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While the periodic equation-of-motion coupled-cluster (EOM-CC) method promises systematic
improvement of electronic band gap calculations in solids, its practical application at the singles
and doubles level (EOM-CCSD) is hindered by severe finite-size errors in feasible simulation cells.
We present a hybrid approach combining EOM-CCSD with the computationally efficient GW ap-
proximation to estimate thermodynamic limit band gaps for several insulators and semiconductors.
Our method substantially reduces required cell sizes while maintaining accuracy. Comparisons with
experimental gaps and self-consistent GW calculations reveal that deviations in EOM-CCSD pre-
dictions correlate with reduced single excitation character of the excited many-electron states. Our
work not only provides a computationally tractable approach to EOM-CC calculations in solids but
also reveals fundamental insights into the role of single excitations in electronic-structure theory.

Introduction. — The electronic band gap is an im-
portant quantity in semiconductor physics and materi-
als science, i.e. a fundamental measure of a material’s
optical and electronic properties. While density func-
tional theory (DFT) is the state-of-the-art computational
method for the electronic structure of materials, its pre-
dictive power for band gaps is limited. Local and semi-
local exchange-corelation density functional approxima-
tions (DFAs) significantly underestimate band gaps [1].
Non-local functionals that include a fraction of exact ex-
change can improve accuracy but often require the tun-
ing of parameters. The GW approximation [2, 3], par-
ticularly in its non-iterative G0W0 form, has emerged as
the state-of-the-art method for band structure calcula-
tions. However, G0W0 results are sensitive to the choice
of the underlying DFA, known as the starting-point de-
pendence [4, 5].

To obtain accurate electronic band gaps, more ad-
vanced methods that systematically incorporate higher
orders of electronic correlation effects are needed. Cur-
rently, one is left with a choice between three methods.
The first one consists in the self-consistent solution of
Hedin’s equations (GW ) in combination with an addi-
tional vertex correction in the screened interaction, that
is neglected in G0W0. The resulting method, known as
GWTC−TC, has been shown to yield good agreement with
experimental band gaps [6]. One must emphasize that
in the GWTC−TC method only the quasi-particle ener-
gies are treated self-consistently while for the orbitals the
single-particle states of the initial mean-field method (in
this work the HSE06 DFA [7]) are not updated. The
high accuracy of GWTC−TC can only be infered by com-
paring to experimental gaps properly corrected for zero-
point renormalization (ZPR) [8–10]. Quantum Monte
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Carlo (QMC) methods offer an alternative avenue to ob-
tain a highly accurate description of electronic correla-
tion. While QMC ground state energies often serve as
benchmark results, their application to the electronic
band gap of materials has been explored only very re-
cently [11, 12]. Similiarly new to the field of materials
science, is the equation-of-motion coupled-cluster (EOM-
CC) method [13], which has been used to study both
neutral [14–16] and charged excitations [17, 18] in solids.
In both, the QMC and EOM-CC studies the most chal-
lenging obstacle to obtain well converged band gaps was
identified to be the finite-size error. This error decays
relatively slowly with respect to the employed super cell
size or k-point mesh used to sample the Brillouin zone of
the primitive unit cell. To better understand the corre-
sponding scaling law, we previously derived the leading
order contributions to the finite-size error of the EOM-
CC band gap [19]. On top of that, we verified numerically
that the finite-size error of both the G0W0 and the EOM-
CCSD band gap converge with the same rate, which mo-
tivates a hybrid approach, in which the convergence be-
havior can firstly be determined using the substantially
cheaper G0W0 method and subsequently be employed for
the extrapolation of the EOM-CCSD band gap. Here,
we apply this new technique to estimate the fundamen-
tal EOM-CCSD band gap of a number of insulators and
semiconductors.

Method. — To calculate the electronic band gap in
the CC theoretical framework, we employ the ioniza-
tion potential (IP)- and electron affinity (EA)-EOM-CC
method. In the case of periodic solids, the IP and EA
correspond to the quasi-particle energies of valence and
conduction bands, respectively. Here, we provide a suc-
cinct summary of the EOM-CC theory. For a detailed
account of the electronic structure factor in EOM-CC
theory, which is crucial for the derivation of the scal-
ing law of the band gap with respect to system size, see
Ref. [19] and references therein.
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The EOM-CC methodology is based on the similarity-

transformed Hamiltonian H̄ = e−T̂ ĤeT̂ , where T̂ is the
cluster operator of ground-state CC theory and Ĥ is the
electronic Hamiltonian. The wave function of the n-th
excited state of the charged system |ΨN∓1

n ⟩ is obtained

by applying an excitation operator R̂
IP/EA
n to |Ψ0⟩, which

is the ground-state wave function of CC theory [13]:

|ΨN∓1
n ⟩ = R̂IP/EA

n |Ψ0⟩. (1)

The R̂IP
n and R̂EA

n operators in the EOM-CC method
with single- and double excitations (EOM-CCSD) are

R̂IP
n =

∑
i ri,nâi+

∑
ija r

a
ij,nâ

†
aâiâj and R̂EA

n =
∑

a r
a
nâ

†
a+∑

iab r
ab
i,nâ

†
aâ

†
bâi, respectively. The indices i, j and a, b de-

note occupied and virtual orbitals. In the case of Bloch
orbitals, the orbital index serves as compound index for
the k-vector of the primitive unit cell and band number.

