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Abstract. Optoionics, a promising new field that aims at controlling ion
dynamics using light, links photovoltaic power generation with electrochemical
charge storage. This has the potential to drive and accelerate the energy
revolution by utilizing materials that integrate the functionality of batteries
and photovoltaic cells. Finding, optimizing, and customizing these materials is a
complex task, though. Computational modeling can play a crucial role in guiding
and speeding up these processes, particularly when the atomic mechanisms are
not well understood. This does however require expertise in various areas,
including advanced electronic-structure theory, machine learning, and multi-
scale approaches. In this perspective, we shed light on the intricacies of modeling
optoionic effects for solar battery materials. We first discuss the underlying
physical and chemical mechanisms, as well as the computational tools that are
available to date for describing these processes. Furthermore, we discuss the
limits of these approaches and identify key challenges that need to be tackled to
advance this field.
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1. Introduction

In close analogy to the optoelectronic effect, the term optoionic effect [1] has
been recently coined to describe scenarios in which light can be used to control
the dynamics of ions and the associated macroscopic properties, e.g., the ionic
conductivity. This has for instance been demonstrated for methylammonium lead
iodide in the seminal experimental work by Kim et al., in which an enhancement of
the ionic conductivity by two orders of magnitude was induced by illumination with
above-band-gap energies [2]. At an atomistic level, this effect was explained by a
change in ionic charge of the iodine atoms when Frenkel-type vacancy-interstitial
pairs are created, which in turn are induced by the light-driven formation of
excitons and their subsequent decay. As this example already highlights, the
optoionic effect is typically mediated by electronic processes, i.e., here by the
electron-hole pair decay. Accordingly, it would in fact be more appropriate to
refer to this kind of light-ion coupling as opto-electro-ionic effect.

Optoionic effects hence connect two typically unrelated fields: Optoelectron-
ics, most notably its application in photovoltaics, and solid state ionics, a crucial
field of study for energy storage and conversion. In turn, a unification of these
fields promises unprecedented technologies at the interface between photovoltaics,
photocatalysis, and electrochemical energy storage. Let us just mention a few ex-
ample applications that could be enabled by this effect. For instance, optoionic
effects could be exploited to probe and control the next generation of solid-state
batteries, enabling faster and more efficient charging via illumination [3]. In a
very similar spirit, one could aim at using light for controlling (catalytic) chemical
reactions, by enhancing or suppressing the flow of required ions and charges, as
for instance realized in solar flow batteries [4]. Last, but certainly not least, this
technology holds great potential for sensing and diagnostic applications [5]. One
particular fascinating potential application of the optoionic effect are so-called “so-
lar batteries”. This term was recently coined to denote functional materials that
encompass the functionality of both a photovoltaic and a long-term charge stor-
age device within one compound [6]. In such systems, light is directly used to
drive the intercalation of ions into the material, effectively resulting in the bat-
tery being charged (Figure 1). Although the basic idea was first demonstrated in
the 1970ies [7], the underlying concepts were only more recently revived and sev-
eral advanced device designs were proposed [3, 8]. Compared to a two-component
solution featuring a separate photovoltaic and a charge-storage device, solar bat-
teries offer the possibility of a higher level of integration. This could allow to
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Figure 1: Sketch of the working principle of a solar battery. Light generates
excitons, which separate into two lattice-trapped, but mobile charges – a hole
and an electron polaron, respectively. In the shown example, the hole polarons
recombine with electrons at the cathode through the external circuit, while the
electron polarons interact with the intercalating metal ions.

eliminate losses associated to charge-extraction from the solar cell, wiring, and
voltage or current mismatch. This is particularly appealing for decentralized ap-
plications, e.g., in short-term solar energy buffers for alleviating network pressure.
The same concept also enables to follow nature’s example of photosynthesis and
to temporally separate light and dark reactions in photocatalysis, e.g., for time-
delayed production of hydrogen from solar energy in the dark [9, 10]. Finally,
let us also note that this unification of multiple mechanisms within one material
facilitates miniaturization and nanofabrication, as for instance demonstrated by
light-driven microswimmers [11].

While this high level of integration is attractive for applications, it constitutes
a severe hurdle for a theoretical and computational modeling, since several quite
distinct, but coupled physico-chemical processes have to be addressed (in principle
at the same time). These processes range from ultrafast electronic excitations at
the atto- to femtoscale over atomistic dynamics at the nano- and microscale up to
macroscopic effects driven by mass, charge, and energy flows. Accordingly, a wide
range of expertise and computational techniques need to be leveraged for under-
standing and designing solar-battery materials (SoBaMs). This becomes evident
when inspecting the individual steps, which are also sketched in Figure 2:
Electron-Hole Pair Creation: Light absorption can excite electrons to a higher
energy state, leaving behind a hole in the originally occupied state (Figure 3).
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Figure 2: Sketch showcasing the four fundamental physical processes, often
subsumed under the term optoionic effect, that underlay the functionality of a
solar battery material.

This electron and hole attract each other via Coulomb interactions and can form
a hydrogen-like quasi-particle, the so called exciton [12]. This electron and hole
pair can further separate, recombine, or localize, see below. To understand these
processes, it is hence required to model electronically excited states and their dy-
namics. The involved timescales are typically well-below a picosecond; still, the
exciton creation and subsequent dynamics sensitively depend on the chemical en-
vironment, e.g., the band gap and the localized occupied or unoccupied defect and
polaron states within the gap.
Charge Localization: To enable charge storage, it is essential that the electron-
hole pair separates and that (at least one of the two) excess charges are retained
within the material. In SoBaMs this retention is achieved through a localization of
the excited-state wave function through interaction with the nuclei and a concomi-
tant distortion of the local geometric structure. When this results in localization
on a single atomic site, this process can be understood as changing the chemical
oxidation state. More generally, both such highly localized and more delocalized
excess charges can be described in terms of polaron formation. Since such local-
ized charges are largely stabilized by geometric distortions, this occurs at typical
lattice-dynamics timescale, roughly in the picosecond regime. Again, the local-
ization process depends sensitively on the local and global chemical environment,
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given that excess charges interact via long-ranged Coulomb forces. Concurrently,
the localization is in competition with ultrafast processes like charge recombina-
tion.
Charge Stabilization via Intercalation: The repulsive interaction between lo-
calized excess charges prevents the realization of high energy densities as would be
required in applications like batteries. This hurdle can be circumvented by com-
pensating the excess charges through uptake of ionic species of opposite charge. In
layered materials frequently employed in batteries, such an incorporation of mobile
ions is called intercalation. The involved chemical processes occur at typical ki-
netic regimes, ranging from pico- to nanoseconds. Again, they depend sensitively
on the available excess charges, on the overall state-of-charge of the battery ma-
terial, i.e., the global chemical environment defined by the degree of intercalation,
and on the availability of intercalating elements, see below.
Charge and Mass Transport: Batteries do not only require high energy den-
sities to be technologically relevant, but also a rapid charge and discharge rate,
so to enable high-power applications. Along these lines, charge and discharge are
required to be highly reversible to maximize the device’s lifetime. To the utmost
extent, these boundary conditions are determined by non-equilibrium thermody-
namics, i.e., by the transport coefficients. These describe how fast charge, mass,
and heat can be transported to where they need to be for enabling charge local-
ization and stabilization. Being thermodynamic processes at the macroscale, the
involved timescales can range up to microseconds and beyond, even though the
actual microscopic dynamics occurs much faster.

