI3 system. Because training
the model is a one-off cost, for infinitely many configura-
tions we approach the aforementioned 80-fold and 11-fold
speedups.

We note that there are scenarios in which the ML
model will provide even greater speed-ups than these. For
example, the model could be trained on a small supercell
and then employed for calculations on larger supercells.
Because the cost of DFT calculations scales cubically

3 10 100
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ee
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∞
total number of snapshots

Fig. 6: Speedups for performing Koopmans calculations
on a given number of snapshots if three snapshots are
required for training. All calculations were performed on
an Intel Xeon Gold 6248R machine with 48 cores.

with system size (cf. linearly with the number of snap-
shots), machine-learning promises even greater speed-ups
for such schemes. We note that this approach is only pos-
sible because the descriptors are spatially localized and
therefore invariant with respect to the system size.

5 Conclusions

This work presented a machine learning framework to pre-
dict electronic screening parameters via ridge regression
performed on translationally- and rotationally-invariant
power spectrum descriptors of orbital densities. This
framework is able to predict the screening parameters
for Koopmans spectral functionals with sufficient accu-
racy and with sufficiently little training data so as to
dramatically decrease the computational cost of these
calculations while maintaining their state-of-the-art accu-
racy, as demonstrated on the test cases of liquid water
and the halide perovskite CsSnI3.

It is somewhat surprising that it is possible to accu-
rately predict screening parameters directly from orbital
densities, because the screening parameters are not explic-
itly determined by orbital densities themselves but instead
are related to the response of these densities (refer back
to Equation 8). Nevertheless, for the systems studied in
this work the relationship between the orbital’s density
(plus the surrounding electron density) and its screen-
ing parameter learned by a ridge-regression model gives
very accurate predictions of the screening parameters for
orbitals it has never seen before — albeit for the same
system; we do not expect the model to be transferable
across different systems.

Work is already ongoing to use this machine-learning
framework to predict the temperature-dependent spectral
properties of materials of scientific interest.

Supplementary information. The Supplementary
information contains results that explore the correlation
between the screening parameters and self-Hartree ener-
gies, further details on the basis functions behind the
descriptors, detailed descriptions of the two test systems,
and the computational setup used to model each.
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S1 Correlation between
self-Hartree energies and
screening parameters

S1.1 Acenes

Correlations exist between the self-Hartree energies and
screening parameters for different acenes (benzene, naph-
thalene, and anthracene), as shown in Figure S1. In
contrast to the liquid water and perovskite studied in
the main text, these are non-periodic systems and cor-
respondingly instead of Wannier orbitals the variational
orbitals are chosen as either Kohn-Sham or Perdew-
Zunger orbitals. The former will be delocalized across the
molecule; the latter will be more localized. The correla-
tions are stronger in the case of the Kohn-Sham orbitals.

S1.2 Water

Testing the same correlation for the water system, we
find that the correlation is much weaker (see Figure S2).
For water, the empty states and the occupied states have
very similar screening parameters but very different self-
Hartree energies. This suggests that the self-Hartree ener-
gies alone don’t contain sufficient information to predict
the screening parameters. If we had predicted occupied
and empty states with the same sH model instead of
two separate ones, we would have obtained similarly poor
results as for the mean model.

S1.3 CsSnI3

For CsSnI3, there is almost no correlation between the
self-Hartree energies and the screening parameters of
MLWFs (see Figure S2). In the individual clusters of data,
there are many orbitals with very similar self-Hartree
energies but different screening parameters. Moreover, the

clusters as a whole seem to show little correlation with
the self-Hartree energies.

S2 Basis functions details

For the basis functions used to represent orbital densities,
we adapt the choice (following Ref. 1 and many others)
of taking real-valued spherical harmonics as angular basis
functions and Gaussian basis functions as radial basis
functions.

S2.1 Angular basis functions

The real-valued spherical harmonics are given by

Ylm(θ, φ) =





√
2(−1)mℑ

[
Y

|m|
l (θ, φ)

]
if m < 0

Y 0
l if m = 0√
2(−1)mℜ [Y m

l (θ, φ)]] if m > 0

and define an orthogonal and complete set of angular basis
functions. Here, Y m

l are the complex orthonormalized
spherical harmonics:

Y m
l (θ, φ) =

√
(2l + 1)

4π

(l −m)!

(l +m)!
Pm
l (cos(θ))eimφ (S1)

and Pm
l are the associated Legendre polynomials. The

expansion into spherical harmonics are truncated after
some maximum value lmax.