IP/EA-EOM-CCSD excitation energies are deter-
mined as the eigenvalues of H̄:

H̄(R̂IP/EA
n |Φ0⟩) = EIP/EA

n (R̂IP/EA
n |Φ0⟩), (2)

whereas ri,n, r
a
ij,n and ran, r

ab
i,n represent excited many-

electron states. The fundamental electronic band gap is
given by the sum between the first IP and EA excitation
energies

EEOM
gap = EIP + EEA. (3)

Note that we have dropped the state index n for brevity.
One useful metric to classify EOM-CC excitations is the
single excitation character defined as

nIP
1 =

∑

i

r2i nEA
1 =

∑

a

(ra)2 . (4)

Especially for low-order truncations of EOM-CC theory,

like the EOM-CCSD method, values of n
IP/EA
1 close to 1

are associated with an increased accuracy [20].
In this work we employ an efficient extrapolation ap-

proach that links the scaling of EOM-CC and G0W0 gaps
with respect to super cell size. We first perform a series
of G0W0 band gap calculations sampling the first Bril-
louin zone employing a k-mesh with a total of Nk points.
These G0W0 band gaps are fitted to

EG0W0

gap,Nk
= EG0W0

gap,TDL +AN
− 1

3

k +BN
− 2

3

k + CN−1
k .. (5)

Although the above equation was derived for EOM-
CCSD band gaps (EEOM

gap ), we find that it works well for
G0W0 [19]. This can partly be attributed to the fact that
the G0W0 and EOM-CCSD methods are closely related,
which was elucidated in Refs. [21, 22]. We emphasize
that there exist well established corrections to the finite-
size error in the G0W0 band gap, which are referred to as
head- and wing-corrections [23]. Here, however, we take
advantage of the similar finite-size scaling in G0W0 and
EOM-CCSD theory by proceeding without these correc-
tions. In the thermodynamic limit (TDL), that is for
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FIG. 1. Scaling of the G0W0@HF band gaps of LiH, MgO, BP
and C with respect to the k-mesh using FHI-aims (NAOs).
The data points were fitted and extrapolated using the expres-

sion EG0W0@HF
gap,Nk

= EG0W0@HF
gap,TDL + AN

−1/3
k + BN

−2/3
k + CN−1

k

(see Eq. (5)). Eg(TDL) is a shorthand for EG0W0@HF
gap,TDL , i.e.

using a converged k summation.

Nk → ∞, the G0W0 and EOM-CCSD band gaps are
strictly linked by [19]

EEOM
gap,Nk

= a+ b · EG0W0

gap,Nk
. (6)

The assumption of the present approach is that the above
equation already holds approximately for smaller system
sizes, which is corroborated by the findings summarized
in the next section. Once the system specific fit param-
eters a and b are obtained using relatively small Nk,
one can estimate the EOM-CCSD gap in the TDL by
EEOM

gap,TDL = a + b · EG0W0

gap,TDL, which follows from the
linear scaling relation given above. We note that for
G0W0 calculations k-summations are performed using k-
meshes that correspond to the super cells used for the
EOM-CCSD calculations. Furthermore the G0W0 calcu-
lations in the above procedure employ the same Hartree–
Fock (HF) single-particle energies and wave functions
(G0W0@HF).

Results. — We now assess the system size convergence
of the G0W0 band gaps and their extrapolation to the
TDL based on Eq. (5). Figure 1 shows that the com-
puted G0W0 band gaps are well approximated by Eq. (5)
previously derived for IP/EA-EOM-CCSD energies, indi-
cating that both methods yield band gaps that converge
to the TDL with the same scaling behaviour. This is
supported by Lange and Berkelbach[21], who showed that
the G0W0@HF and IP- and EA-EOM-CCSD approxima-
tions feature identical low-order ring terms that also play
an important role for long-range correlation effects in the
ground state [24]. In contrast to the ground-state CC cor-
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FIG. 2. Correlation of the EOM-CCSD and G0W0@HF band
gap convergence of LiH, MgO, BP and C with increasing super
cell size (EOM-CCSD) and k-mesh density (G0W0@HF) using
FHI-aims. The extrapolated TDL value of the G0W0@HF and
of the EOM-CCSD band gap is denoted by EGW

g (TDL) and

EEOM
g (TDL) and marked by green and blue lines, respectively.