One practical, well-studied example for such an anode solar-batter
material (SoBaM) are 2D carbon nitrides in solution, in particular potassium
polyheptazine imide (K-PHI) [13, 5, 14]. In this compound, the photogenerated
holes are extracted via the electrolyte by a redox shuttle, whereas the
photogenerated electrons localize on the heptazine units. These excess charges are
further stabilized on macroscopic time scales, i.e., over several hours, by an influx
of K+ cations from the electrolyte through the structural pores. Similar optoionic
mechanisms have, for instance, been reported for solvated 2D NbWO6 [10], in
which intercalated Li+/H+ ions stabilize polarons on the tungsten sublattice, for
2D perovskites, in which the photogenerated holes drive Li+ out of the perovskite
and induce photocharging [15], and for MoO3, in which the photogenerated
electrons are stored and stabilized by the intercalation of Na+ [16].

As the above examples highlight, a practical realization of solar batteries
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Figure 3: Incoming radiation generates electron-hole pairs (excitons) within the
crystal lattice. The excited electron leaves behind a region of positive charge (hole).
Electron and hole are bound together via Coulomb and exchange-correlation
interactions. To model these interactions adequately one needs to go beyond
standard ground-state electronic structure methods.

is most easily achieved in compounds that exhibit structural and stoichiometric
complexity. Naturally, this enables virtually endless possibilities for optimization.
Among others, appealing optimization targets include increased light-conversion
efficiency, improved charge trapping, and increased electronic and ionic charge
transport. In this regard, computational approaches lend themselves to avoid
laborious and costly experiments and can hence be pivotal in steering and guiding
materials’ space exploration for solar-battery discovery. Still, this is far from trivial
due to the inherent complexity of candidate materials and due to the richness in
phenomena that need to be modeled. Even though the above described steps occur
on time scales that vary by orders of magnitude, they can often not be considered
independently. Rather, these processes occur continuously and concurrently in an
actual solar battery and severely influence each other.

In this perspective, we aim at providing an overview on the theoretical and
data-driven methods that can aid and guide the design and optimization of solar
battery materials (SoBaMs). To this end, we will first discuss the individual
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processes involved in the optoionic effect in more detail in Sec. 2. Given the variety
of time and length scales as well as of expertise that needs to be covered, we here
also provide a concise overview over the different computational approaches that
are available today for studying the individual processes. In this spirit, Sec. 3 will
then focus on when, how, and why these techniques often reach their limits for
the modeling of SoBaMs. In particular, we will focus on those hurdles that can
and should be overcome to facilitate an in silico solar battery optimization and
which approximations can help in this endeavor. Eventually, Sec, 4 summarizes
these concepts and explores potential applications of these developments beyond
the realm of SoBaMs.

2. State-of-the-Art Theoretical Approaches

2.1. Electron-Hole Pair Creation and Decay

To simulate and to understand electron-hole pair creation and their dynamics, a
static ground-state approach is obviously inadequate and it is hence necessary to
explicitly target excited electronic states. This is particularly challenging as one
has to consider the interaction of the electrons with the electro-magnetic field of
the photon. How a system of electrons will react to the field of a photon with a
certain frequency can be obtained by explicitly calculating the density response
function of the system [17]. The poles of the response function are then exactly
the points where electron motion will be in resonance with the photon frequency
and absorption will occur [18]. This also naturally explains why only photons with
specific energies can be absorbed.

In general, two different aspects of these excitations are of particular interest
for modeling SoBaMs. First, it is necessary to compute the energetic spectrum
of excited states including their oscillator strengths. This allows to address the
formation of electron-hole pairs and to predict at which wavelengths the system
will absorb (and emit) light with which yield in electron-hole pairs. Second, it
is essential to simulate how these states evolve after such an excitation event
by tracking population changes and structural reconfigurations that occur over
time. This allows to pinpoint the mechanisms underlying charge separation and
to determine how efficiently localized charge storage is realized via photophysical
and photochemical processes.

As discussed later in Sec. 3, modeling SoBaMs typically requires to target
large system sizes. However, strategies such as the algebraic diagrammatic
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construction technique (ADC) [19], methods based on many-body perturbation
theory such as GW and the Bethe-Salpeter Equation (BSE) [20], and the equation-
of-motion coupled-cluster approach (EOM-CC) [21, 22, 23] typically exhibit a
very unfavorable, at least quartic scaling with system size. In this light, time-
dependent density-functional theory (TDDFT) [24] with cubic or even lower scaling
appears to be the most promising technique for the description of excited states in
SoBaMs. For the exact same reasons TDDFT is the typical method of choice for
modeling excitons in extended solid-state systems, e.g., perovskite solar cells [25].
Accordingly, we focus on TDDFT-based methods for the description of excited
states in this perspective as well.