S2.2 Radial basis functions

For the radial basis functions, we construct a set of
orthonormal basis functions

gnl(r) =

nmax∑

n′=1

βnn′lϕn′l(r)
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Fig. S1: Correlation between the self-Hartree energies
and the screening parameters for three different acenes:
benzene, naphthalene, and anthracene. The left panel
shows the results with Kohn-Sham initial orbitals and
the right panel the results with Perdew-Zunger initial
orbitals. Green dots correspond to filled and red dots to
empty orbitals. The linear interpolation (black line) was
performed using only the occupied orbitals.

out of a set of linearly independent Gaussians:

ϕnl(r) = rle−γnlr
2

.

The decay parameters γnl are chosen such that ϕnl decays
to a threshold value of 10−3 for cutoff radii taken on an
evenly spaced grid from rmin to rmax. This means for each
n ∈ {1, . . . , nmax} the cutoff radius is given by

rthr,n = rmin +
n− 1

nmax − 1
(rmax − rmin)

The coefficients βnn′l are obtained with a Löwdin orthog-

onalization procedure [2]: βl = S
−1/2
l , where

(Sl)nn′ = ⟨ϕnl|ϕn′l⟩ =
∞∫

0

dr r2(l+1)e−(γnl+γn′l)r
2

, (S2)

S2.3 Reconstructed orbital densities

In Figures S3 and S4 we demonstrate the efficacy of
the orbital density descriptors by comparing variational

5 10

EH[ϕMLWF]

0.2

0.4

α

water

5 10

EH[ϕMLWF]

CsSnI3

occupied unoccupied linear fit

Fig. S2: Correlation between the self-Hartree energies
and the screening parameters of the MLWFs of water and
CsSnI3. The line is fitted to the occupied orbital data.

(a) original (b) reconstructed

Fig. S3: Original and reconstructed occupied sp3 Wan-
nier function centered on an oxygen atom in the water
system. The isosurfaces are plotted at 0.005a−3

0 .

(a) original (b) reconstructed

Fig. S4: Original and reconstructed occupied p Wan-
nier orbital centered on an iodine atom in CsSnI3. The
isosurfaces are plotted at 0.0005a−3

0 .

orbital densities against reconstructed densities i.e. den-
sities obtained by performing the decomposition into a
truncated basis set as described above and in Section 3
of the main text, and then taking the linear combina-
tion of the basis functions with the obtained expansion
coefficients. Without the truncation, the original and
reconstructed densities should be identical.

S3 Test systems

This section describes the two test systems selected for
this study in greater detail. Full input and output files
can be found in the Materials Cloud archive.
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S3.1 Water

S3.1.1 Snapshots

The water system studied in this work is a simple cube
with a side length of 9.81 Å containing 32 water molecules.
The snapshots were obtained from ab initio MD trajec-
tories with the nuclei treated classically, as presented in
Ref. 3. (These trajectories were previously studied using
Koopmans functionals in Ref. 4). Those MD calculations
used the revised Vydrov and Van Voorhis (rVV10) van der
Waals exchange-correlation functional [5], a kinetic energy
cutoff of 85Ry, and SG15 optimized norm-conserving
Vanderbilt pseudopotentials [6]. The 20 snapshots on
which we then performed Koopmans calculations were
taken from the 10 ps production run, each 0.5 ps apart
to ensure that the snapshots were not autocorrelated.
(While this information is worth repeating, note that the
details of how the snapshots were generated ultimately
have little relevance to the task of predicting the screening
parameters.)

S3.1.2 Calculation details

The Koopmans functional calculations on water used PBE
as a base functional [7], an energy cutoff of 80 Ry (selected
as the result of a convergence analysis), and the Makov-
Payne periodic image correction scheme [8]. The system
is spin-unpolarized and therefore the 32 water molecules
give rise to 128 occupied orbitals. We also included 64
empty orbitals (which are typically included in Koop-
mans functional calculations in order to be able to be
able to describe excitations involving electron addition i.e.
photoabsorption).

S3.2 CsSnI3

S3.2.1 Snapshots

The perovskite system studied in this work was a 2×2×2
supercell of the 5-atom primitive cell; a cubic cell with a
side length of 12.35 Å. The snapshots used in this work
were generated via the stochastic self-consistent harmonic
approximation [9]. This method simulates the thermo-
dynamic properties originating from the quantum and
thermal anharmonic motion of the ions [9], where the ionic
energy landscape is stochastically sampled and then eval-
uated within DFT. The 20 snapshots on which we perform
Koopmans calculations are configurations corresponding
to 200K [10].

S3.2.2 Calculation details

The Koopmans functional calculations on CsSnI3 used a
kinetic energy cutoff at 70 Ry (determined as the result
of a convergence analysis), norm-conserving pseudopo-
tentials from the Pseudo-Dojo library [11], PBEsol as
the base exchange-correlation functional [12], and Makov-
Payne periodic image corrections [8]. The system is
spin-unpolarized and has 176 occupied bands. 24 empty
bands were included.
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