The number of k-points increases from 2×2×2, over 3×3×3
to 4 × 4 × 4. For LiH results for 5 × 5 × 5 are also shown.

relation energy, which is known to converge to the TDL
with a 1/Nk rate for insulators [25, 26], our analsysis sug-

gests in general a 1/N
1/3
k leading-order behavior of the

band gap in the large Nk limit [19]. Moreover, additional
next-to-leading-order contributions need to be included
to model the band gap convergence for relatively small
k-meshes. The results above have been obtained using
FHI-aims (see the SI for computational details).

The next step in the procedure outlined above lies in
determining how the scaling behaviour of the G0W0@HF
band gap and the EOM-CCSD band gap are correlated
with each other. Figure 2 shows the band gaps of the
two methods plotted against each other and fitted ac-
cording to Eq. (6). Indeed, we find that the data points
of the four materials consistently lie on a straight line.
The validity of the herein established relation between
the two methods is most clear in the case of LiH, where
a fourth data point (5 × 5 × 5) is accessible due to the
smaller number of electrons per unit cell. For LiH, all
four points align on a straight line. This enables a di-
rect estimation of the EOM-CCSD band gap in the TDL
given by EEOM

gap,TDL = a + b · EG0W0

gap,TDL and depicted in
the plots of Figure 2 at the intersection point between
the linear fit and the green vertical line, which shows
EG0W0@HF

gap,TDL determined previously in Figure 1. Let us
emphasize that our approach only depends on the scal-
ing behavior of the G0W0@HF gap, its absolute value
is irrelevant. For C, BP and MgO we find that the ex-

TABLE I. Comparison of EOM-CCSD band gaps calculated
using different computer codes: NAO-based FHI-aims and
PAW-based VASP results obtained from the linear fit against
GW gaps as shown in Figure 2 and S2 and corrected for basis
set incompleteness (see discussion in Section S3). PySCF re-
sults were taken from Reference [18]. GWTC−TC results and
experimental values are shown for reference. The zero-point
renormalized value (w/o ZPR) is shown next to the experi-
mentally observed (obs.) one. All values in eV.

Material EOM-CCSD GWTC−TC Exp.

VASPa FHI-aimsb PySCF VASP w/o ZPR (obs.)

LiH 6.25 6.32 5.85 5.52 5.43 (4.99g)
C 5.75 6.15 4.88 5.88 5.80 (5.48c)
BP 2.27 2.38 1.65 2.19 2.26 (2.16f)
MgO 9.52 9.19 8.34 8.10 8.36 (7.83j)

Si 1.29 0.93 1.24 1.23 (1.17d)
BN 6.62 6.45 6.58 6.5 (6.1e)
LiF 16.19 15.43 14.73 15.43 (14.2h)
LiCl 9.90 9.43 9.53 9.94 (9.40i)

a Extrapolating from n× n× n super cells with n=2 and 3
b Extrapolating from n×n×n super cells with n=2, 3 and 4
c[27], d[28], e[29], f [30], g[31, 32], h[33], i[34], j[35]

trapolated EOM-CCSD band gap value changes at most
0.3 eV if the extrapolation is performed using the 2×2×2
and 3 × 3 × 3 data points only, omitting the biggest su-
per cell size of 4 × 4 × 4. To confirm the correctness of
the IP- and EA-EOM-CCSD implementation in combi-
nation with FHI-aims, a small molecular benchmark was
conducted and compared to published results (see Table
S4 and S5).

We now turn to the discussion comparing EOM-
CCSD band gaps obtained with different implementa-
tions. Specifically, we have carried out EOM-CCSD cal-
culations employing electronic Hamiltonians computed
by FHI-aims and VASP. These are interfaced implemen-
tations [36, 37] using super cells, equivalent to corre-
sponding k-meshes of the primitive unit cell. Addition-
ally, we compare our findings against EOM-CCSD re-
sults from a previous PySCF study by Vo, Wang and
Berkelbach [18]. PySCF calculations used pseudopoten-
tials optimized for Hartree–Fock and Gaussian-type or-
bitals (GTOs). VASP employs the frozen core approxi-
mation with DFT-PBE core states, but including core-
valence exact exchange [38]. The present FHI-aims calcu-
lations employ the frozen core approximation only on the
level of post-HF theories. Therefore core-valence correla-
tion is neglected in all summarized results, whereas the
treatment of core-valence exchange exhibits small incon-
sistencies. In the complete basis set and thermodynamic
limit, the band gaps for the same systems should agree
to within remaining uncertainties that derive from, e.g.,
differences in the frozen core approximation. Indeed, we
find that VASP and FHI-aims agree well with each other.
Table I shows that for LiH and BP our EOM-CCSD band
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gaps computed with FHI-aims and VASP yield excellent
agreement to within 0.1 eV. Only for MgO and C, VASP
and FHI-aims exhibit discrepancies of about 0.3-0.4 eV.
This can be partly attributed to the fact that VASP cal-
culations employed 2 × 2 × 2 and 3 × 3 × 3 super cells
only due to computational constraints.