From a bird’s eye view, two different formulations and applications of TDDFT
can be discerned [26]. In linear-response TDDFT (LR-TDDFT), the first order
response of the density to a time-dependent perturbation is determined. Excitation
energies and oscillator strengths are then obtained by recasting the equations into
a non-hermitian eigenvalue problem, which is subsequently solved in frequency
space [24]. The obtained eigenvalues correspond directly to the system’s excitation
energies, while the eigenvectors are used to calculate transition dipole moments
and oscillator strengths. Additionally, they help determine hole and electron
localization, as well as quantum yields. [27, 28] Note that LR-TDDFT also allows
to calculate excited state forces useful for excited state geometry optimization or
dynamics. [28]

In contrast, real-time TDDFT (RT-TDDFT) [26] explicitly propagates the
electronic states in time, whereby a time-dependent external potential can be
explicitly included. Formally, this is closely related to solving a quantum Liouville
equation [29] and hence naturally allows to explore the dynamics of excited
states. Additionally, this allows to incorporate the effects of nuclear motion
and/or structural reorganization. In the simplest case, the nuclear motion is
incorporated in a classical sense meaning that the nuclei move according to classical
Newtonian mechanics, while the electrons evolve quantum mechanically (Ehrenfest
dynamics) [30, 31]. Besides providing the temporal evolution of the wave function,
RT-TDDFT also allows to determine the excitation spectrum by inspecting the
Fourier-transformed dipole-dipole autocorrelation. This is particularly useful for
studying nonlinear effects, since RT-TDDFT is a non-perturbative approach that
also accounts for effects beyond linear response. For instance, this fact has been
successfully exploited for studying plasmon excitations [32, 33, 34], photo-induced
charge transfer at heterojunctions [35, 36], the density response to ultrafast,
intense, or short-pulse lasers [37], and non-equilibrium electron dynamics, see the
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excellent review by Xu et al. [38].

2.2. Charge Localization

In their ground state, excess charges usually form delocalized states at the band
edges in semiconducting or insulating solids. Excess holes are hence found at
the valence band maximum (VBM), while electrons are found at the conduction
band minimum (CBM) of the respective “uncharged” crystal. Localization of
these charges can only be achieved through an additional driving field that can,
for instance, stem from impurities (then resulting in a charged defect) or from
lattice distortions (then resulting in a polaron). In both cases, an additional
electronic state is formed within the band gap with negligible dispersion reflecting
the localized real-space character.

Over the last decades, a theoretical framework has been developed to compute,
understand, and describe defect formation and stability in the dilute limit, i.e., for
isolated defects [39]. This allows to rationalize and predict the properties
of semiconductors for electronic and optoelectronic applications, which can be
significantly altered by defects, even when only present in particle-per-million
concentrations.

One key quantity for assessing the stability of a specific defect is its formation
energy

Ef
[
XQ

]
= Etot

[
XQ

]
− Etot [bulk]−

∑
i

niµi +QϵF . (1)

Here, Etot

[
XQ

]
and Etot [bulk] correspond to the total energy of the system with

and without defect, while ni and µi denote the number of atoms of type i that
have been added or removed in the defected system and their chemical potentials.
Accordingly, this term balances changes in stoichiometry. Similarly, the next term
balances excess charges with Q being the charge of the defect and ϵF being the
Fermi level that serves as charge reservoir.

To address vanishingly small concentrations that are typically of interest in
semiconductor physics, (1) needs to be evaluated in the dilute limit, so to obtain
the formation energy of a single defect. To this end, extended supercells are
necessary so that the interaction between the defect and its artificial periodic
images becomes negligible. Especially in the case of charged defects interacting
via long-ranged electrostatic interactions, this often requires impractically large
supercells spanning thousands of atoms. To circumvent this issue, extrapolation
techniques [40, 41] or electrostatic correction schemes [42, 43] can be employed
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to obtain correct values for the bulk limit within finite supercells. Still, even in
this case, the supercells have to be large enough to ensure that there is no overlap
between the wave function of the defect and the one of its periodic images, so that
a truly localized electronic state is realized.

The above-described formalism allows to investigate the defect-formation
energy Ef

[
XQ

]
as a function of the Fermi-energy ϵF, i.e., in a grand canonical

picture [39]. Furthermore, it is possible to incorporate thermodynamic effects
at finite temperatures. To this end, electronic, vibrational, and configurational
entropic effects can be accounted for, yielding temperature- and pressure-
dependent Gibbs’ free energies of formation [44, 45].

As already mentioned above, a stoichiometric defect is often not even
needed to localize excess charges. In solids featuring strong ionic dielectric
screening, lattice distortions alone can be sufficient to generate a localization field,
resulting in a self-trapped charge or polaron. In principle, such polarons can be
computationally tackled using the exact same framework used for defects, including
(1), in which ni = 0 is set to zero due to the absence of stoichiometric changes
and ϵF is chosen as the respective band edge, i.e., VBM for holes and CBM for
electrons. The resulting polaron formation energy can then also be recast as:

Ef
[
XQ

]
= Q (ϵF − ϵp) +

[
Etot

[
XQ=0

]
− Etot [bulk]

]
, (2)

where Etot

[
XQ=0

]
is the total energy in the neutral charged state (i.e. without

polaron) and ϵp is the polaron energy level. In this expression the first
term accounts for electronic localization, while the second relates to the lattice
distortions induced by the polaron.

In practice, however, evaluation of (2) is computationally not always
straightforward. Due to the fact that the localization field is not generated by
a localized defect, but by potentially much more delocalized lattice distortions,
polarons also come in much larger sizes. While so called “small” polarons are
indeed as localized as charged defects and can be treated as such (see Figure 4
for a representative example), “large” polarons can span several hundreds if not
thousands of atoms. Obviously, targeting supercells that are large enough to
capture such large polarons, i.e., that are extended enough so that there is no
overlap between the wave function of the polaron and the one of its periodic
images, is numerically quite costly. This is aggravated by the fact that it is a
priori largely unknown if and with which size a polaron can form at all.

To overcome this computational issue, it is possible to approximate the
problem and to revert to many-body perturbation theory, as proposed by Sio et
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Figure 4: Isodensity surface (10% of maximum, light green) of an electron polaron
state in Li4Ti5O12 with Li shown in azure, Ti in grey, and O in red. The excess
charge localizes on one Ti atom, highlighted in dark grey, and one hence obtains
a small polaron.

al. [46, 47]. By this means, the real-space supercell problem can be recast into the
solution of a non-linear eigenvalue equation in reciprocal space, hence avoiding the
explicit usage of supercells. To this end, the total energy of the system including
an excess charge is recast as

Ep
tot ≈ Eeq +

1

2

∑
I,J

Φeq
IJ∆RI∆RJ

+ ⟨ψp|Heq|ψp⟩+
∑
I

⟨ψp|
∂V p

∂RI

|ψp⟩∆RI . (3)

Here, the first pair of terms corresponds to the harmonic approximation for the
neutral solid without excess charge, i.e., a truncated second-order Taylor expansion
of its potential-energy surface valid in the limit of small displacements ∆RI =

RI − Req
I from the equilibrium position. Accordingly, Eeq denotes the total

energy at the equilibrium position without any excess charge and Φeq
IJ the system’s

Hessian. Hereby, I and J are generalized atomic indices that include the respective
Cartesian components and that run over all atoms in the infinite solid. Similarly,
the second pair of terms describes the energetic changes upon addition of an excess
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charge with wave function ψp, i.e., the sought-after polaron wave function. As in
(2), this reflects the electronic reorganization energy up to linear order and hence
includes the derivative of the potential acting on the electronic subsystem V p with
respect to nuclear displacements upon addition of the excess charge.

In the next step, the problem is recast in reciprocal-space, where k and q

are associated to electronic and nuclear degrees of freedom. Accordingly, the
wave function for the excess charge ψp ∼

∑
nkAnkψ

eq
nk is expanded in terms of

the equilibrium states of the neutral system ψeq
nk and the displacements ∆RI ∼∑

qν BqνeI,qν in terms of the phonon eigenvectors eqν with phonon frequencies ωsq

obtained from the diagonalization of the harmonic Hamiltonian introduced above.
By variationally minimizing (3), one eventually obtains a secular equation for an
isolated, non-self interacting‡ polaron, which can be solved self-consistently to
determine the expansion coefficients Ank and Bqν . In this approximation, the
polaron formation energy can be expressed as

Ef [Xp] =
∑
nk

|Ank|2 (εnk − ϵF)−
∑
qν

|Bqν |2 ℏωqν , (4)

where the first and second contribution are purely electronic and vibrational,
respectively. In other words, this then corresponds to a recasting of (2) in a many-
body perturbation theory framework. Without going into further refinements of
this ansatz [48, 49, 50, 51], let us just stress that these kind of approaches work best
for highly-ordered systems with few atoms per unit cell, for which a representation
in terms of well-defined states in reciprocal space is easily possible.

2.3. Charge Stabilization

As discussed in the introduction, a long-term stabilization of the polaronic charge
is typically achieved via counterion intercalation. While modeling such processes
is in principle straightforward, the sheer amount of structural and compositional
modifications and the immense amount of atomistic pathways leading to such
configurations rapidly leads to a combinatorial explosion, even in the simplest
systems. Efficiently exploring such high-dimensional spaces via (accelerated)
molecular dynamics and/or Monte Carlo approaches is a key research subject in
computational statistical mechanics and several excellent textbooks are devoted
to this topic [52, 53]. Still, even the most efficient electronic-structure theory
techniques are too costly for a the brute-force evaluation of such sampling

‡ Since one deals with a one-electron problem in (3), the spurious self-interaction terms of the
polaron with itself and with its periodic images can and have been eliminated.
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algorithms. Accordingly, the costly ab initio calculations have increasingly been
supplanted in recent years by machine-learned interatomic potentials (MLIPs),
which typically exhibit a linear scaling behavior. These MLIPs enable access to
longer time scales and larger system sizes while offering reduced computational
cost and greater accuracy compared to traditional empirical force fields, such
as embedded atom and bond order potentials. The emergence of MLIPs was
essentially favored by their much more flexible functional form and by the
development of system representations in form of local atomic environments that
facilitate the learning either from large databases of ab initio calculations or
through active learning where new ab initio calculations are queried on demand.
In particular, approaches such as neural networks based on Behler-Parrinello
symmetry functions [54], Gaussian approximation potentials (GAP) [55], Moment
Tensor Potentials (MPT) [56], Atomic Cluster Expansion (ACE) [57] and more
recently frameworks based on equivariant neural networks such as NequIP [58],
MACE [59], grACE [61], and SO3KRATES [60] have been successfully applied
to a wide range of systems with increasing complexity. As it is the case
in traditional, i.e., non-solar batteries, modeling the intercalation processes for
cathode, anode, and electrolyte as well as for the respective interfaces with MLIPs
can be challenging and time-consuming, as this requires many training structures
with diverse chemical and geometrical diversity to capture all the relevant
interactions and processes [62]. Foundation models [63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68], which
are trained on large datasets that encompass all kind of structures, stoichiometries,
and processes, can help mitigate these challenges. Although such general-purpose
models do presently not reach the high precision of a model that is specifically
trained for one individual problem, they are typically accurate enough to boot-
strap the learning process. Obviously, refining a foundation model for a specific
system of interest is computationally less involved than starting from scratch. In
this spirit, foundation models can be employed to rapidly cover the thermodynamic
phase space explored during dynamics; selected, uncorrelated configurations out
of this simulations can then be refined from first principles and serve as training
set for the refinement.

2.4. Charge Transport

At the macroscopic level, charge transport is described by Ohm’s law J = σ∇U , in
which the conductivity σ reflects the proportionality between the charge flux J and
the potential gradient ∇U . This equation reflects that conduction is a diffusive
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Figure 5: Typical mobility ranges of ionic, polaronic, and band conduction in solid
phases [69, 70, 71, 72, 74].

process driven by thermodynamic fluctuations. One could, in principle, assess
charge transport using slight variations of the dynamical techniques discussed in
the previous subsections, e.g., time-dependent electronic-structure theory and/or
methods based on molecular-dynamics. In practice, however, reaching the time
and length scales required to capture charge-transport becomes computationally
prohibitive and additional approximations have to be taken. To this end, it
is important to first clarify which type of conduction –electronic, polaronic,
or ionic– one aims to address. In this context, it also common to split up
the conductivity σ = nµ into two different contributions. The charge-carrier
density n, which describes how many (quasi-)particles are actually contributing to
conduction, and the mobility µ, which captures how effective this contribution is.
Since n and µ behave quite different for different transport regimes, this distinction
is particularly important for optoionic materials, in which different type of (quasi-
)particles, including electrons, polarons, and ions might be involved in charge
transport.