Table I reveals that the differences between the FHI-
aims and VASP gaps compared to the PySCF results
are significant. For LiH, C, MgO and BP the aver-
age absolute difference of the EOM-CCSD gaps between
VASP/FHI-aims and PySCF is 0.8 eV, whereas VASP
and FHI-aims agree to within 0.2 eV on average. What
is the reason for these significant discrepancies? Both
works have tried to converge the computed band gaps
with respect to accessible basis set and system size. For
example, Fig. 2 of Ref. [18] depicts TDL extrapolations
of EOM-CCSD band gaps for different basis sets. In
agreement with our findings, the basis set convergence
of EOM-CCSD band gaps is relatively fast, indicating
that the most likely source of the discrepancy are finite-
size errors. Both TDL extrapolations shown in our Fig. 2
and Fig. 2 from Ref. [18] look reliable at first sight for the
system sizes studied (2×2×2 to 4×4×4). However, we

stress that the N
−1/3
k TDL extrapolations in Ref. [18] as-

sume that the studied systems are already large enough
such that the band gap convergence is dominated by the
corresponding leading-order finite-size error. Yet, based
on numerical findings for low-dimensional systems, we ex-
pect that system sizes of about 8×8×8 would be needed

to observe a convergence that follows the pure N
−1/3
k

behavior [19]. In fact, employing a N
−1/3
k TDL extrap-

olation of the EOM-CCSD gaps for LiH with VASP and
FHI-aims would also exhibit a large discrepancy on the
scale of more than 1 eV (see SI). We also note that the
approach of Ref. [18] yields band gaps that converge from
below with increasing k-mesh densities, whereas our band
gaps converge from above. The reason for this different
behavior in Refs. [17, 18] is that the underlying HF cal-
culations neglect the integrable singularity contribution
of the Coulomb potential in the exchange operator, lead-
ing to underestimated HF band gaps. We argue that the
finite-size errors in the EOM-CCSD band gap of Ref. [18]
are still dominated by the underlying HF finite-size er-
rors, which only partly cancel with EOM-CCSD finite-
size errors. In contrast, our finite-size errors originate
from post-HF EOM-CCSD terms, which decrease the HF
band gap for increasing super cell sizes. The treatment
of the singularity of the Coulomb potential strongly af-
fects the finite-size convergence behavior of HF [39] and
CC [17, 26] theories. To summarise, we conclude that
our GW -scaling EOM-CCSD extrapolation technique ef-
ficiently compensates finite-size errors and that the ob-
tained band gaps are more precise than those obtained
in a previous study by Vo et al. [18].

Before discussing the accuracy of EOM-CCSD band
gaps, we briefly focus on GWTC−TC and the experimen-
tal band gaps summarized in Table I. GWTC−TC cal-
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FIG. 3. (a) Single excitation character and gap deviation
of EOM-CCSD relative to ∆CCSD(T) gap for the molecular
hydrogen chain with respect to the chain length. (b)Relation
between relative error of EOM-CCSD gap compared to ex-
periment and single excitation character.

culations were performed using the projector augmented
wave (PAW) method as implemented in VASP (see the
SI for computational details) and are in excellent agree-
ment with ZPR corrected experimental band gaps for all
studied systems, confirming Refs. [8, 9]. The employed
ZPR correction is explained in Ref. [9] and computational
details can be found in the SI. In agreement with re-
cent findings, the ZPR corrections are significant for C
and MgO [8]. Here, we show that the ZPR corrections
for LiH are also on the scale of about 0.4 eV, substan-
tially larger than previously reported in Ref. [40] and in
agreement with experiment [41]. The good agreement be-
tween GWTC−TC and (ZPR corrected) experiment sup-
ports our confidence in the correctness of the experimen-
tal gaps.

We now turn to the discussion of the accuracy of EOM-
CCSD gaps compared to experiment. Note that FHI-
aims EOM-CCSD gaps were obtained using larger su-
per cell sizes to verify the reliability of the computa-
tionally cheaper VASP EOM-CCSD calculations using
smaller super cell sizes. The latter approach could also
be applied to a larger number of systems. It is note-
worthy that our EOM-CCSD gaps are in excellent agree-
ment with ZPR corrected experimental gaps for C, Si,
LiCl, BN and BP. However, the large errors of EOM-
CCSD band gaps for LiH, LiF and MgO are unexpected
given the accuracy achieved by IP-EOM-CCSD for small
molecules compared to experiment, where mean abso-
lute deviations of about 0.15 eV have been observed [20].
Is the EOM-CCSD approximation less accurate for peri-
odic systems than for molecular systems? To address this
question, we investigate the single excitation character of

the EOM-CCSD states, n
IP/EA
1 , which has been used in

previous studies to explain the performance of a variety
of CC methods for molecular IPs [20, 42–44] and neu-
tral double excitations [45]. Before discussing our find-
ings for periodic systems, we demonstrate the significance

of n
IP/EA
1 using the hypothetical example of dimerized

hydrogen chains (H4 to H40). We compare band gaps
calculated via EOM-CCSD against ∆CCSD(T) - a refer-
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ence method [21, 46] that explicitly computes the ground-
state energy of the charged n+1 and n− 1-electron sys-
tems thus capturing orbital relaxation effects upon addi-
tion/removal of an electron. Using a 20% bond length al-
ternation to ensure insulating behavior, Figure 3a clearly
demonstrates that the agreement of EOM-CCSD with
∆CCSD(T) deteriorates from 50meV for H4 to 0.5 eV for

H40. This deviation correlates with a decrease in n
IP/EA
1

from 95% to about 90%, highlighting the limitations of
EOM-CCSD for extended systems.

Finally, we investigate the relationship between the
single excitation character and the deviation of the EOM-
CCSD band gap from the experimental value. Figure 3b
depicts that we find small relative errors with respect to
experiment for nIP

1 values above ≈ 95.5%, while all mate-
rials with a smaller single excitation character (LiH, LiF
and MgO) exhibit a sizable disagreement compared to
experiment. Figure S7 shows that the single excitation
character monotonically decreases with increasing simu-
lation cell size for the IP. The same trend, even though
with a smaller magnitude, can be observed for the EA
(see Figure S6). In the case of LiH, whose band gap we
find to deviate by 0.82 eV from experiment this decrease
of nIP

1 is the most extreme, dropping by 2%. For MgO,
the single excitation character of the IP is also relatively
low (94.2%) and comparable to LiH (93.6%). In the case
of IP-EOM-CCSD one can clearly see that the magnitude
of the single excitation character differ visibly between
the materials which are in good agreement with exper-
iment and those which exhibit sizable disagreements in
the band gap value. This is strong evidence that the sin-

gle excitation character is a useful quantitative marker
to determine whether the EOM-CCSD method yields ac-
curate results for a given system.
Conclusion. — We presented an efficient approach to ex-
trapolate EOM-CCSD band gaps to the TDL using the
scaling of G0W0 gaps with respect to system size. The
precision of this approach was verified through agree-
ment between FHI-aims and VASP calculations, while
accuracy was assessed against experimental data and
GWTC−TC results. We found that the EOM-CCSD band
gap quality correlates with the single excitation character
of the quasi-particle excitation, with accuracy declining
significantly for single excitation characters below 95% - a
trend confirmed in the alternating hydrogen chain. This
paves the way for predictions of band gaps with contro-
lable accuracy. Future work should explore the inclusion
higher-order excitation processes in the T̂ and R̂ opera-
tors and the utilization of non-HF-based single particle
states to address these limitations.
Acknowledgment. — This project was supported by
TEC1p [the European Research Council (ERC) Horizon
2020 research and innovation program, Grant Agreement
No.740233] and Grant Agreement No. 101087184. TS
acknowledges support from the Austrian Science Fund
(FWF) [DOI:10.55776/ESP335]. This work has partly
been supported by the European Union Horizon 2020 re-
search and innovation program under the Grant Agree-
ment No 951786 (NOMAD CoE). The computational re-
sults presented have partly been achieved using the Vi-
enna Scientific Cluster (VSC) and the Max Plank Com-
puting and Data Facility (MPCDF).

[1] J. P. Perdew, W. Yang, K. Burke, Z. Yang, E. K. Gross,
M. Scheffler, G. E. Scuseria, T. M. Henderson, I. Y.
Zhang, A. Ruzsinszky, et al., “Understanding band gaps
of solids in generalized Kohn–Sham theory,” Proceedings
of the national academy of sciences 114, 2801 (2017).

[2] L. Hedin, “New method for calculating the one-particle
green’s function with application to the electron-gas
problem,” Physical Review 139, A796 (1965).

[3] D. Golze, M. Dvorak, and P. Rinke, “The gw com-
pendium: A practical guide to theoretical photoemission
spectroscopy,” Frontiers in chemistry 7, 377 (2019).

[4] P. Rinke, A. Qteish, J. Neugebauer, C. Freysoldt,
and M. Scheffler, “Combining GW calculations with
exact-exchange density-functional theory: an analysis of
valence-band photoemission for compound semiconduc-
tors,” New Journal of physics 7, 126 (2005).

[5] F. Fuchs, J. Furthmüller, F. Bechstedt, M. Shishkin,
and G. Kresse, “Quasiparticle band structure based
on a generalized kohn-sham scheme,” Physical Review
B—Condensed Matter and Materials Physics 76, 115109
(2007).