For electronic or band-like transport, it is common to describe the charge-
carrier dynamics in terms of independent quasi-particle states obtained in
equilibrium [74]. In semiconductors and insulators, one in turn obtains an
exponential dependence of the charge-carrier density n on temperature and on
the smallest gap between occupied and unoccupied electronic states. The latter
corresponds to the fundamental band gap in the intrinsic limit, but can be
sensitively reduced by shallow defects close to the band edge under extrinsic
doping. The mobility µ typically exhibits a 1/Tα dependence and is limited
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Figure 6: Ionic transport at an atomistic level: While the left sketch exemplifies
the underlying dynamics, the right plot shows a representative minimum-energy
path for lithium viz. vacancy diffusion in Li4Ti5O12. The inlets showcase the initial,
transition, and final state using the same color code of Figure 4. The motion and
the exact location of the diffusing Li atom is highlighted in (semi-transparent) blue.
At variance with polaronic transport, cf. Figure 7, mass and charge transport go
hand in hand in ionic transport.

by scattering processes: electron-electron, electron-defect, and electron-phonon
scattering. The latter is typically dominant in intrinsic and modestly doped
materials and can be modelled using the exact same many-body perturbation
theory approximations introduced in Sec. 2.2. To this end, the nuclear dynamics is
modeled in terms of harmonic phonons and the electronic response using electron-
phonon coupling elements [73, 74]; the resulting scattering cross-section can then
be used to model this band-like transport using the Boltzmann and/or Wigner
transport equation. The prior captures coherent transport in the semi-classical
particle picture, whereas the latter describes incoherent wave-like transport, which
typically dominates in more disordered systems. In other words, one assumes
that charge transport is largely determined by the properties of the charges in
the equilibrium system and that the nuclear motion can be treated as a minor
perturbation that limits conduction. Note that there is no nuclear mass transport
involved in this kind of approaches, since on thermodynamic average, all nuclei
remain at their respective lattice sites and only the electrons or holes contribute
to conduction. Note that also the influence of large and intermediate polarons
on band transport can be incorporated in this formalism by extending many-
body perturbation theory using a cumulant technique to capture higher-order
electron-phonon interactions [75, 71]. Similarly, such higher-order electron-phonon
couplings as well as anharmonic effects can be accounted for by employing the
Kubo-Greenwood formalism [76, 77, 78, 79].
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Conversely, ionic transport does not require to consider electronic degrees
of freedom independently, since charge can only move in conjunction with the
respective ions, as shown in Figure 6. Accordingly, mass transport via nuclear
motion needs to be explicitly taken into account and the perturbative limit of
small nuclear displacements does no longer apply. In this regime, the number of
charge carriers is either dictated during synthesis or, in the case of intercalation
compounds, by the state-of-charge (see Sec. 2.3) and thermodynamic effects have
only a minor influence on the charge-carrier density. Also, the mobility µ increases
exponentially with temperatures, since mass transport is an activated process
that requires an energetic barrier to be overcome and hence follows Arrhenius-
type relations. Typical computational approaches thus require to monitor the
equilibrium dynamics in such compounds over large time scales by either using
molecular-dynamics or kinetic Monte Carlo approaches. The mobility can then
be extracted either by monitoring the mean squared displacement using Einstein-
type relations or by monitoring the charge flux using Kubo-type relations. Let us
emphasize that the respective ionic conductivity is not necessarily equal to the sum
of diffusivities of the individual ionic species, since correlations between them can
play an important role [80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87]. In passing, let us also note
that a solid quantum-mechanical and formal foundation for the intuitive picture
of ionic transport, i.e., the one of individual atoms carrying a specific charge, was
only established very recently from first principles [88].

Eventually, polaronic conductivity constitutes a special case that encompasses
ionic and electronic aspects. This is already evident from the temperature-
dependence of the polaron viz. charge-carrier density. As the instructive example
of anatase and rutile TiO2 showcases [89, 70], the density of large polarons
typically only features a weak temperature-dependence. Still, the respective
conductivity typically decreases with temperature, suggesting that coherent band-
type propagation as in the case of electronic transport is active. Accordingly, many-
body perturbation theory as described above with appropriate extensions [75, 71]
can be employed to model this electronic transport regime. In contrast, small
polarons typically feature an activated behavior with both charge-carrier density
and conductivity increasing with temperature. The latter reflects that small-
polarons propagate through hopping, as in the case of ionic transport. However,
charge and mass transport are not inherently linked and electronic degrees of
freedom need to be explicitly taken into account, as showcased in Figure 7.
Concurrently, the nuclear motion plays a formidable role, since the respective
displacements are key to enabling a motion at all. Marcus theory [90, 91] can be
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Figure 7: Polaronic transport at an atomistic level: While the left sketch
exemplifies the underlying dynamics, the right plot shows the minimum-energy
path for the hopping of a small electron-polaron between neighbouring Ti atoms
in Li4Ti5O12. The inlets showcase the initial, transition, and final state using the
same color code of Figure 4, whereby the involved Ti atoms are highlighted. At
variance with ionic transport, cf. Figure 6, only the electrons move and the nuclei
stay on their lattice site in polaronic transport.

invoked to describe this dynamics in terms of effective charge hopping events [72].
The probability for such events, the so called charge-transfer rates, can be
derived using semi-classical transition state theory. The parameters entering this
expression, i.e., the effective vibrational frequencies and the Hamiltonian transition
matrix elements, can be computed from first principles for each individual hopping
process. The actual polaron dynamics can then be simulated by plugging
these parameters in a kinetic Monte Carlo model; the transport coefficients are
eventually extracted from the dynamics as described for ionic transport above.

3. Challenges and Perspectives in Solar Battery Modelling

As the previous section highlights, several computational approaches exist for
tackling light-induced electron-hole pair creation, excess charge localization and
stabilization, as well as charge transport. Nonetheless, modeling solar battery
materials (SoBaMs) is a formidable task, since the structural and stoichiometric
richness of these compounds as well as the complexity of the involved mechanisms
goes well beyond the present-day capabilities of the aforementioned methods. In
the following, we discuss some of the specific conceptual and practical hurdles for
SoBaM modeling, as well as prospects to overcome them in more detail.
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Figure 8: Schematic overview of the challenges involved in the computational
modeling of solar battery materials (SoBaMs)
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3.1. Methodological Complexity

As discussed in Sec. 2.2, correctly describing charge localization is crucial
for modeling SoBaMs. However, this typically requires electronic-structure
theory beyond semi-local density-functional theory (DFT). Semi-local exchange-
correlation functionals suffer under the inherent self-interaction error [92], resulting
in artificially delocalized electrons and a severe underestimation of band gaps.
Accordingly, charge localization and in particular polaron stability [93] are often
severely underestimated in favor of more delocalized solutions both in ground state
calculations and in excited-state approaches, e.g., when modeling excitons [17, 94].