[6] M. Shishkin, M. Marsman, and G. Kresse, “Accurate
quasiparticle spectra from self-consistent GW calcula-
tions with vertex corrections,” Physical review letters 99,
246403 (2007).

[7] A. V. Krukau, O. A. Vydrov, A. F. Izmaylov, and G. E.
Scuseria, “Influence of the exchange screening parameter
on the performance of screened hybrid functionals,” The
Journal of chemical physics 125 (2006).

[8] A. Miglio, V. Brousseau-Couture, E. Godbout, G. Anto-
nius, Y.-H. Chan, S. G. Louie, M. Côté, M. Giantomassi,
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S1. STRUCTURAL PARAMETERS AND BAND GAP POSITION

TABLE S1: Lattice parameter(s), space group and position of valence band maximum (VBM) and conduction band
minimum (CBM) in reciprocal space in relative coordinates for the materials studied in this work.

Material Lattice parameter (Å) Space group kVBM kCBM

LiH 4.084 Fm3̄m (0.0, 0.5, 0.5) (0.0, 0.5, 0.5)
MgO 4.207 Fm3̄m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.0, 0.0)
BP 4.538 F 4̄3m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.416̄, 0.416̄)
C 3.567 Fd3̄m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.3̄, 0.3̄)
BN 3.607 F 4̄3m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.5, 0.0, 0.5)
Si 5.430 Fd3̄m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.41, 0.0, 0.41)
LiCl 5.106 Fm3̄m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.0, 0.0)
LiF 4.010 Fm3̄m (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.0, 0.0)

The lattice parameters were taken from Table 2 in Reference [1]. The k-shifts for the positions of the conduction
band minimum (CBM) and the valence band maximum (VBM) were determined using the PBE-DFA. In the case of
diamond (C), the conduction band minimum determined via PBE was found to be at ≈ (0.0, 0.3621, 0.3621). Due to
limitations of the Hartree-Fock (HF) method in FHI-aims on performing calculations with a shifted k-mesh, k-shifts
in FHI-aims had to be performed via down-sampling from a finer mesh. Since the required k-mesh, which would
be necessary to down-sample to that k-point would be impractically large, the conduction band minimum of C was
evaluated at kCBM = (0.0, 0.3̄, 0.3̄) as specified in Table S1. The resulting deviation of the band gap was quantified
using the PBE-DFA and HF theory and corresponds to 20meV and 52meV, respectively. For LiCl and LiF, the
valence band maxima predicted by PBE are slightly shifted away from the Γ-point, kVBM = (0.07, 0.07, 0.14) for LiCl
and kVBM = (0.06, 0.06, 0.11) for LiF. Due to the small magnitude of that shift and the very flat dispersion of the
valence band around the Γ-point, the EOM-CCSD calculations were performed using the Γ-point as the valence band
maximum. On the PBE level of theory this approximation yields a deviation of less than 10meV. All EOM-CCSD
calculations were performed using super cells, for which the k-shifts in Table S1 were scaled appropriately.

S2. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

A. FHI-aims

All G0W0@HF and EOM-CCSD calculations to determine the bulk-limit of the EOM-CCSD band gaps were per-
formed using the loc-NAO-VCC-2Z [2] basis set to which a f -, g- and h-type auxiliary basis function of effective
charge 1.0 was added manually to ensure sufficient completeness of the auxiliary basis. To perform the CC calcu-
lations, the converged HF quantities from FHI-aims were subsequently post-processed by the CC-aims interface [3],
which generated the necessary input for the Cc4s software package [4].

To compute the EOM-CCSD band gaps the HF single-particle wave functions were obtained by down-sampling
from a k-mesh of size 10× 10× 10 or more. This was done because the current implementation of FHI-aims does not
allow to perform shifts of the k-mesh in combination with the HF method, which, however, is necessary to sample
the conduction band minimum of two of the investigated systems (diamond and boron phosphide). By performing
the HF calculation on a denser k-grid and subsequently downsampling the CC calculation to a coarser (and in these
cases shifted) grid, this limitation can be circumvented.

The EOM-CCSD finite-size convergence study for LiH involved isotropic supercells of size 2 × 2 × 2 − 5 × 5 × 5,
while for the other materials 2 × 2 × 2 − 4 × 4 × 4 supercells were employed. While the EOM-CCSD band gap was
computed at kVBM and kCBM from Table S1, due to limitations of the G0W0@HF implementation of FHI-aims, all
G0W0 calculations related to the study of the band gap finite-size convergence were performed for the direct Γ → Γ
band gap.