Several ad hoc approaches have been proposed to circumvent this issue:
For instance, the self-interaction can be removed analytically within many-body
perturbation theory approaches, since one deals with an effective one-electron
problem in this case, see (3). In a similar spirit, different techniques to remove self-
interaction by exploiting Janak’s theorem have been developed for dealing with
individual, isolated polarons [95, 96, 97, 98]. None of these approaches is easily
applicable to the multi-polaron case of interest in SoBaMs, though.

More general self-interaction corrections have already been proposed in the
very early days of DFT [99] and are still topic of research today [100, 101, 102, 103].
One prominent and well-established technique to enforce localization at the semi-
local DFT level with very modest computational overhead is the inclusion of
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Hubbard correction terms for localized electrons in d- or f -states, an approach
commonly referred to as DFT+U [104, 105, 106]. However, the strengths of these
corrections are not known a priori and finding appropriate parameters can be
challenging [107, 108, 109, 110].

Another route to avoid self-interaction errors is to revert to a more advanced,
albeit computationally more expensive electronic-structure theory method such as
hybrid functional DFT [92], which incorporates a fraction of exact Fock exchange.
Although also in this case the amount of exact exchange that should be included to
correct for self-interaction can be material-dependent [111, 96], the usage of hybrid
functionals has been proven successful for modeling defects [112, 113, 114, 115, 116]
and polarons [117, 118, 119, 120, 121] since more than a decade. Naturally,
even more advanced electronic-structure theory techniques, e.g., the random-phase
approximation [122], many-body perturbation theory [123], quantum Monte Carlo
algorithms [124], or coupled clusters approaches [125], can be used as well and can
provide even more accurate predictions for problematic, highly-correlated cases, if
one can live with the considerably higher computational cost.

To conclude, correctly modeling localized electronic states and hence
correcting for self-interaction effects is quintessential for modeling SoBaMs. Ad hoc
corrections are generally preferable from a computational cost perspective, but are
only applicable in certain cases, e.g., for isolated polarons or when a +U correction
is indeed sufficiently accurate. When this is not the case, hybrid-functional
DFT calculations are the lowest rung of electronic-structure theory that can be
sufficiently general and accurate, given that the electronic and physical mechanisms
that are most relevant for charge localization in SoBaMs are incorporated from the
start.

3.2. Structural and Stoichiometric Complexity

Dealing with intercalation compounds, the modeling of SoBaMs typically requires
to target structures featuring (several) hundreds of atoms or more to correctly
capture structural and stoichiometric disorder, as already discussed in Sec. 2.3. As
also mentioned in this context and further substantiated in the next subsection,
machine-learned interatomic potentials are key to efficiently investigate the huge
chemical space available for such materials. Before being able to use such
MLIPs, it is however necessary to train them on sufficient ab initio data. This
can constitute a severe practical and computational hurdle for SoBaMs, since
this requires to run a large amount of advanced, beyond semi-local electronic-
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structure theory calculations for extended systems, i.e., of at least several hundred
atoms. For instance, the investigation of the SoBaM NbWO6 system by Wang et
al. [10] was performed using electronic-structure theory calculations with hybrid
functionals for 2D layers featuring 258 atoms so to ensure that localization
of the photoelectrons is not artificially altered by finite-size effects. Although
intercalation in this system is experimentally observed in solution, no explicit
solvents were included in the theoretical modeling, since this would have increased
the system size by at least another order of magnitude, making calculations largely
unfeasible.

Already investigating the ground-state properties for system sizes with
hundreds of atoms constitutes quite a challenge, since even semi-local DFT
calculations scale cubically ∼ O(N3) with system size N in standard
implementations, since this is the scaling behavior of the computationally
dominant Hermitian eigenproblem solver [126, 127]. Approaches with lower, even
linear scaling [128, 129, 130] exist, but come with a substantial increase in prefactor
with lower scaling. Especially for investigations featuring less than 10,000 atoms,
it is hence not clear if lower scaling or increased prefactor dominates and a
systematic benchmark of different approaches is advisable [131]. Similarly, naïve
implementations of the exact-exchange terms needed for hybrid DFT calculations
feature a quartic scaling ∼ O(N4), whereby typical implementations show a
scaling between quadratic and cubic in practice [132]. Also in this case, exploiting
localization viz. the nearsightedness of electronic-structure theory [133, 134] is key
to establish linear-scaling algorithms [135]. In this regard, impressive progress has
been made in recent years in increasing the computational efficiency and reducing
the memory footprint of hybrid functional calculations, especially when it comes
to large system sizes [136, 137, 138]. Exploiting these developments and further
advancing these existing implementations holds great promise for addressing even
the most complex SoBaMs at the required accuracy within tractable computational
costs.

Still, even these advancements can come to their limits, especially when it
comes to modeling interfaces, e.g., between electrodes and liquid electrolytes. In
such cases, explicitly simulating every solvent molecule typically goes well beyond
current computational capabilities. Accordingly, more approximate models need
to be used for this purpose, for instance so-called implicit solvation methods, the
usage of which is well established for modeling electrochemical and electrocatalytic
processes at solid-liquid interfaces [139]. These methods, which are based on a
coarse-grained picture, do however not capture the full complexity of processes at
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the interface and hence need to be explicitly validated for the processes relevant
for SoBaMs. Also in this context, the usage of MLIPs is a promising route
towards establishing accurate and computationally manageable explicit solvation
models. For this purpose, it is however necessary to develop MLIPs that at least
qualitatively account for the essential electronic charge-transfer processes occurring
in electrochemistry. More details in this regard are given in the next section.

An additional hurdle for modeling SoBaMs is, however, that targeting ground-
state properties is not sufficient. Rather, excited state information is required as
well, which poses an even more significant computational challenge, since such
calculations are considerably more expensive than the respective ground-state
computations. For instance, the most popular formalism is LR-TDDFT, which
formally scales as ∼ O(N6) due to the non-Hermitian eigenvalue problem at its
core [140]. In practice, a much lower scaling is typically achieved, given that
one is typically not interested in the full excitation spectrum, but only in a few
lowest lying excited states. This allows to leverage iterative eigensolvers such as
the Lanczos [141] or Davidson algorithm [142] and hence reduce the scaling of
LR-TDDFT to O(N3) [143], O(N2) [144], or even O(N) [145, 146, 147]. Also in
this case, however, lower-scaling approaches come with a substantial increase in
prefactor that can in practice still result in prohibitive runtimes.