The BSIE was estimated by performing 2× 2× 2 EOM-CCSD super cell calculations at the (appropriately scaled)
kVBM and kCBM from Table S1 using the loc-NAO-VCC-3Z and -4Z basis sets. For all studied materials, the change
of the EOM-CCSD band gap between the 3Z and 4Z was found to be less than 130meV (see Table S3). Similarly
to the BSIE correction performed in the EOM-CCSD study by Vo et al. [5], the BSIE in this work was estimated as
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the difference between the 2Z basis result used in the study of the finite-size convergence and the 4Z result for the
2× 2× 2 super cell and was added to the 2Z-based bulk-limit result of the EOM-CCSD band gap.

To remain consistent with the treatment of the long-range contribution of Coulomb potential in the underlying HF
calculations all G0W0 and EOM-CCSD calculations were performed using the cut-Coulomb potential [6].

B. VASP

The PAW-based EOM-CCSD calculations involved in the study of the finite-size convergence of the band gap
were performed with a basis set of 6 virtual orbitals per occupied orbital (Nv/No = 6) using super cells of size
2× 2× 2− 5× 5× 5 for LiH and with Nv/No = 3 for the 2× 2× 2 and 3× 3× 3 super cells for MgO, BP and C. In
contrast to FHI-aims, VASP does not have a restriction on performing HF calculations for shifted k-meshes, so that
no down-sampling was employed. Similar to FHI-aims, the G0W0 implementation in VASP is not compatible with
shifted k-meshes, so that all GW calculations were performed for the Γ → Γ band gap. The long-range contributions
to the Coulomb potential for both EOM-CCSD and the GW calculations were approximated using the probe-charge
Ewald method [7].

In analogy to the approach pursued for FHI-aims, the BSIE of the PAW-based calculations was quantified by
computing the EOM-CCSD band gap of the 2× 2× 2 super cell using the aforementioned basis set of size Nv/No = 6
(LiH) or Nv/No = 3 (MgO, BP, C) and a much bigger basis set of Nv/No = 19, serving as an estimate to the complete
basis limit. The BSIE estimate was taken as the difference between the band gap values of these two basis set sizes
and is tabulated in Table S3. That difference was added to the finite-size extrapolated EOM-CCSD band gap to
obtain the final gap value.

The G0W0@HF calculations were performed employing the single step GW procedure in VASP (available in versions
> 6.3), which automatically determines all necessary computational parameters.

Both the G0W0 and EOM-CCSD calculations were performed using the Li GW, H GW, Mg GW, O GW new, P GW, B GW
and C GW POTCARs and the maximal recommended kinetic energy cut-off (ENMAX) therein.

The self-consistent vertex-corrected GW calculations were performed using the GWTC−TC implementation in
VASP [8]. In contrast to the previously discussed G0W0@HF calculations, the finite-size convergence of the GWTC−TC

calculations was accelerated using head- and wing-corrections. GWTC−TC for up to 6×6×6 k-points were performed
and extrapolated to the complete basis set limit. The final band gap values are estimated to have a remaining
uncertainty of 50meV.

The zero-point renormalizations (ZPR) were taken directly from Reference [9] while the values for LiH, LiCl and BP
were computed following the same perturbative approach. It should be pointed out that in Ref. [9] a lattice parameter
of 4.211 Å was used for MgO, 3.536 Å for C and 4.055 Å for LiF. Also, the LDA exchange correlation functional was
used for the C calculation and PBE for MgO.

For the LiH, LiCl and BP calculations we used a PBE exchange correlation functional, cutoff energy of 520 eV
and supercells made of 3x3x3 copies of the conventional cell and 2x2x2 k-point sampling for BP and LiCl and 3x3x3
k-point sampling for LiH to compute the electron-phonon potential. We included 474 bands for LiH, 934 bands for
LiCl and 640 bands for BP in the sum-over-states for the ZPR calculation and a small imaginary complex shift of
0.01 eV. A summary of the parameters and results of the ZPR calculations is shown in Table S2.

TABLE S2: Parameters for the ZPR calculation of BP, LiH and LiCl.

Material Lattice parameter (Å) kVBM kCBM ϵ∞xx Z∗
xx ZPR (meV) POTCAR

BP 4.538 (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.4149, 0.4149) 9.150 0.508 106 B GW new P GW

BP 4.538 (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.4149, 0.4149) 9.158 0.514 105 B GW P GW

LiH 4.084 (0.0, 0.5, 0.5) (0.0, 0.5, 0.5) 4.294 1.027 444 Li sv GW H GW

LiH 4.084 (0.0, 0.5, 0.5) (0.0, 0.5, 0.5) 4.249 1.027 450 Li GW H GW

LiCl 5.106 (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) (0.0, 0.0, 0.0) 2.979 1.184 543 Li sv GW Cl GW

C. NWChem

The calculations of the finite hydrogen chain were performed with a def2-SVP basis set using the NWChem code.
Both the IP/EA-EOM-CCSD and the ∆CCSD(T) calculations used a spin-restricted HF starting-point, which in the
case of the charged N − 1 and N + 1 systems was given by the spin-restricted open-shell HF (ROHF) wave function
and eigenvalues.