To also reduce the prefactor, the community has developed strategies
aiming at reducing the molecular orbital space, at truncating the necessary
configuration space [148], and/or at accelerating the evaluation of the necessary
two-electron integrals involved in the eigenvalue equations, e.g., by leveraging semi-
empirical models [149, 150], density-fitting techniques with restricted auxiliary
basis sets [151], or tight-binding approximations [152, 153]. Especially when
combined with each other [149, 150], these techniques have shown promise for
addressing the low-lying excited states in large molecules and materials at a
reasonable computational cost.

Although less popular than LR-TDDFT, RT-TDDFT has recently been
gaining popularity especially for studying nonlinear effects in photoexcitation or
various nonequilibrium electron dynamics phenomena.[38, 154, 36, 32, 33, 34, 35,
36, 37]. RT-TDDFT formally scales ∼ O(N2) [155] where individual time steps
in a RT-TDDFT typically have a computational cost that is comparable to that
of a single ground-state iteration. Similarly, localization can be exploited in RT-
TDDFT in the exact same fashion as in standard DFT to achieve linear scaling
with system size [155]. However, the overall cost of a RT-TDDFT calculation can
be substantial, given that the time-discretization typically requires time steps in
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the order of 0.0001-0.0005 fs. With that, applications of RT-TDDFT have been
limited to rather short propagation times in the range of few femtoseconds or
picoseconds at most.

Whenever these approximations hold, TDDFT efficiently simulates a few
low-lying excited states in large molecules and materials. However, for systems
requiring large supercells—such as nanosized materials in general and optoionic
systems specifically—modeling becomes more complex due to defects, impurities,
traps, or adsorbed species. The superlinear growth of surface excitons and mixing
of bulk, surface, and molecular states lead to a high density of excited states. Since
iterative methods compute one state at a time, this is inefficient when targeting
higher-energy states or spectra, requiring many roots. Computational complexity
can reach O(m3) for large m, with intermediate scaling of O(m2N2) or O(m2N),
making LR-TDDFT scale as O(N5) or O(N6) for large numbers of excited states.
The high cost of LR-TDDFT and RT-TDDFT highlights the need for more efficient
approaches to study systems at experimentally relevant sizes. For solar battery
materials, this computational expense limits feasible system sizes to relatively
small ones. However, this should still allow for the study of localized excitonic
states in a somewhat idealized manner.

3.3. Thermodynamic & Statistical Sampling

As discussed in Sec. 2.3, modeling intercalation compounds such as SoBaMs
requires to sample a substantial phase-space volume, both in terms of chemical
composition and of structural motifs. Exploring this humongous space –be it for
calculating thermodynamic equilibrium or non-equilibrium properties– requires
millions if not billions of energy and forces evaluations, well beyond of what is
reasonably possible at the ab initio level. As discussed in Sec. 2.3, the usage
of MLIPs provides a route to efficiently access long time and large length scales
as well as the huge amount of combinatorial possibilities. Training such MLIPs
does require accurate datasets, though, that faithfully cover the phase-space under
exploration. While the usage of foundation models [63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68] or active
learning approaches that restrict data generation to minimal sets of maximum
information content for the specific problem at hand [156, 157, 158, 159, 160] can
help in this regard, more ab initio data for SoBaMs is in general urgently needed.

But even if enough first-principles data would be available, applying MLIPs for
modeling SoBaMs is not as straightforward as one would hope. The fundamental
reason is that the underlying optoionic effects are mediated by electrons and this
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electronic dynamics can often not be ignored and abstracted away, as usually done
with MLIPs. In the simplest case, i.e., in the case of small polarons, this results
in atoms that are of the same chemical species, but feature a different oxidation
state. By using geometric viz. chemical descriptors that reflect these different
oxidation states of one and the same species, one can naturally incorporate this
information into the MLIP during training. For instance, this enables studying
polaron stability in configurational space, even in the presence of defects and other
polarons [161], or to build redox-aware MLIPs for investigating the oxidation-state
patterns that correspond to the energetic ground state in battery materials [162].
However, this approach cannot be used to study polaron dynamics, since there is no
explicit distinction between the electronic viz. polaronic and the atomic viz. nuclear
degrees of freedom. Accordingly, mass and charge transport are inherently linked
as in ionic transport, see Figs. 6 and 7 and its discussions.

Various approaches have been proposed to (at least partially) incorporate
and account for electronic degrees of freedom in MLIPs, starting from approaches
that aim at predicting oxidation and spin states directly from local atomic
environments [163]. More general, charge-aware MLIPs with built-in coupling of
electronic and nuclear degrees of freedom have also been developed. These efforts
often aim at improving the description of short-range interactions of local MLIPs
by additionally including long-range electrostatic effects obtained by predicting
local charges-states. Noteworthy developments include frameworks that rely on
global charge equilibration [164, 165, 166, 167], approaches that incorporate total
and/or local charge- and spin-constraints [168, 169, 64], and several conceptually
related methods [170, 171, 172] that encode the local charges by learning the
locations of the maximally-localized Wannier centers [173]. In this spirit, it was
recently also proposed to couple local magnetization predictions to the MLIP, so
to incorporate polaron information in the architecture and to enable simulations
of small-polaron dynamics [174].

While the above MLIPs formulated in terms of individual atoms and atomic
environments are appropriate for modeling small polarons localized on specific
atoms, they are hardly applicable to medium or large polarons, the size of which
spans between several up to multiple unit cell. For this kind of systems, it
has recently been proposed to accelerate existing many-body perturbation theory
formalisms and to alleviate their numerical cost via data-driven techniques. For
instance, it has been proposed to employ machine learning to predict electron-
phonon coupling elements in reciprocal-space representation [175, 176] or to
compress them to lower dimensions, which also aids qualitative interpretation [177].
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Still, these approaches are tightly bound both conceptionally and application-
wise to the realm of many-body perturbation theory, cf. Sec. 2.2. More general
and wider applicable techniques for learning not just energies and forces, but the
whole electronic structure are still in their infancy, but hold great promise. For
instance, this includes methodologies that leverage local real-space representations
and then use equivariant methodologies to learn electron densities [178, 179] or
Hamiltonians [180, 181].