S3

S3. ESTIMATION OF THE BASIS SET INCOMPLETENESS ERROR

TABLE S3: Change of 2× 2× 2 EOM-CCSD band gap with increasing basis set for FHI-aims and VASP. For
FHI-aims, the change of the loc-NAO-VCC-2Z and -3Z based band gap relative to the loc-NAO-VCC-4Z basis set is
shown. For VASP the relative change of the EOM-CCSD band gap obtained with Nv/No = 6 (LiH) or Nv/No = 3

(MgO, BP, C) compared to a basis set of size Nv/No = 19 is shown. All entries are in eV.

Material BSIE wrt. 4Z (FHI-aims) BSIE wrt. Nv/N0 = 19 (VASP)

2Z 3Z Nv/No = 3

LiH -0.029 0.005 0.089
MgO -0.446 0.018 0.139
BP -0.331 -0.057 0.125
C -0.556 -0.124 0.102
BN — — 0.195
Si — — 0.170
LiCl — — 0.052
LiF — — -0.003
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S4. G0W0@HF AND EOM-CCSD CONVERGENCE USING THE PAW METHOD
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FIG. S2: Correlation of the EOM-CCSD and G0W0@HF band gaps convergence using VASP with increasing
supercell size (EOM-CCSD) and k-mesh density (G0W0@HF). For LiH isotropic supercells of size

2× 2× 2− 5× 5× 5 were used, while for the other materials 2× 2× 2 and 3× 3× 3 supercells were employed. For
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value of the GW band gap, obtained in the previous section via extrapolation, a vertical line was drawn. The

resulting TDL estimate of the EOM-CCSD band gap is marked by a horizontal line.
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FIG. S4: Convergence of the EOM-CCSD band gap of LiH and extrapolation only via the leading order term

AN
−1/3
k based on results from a) FHI-aims and b) VASP

23 33 43 53

Nk

8.2

8.4

8.6

8.8

E
E

O
M
−

C
C

S
D

ga
p

(e
V

)

LiH

Eg(TDL) = 7.051 eV

(a)

23 33 43 53

Nk

8.0

8.5

9.0

9.5

E
E

O
M
−

C
C

S
D

ga
p

(e
V

)

LiH

Eg(TDL) = 5.465 eV

(b)

FIG. S5: Convergence of the EOM-CCSD band gap of LiH and extrapolation only via the leading order term

AN
−1/3
k based on 3× 3× 3 – 5× 5× 5 results from a) FHI-aims and b) VASP



S9

S5. SINGLE EXCITATION CHARACTER OF EA-EOM-CCSD
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FIG. S6: Change of single excitation character of the EA quasi-particle for the 3D bulk materials with respect to the
super cell size.
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FIG. S7: Change of single excitation character of the IP quasi-particle for the 3D bulk materials with respect to the
super cell size.
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system n loc-NAO-VCC-nZ NAO-VCC-nZ cc-pVnZ [10] aug-cc-pVnZ [10]

N2 2 15.49 15.52 15.18 15.43
3 15.73 15.64 15.56 15.65
4 15.69 15.70 15.68 15.71

CBS 15.75 15.78 15.80

F2 2 16.10 15.58 15.10 15.40
3 15.86 15.66 15.49 15.61
4 15.81 15.72 15.66 15.72

CBS 15.76 15.80 15.82

CO 2 14.23 14.09 13.81 13.99
3 14.29 14.16 14.13 14.18
4 14.24 14.22 14.22 14.23

CBS 14.27 14.30 14.30

TABLE S4: Ionization potentials for N2, F2 and CO using NAOs and GTOs. The molecular geometries and the the
GTO-based values of the ionization potentials were taken from Reference [10]. The CBS extrapolation of the

NAO-based results was performed employing a cubic two-point extrapolation expression using the NAO-VCC-3Z
and NAO-VCC-4Z result. The results are given in eV.

system n loc-NAO-VCC-nZ NAO-VCC-nZ cc-pVnZ [11] aug-cc-pVnZ [11]

C2 2 3.10 3.08 2.53 3.13
3 3.19 3.19 3.07 3.30
4 3.29 3.26 3.24 3.35

CBS 3.32 3.34 3.38

O3 2 1.63 1.43 0.61 1.57
3 1.48 1.68 1.31 1.77
4 1.73 1.76 1.63 1.85

CBS 1.82 1.82 1.95

TABLE S5: Electron affinities for C2 and O3 using NAOs and GTOs. The molecular geometries and the the
GTO-based values of the electron affinities were taken from Reference [11]. The CBS extrapolation of the

NAO-based results was performed employing a cubic two-point extrapolation expression using the NAO-VCC-3Z
and NAO-VCC-4Z result. The results are given in eV.
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