The above concepts can be equally useful to accelerate excited-state
simulations. Machine learning holds great potential to bypass the linear response
equation, eliminating the expensive linear algebra computations in LR-TDDFT.
More broadly, ML can map molecular structures not only to ground-state densities
but also to excited states, enabling the prediction of excited-state potential energy
surfaces and facilitating the study of the corresponding molecular dynamics. As
a result, ML can accelerate calculations, allowing for the exploration of larger
systems and more extensive conformational space searches. Indeed it has already
proven to be particularly powerful in areas such as photochemistry, the description
of excited states in molecules, and their dynamics.[182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187,
188] However, applying machine learning to extended systems presents unique
challenges, as the high density of excitations complicates the learning process.
Additionally, accurately modeling long-range interactions to capture excitonic
effects remains difficult for purely data-driven approaches.[189, 190] In terms of
data efficiency, super-resolution techniques could serve as an excellent method.
However, they have not been widely applied in the context of RT-TDDFT,
as techniques such as compressed sensing typically require the dipole signal to
consist of only a few well-separated frequencies—a condition often unmet in large
systems. Recent advancements have shown that this requirement can be eased by
introducing a physically motivated initial guess. First results for large systems are
highly promising, indicating that a reduction in computational cost by a factor of 5
to 10 is more than realistic. This would ultimately allow for the precise extraction
of excited-state information from short-time dynamics simulations. These findings
could pave the way for a new super-resolution technique tailored specifically for
excited-state simulations [191].

To summarize, machine-learning techniques hold great promise for acceler-
ating the development and advancing our understanding of SoBaMs. Still, this
potential has not not yet been fully harvested. Although the electronic-structure
methods discussed in the previous section constitute an excellent compromise be-
tween accuracy and efficiency, one common issue across all ML-based methods can



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 25

still be the computational cost of acquiring sufficient and adequate training data.
This can easily become computationally prohibitive, especially when it comes to
extended systems, high degree of compositional disorder, or advanced methodolo-
gies such as TDDFT [192]. Especially for the latter case, transfer learning can offer
a promising avenue to ensure high accuracy while improving data efficiency. The
approach involves using lower-level theory to train the machine learning model and
supplementing it with a limited number of data points from higher-level techniques
to correct for missing physical effects. Similarly, integrating fundamental theoret-
ical physics and chemistry knowledge into machine learning frameworks appears
to be a promising route to improve on conventional data-driven models [193, 185].
While these methods have proven effective for molecular systems, significant re-
search is still needed to fully realize their potential for larger (extended) systems, as
required for modeling SoBaMs. Along these lines, the above mentioned examples
show that there has been a massive increase in interest in incorporating electronic
degrees of freedom in MLIPs and in explicitly leveraging machine-learning tech-
niques for directly predicting electronic properties, be it in the ground or in the
excited state. These approaches hold huge potential for modeling SoBaMs, but
have, so far not yet been applied to such complex materials.

3.4. Multi-Scale Feedback Loops

So far, we have considered electron-hole pair dynamics, charge localization, and
stabilization as separated processes that can be treated independently, also because
the underlying physical mechanisms typically differ by orders of magnitude in
time scales, see Sec. 1. This can be justified for modeling the thermodynamic
equilibrium under the assumption that each of these processes has had enough
time to equilibrate. However, such approximations are typically questionable when
it comes to transport properties, for which the system is explicitly driven out-of-
equilibrium.

Let us give just a few tangible examples for SoBaMs. For instance, ion
intercalation can change the electronic-properties of a material, either directly
or indirectly, e.g., via lattice expansion. In turn, these changes can massively
affect light absorption as well as electron-hole pair creation, recombination, and
decay. Furthermore, it is known that hopping barriers for ionic conductivity can be
lowered, but also increased by the nearby presence of (small) polarons [194]. When
simulating ionic conduction, it is hence crucial to account for this effect, i.e., to
account for the correlations between ionic and polaronic motion under the
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operating conditions of a SoBaM. Along these lines, it is very well possible that
also the character of localized excess charge changes, e.g., from a small polaron to
a large one or vice versa, when the chemical environment changes [195]. At the
meso- and macroscale, these effects can lead to the formation of a space-charge
layer at interfaces [196, 197, 198, 199], which is yet another possible mechanism
underlying optoionic effects [200, 201, 202]. Accordingly, intercalation processes,
concentration gradients in the material, or the interfaces between electrodes and
electrolytes can alter the time scale of polaron transport by orders of magnitude,
see Figure 5 and its discussion.

Clearly, the listed problems call for the application of multiscale models
that are able to bridge between several orders of magnitude in time and length
scales. Such models are well established and explored in the realm of chemical
reactions and catalysis and are hence readily available to model intercalation
as well [203, 204]. However, much less is known about which formalisms and
approximations are necessary and appropriate to incorporate electronic effects,
including light-matter interactions [205] and the various flavors of charge transport.
For the latter case, the massive advancements [206] made in the last decade in
many-body perturbation can be regarded as a first step in establishing a unified
picture, which in turn allows to treat electronic band-transport [207, 208], small
and large polaron formation [209, 50], polaronic transport [210], and couplings to
excitons [211, 212] on one footing. Still, extending these concepts to make them
applicable to the complex, diverse, and heterogeneous materials of interest for
SoBaMs is a formidable challenge. In this context, simplified, yet still accurate
electronic-structure models such as density-functional tight binding hold great
promise for reaching the necessary time and length scales [213].

4. Conclusion

This perspective aims at shedding light on the main physical and chemical
mechanisms that are at the heart of the optoionic effect and of solar battery
materials (SoBaMs). These include electron-hole pair creation via above-band-
gap illumination, charge separation and localization via defect and polaron
formation, excess charge stabilization via intercalation, and various flavors of
charge transport. For each of these aspects, we have concisely summarized the
state-of-the-art theoretical and computational methodologies that are available
today to address these mechanisms. Accordingly, we have discussed how to
access excited electronic states, how to calculate the formation of localized excess
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charges, how advanced machine-learned interatomic potentials enable to tackle
compositional and structural disorder, and how different transport regimes can be
modeled.

For modeling solar-battery materials, all of these aspects and methodologies
need to be considered. This results in several computational and conceptual
challenges that need to be tackled and that are outlined in this perspective.
Two key hurdles arise from the fact that the optoionic effect is mediated by
localized excess charges. This implies that the electronic-structure theory problem
typically requires beyond semi-local treatments of exchange and correlation and
that plain interatomic potentials that ignore electronic degrees of freedom are
not applicable. Two further hurdles can be traced back to the coupling of
electronic and ionic degrees of freedom. First, this results in a combinatorial
explosion of possible chemical and structural modifications, since not only chemical
species, but also different oxidation states, polarons, and charged defects need
to be considered. Second, this can result in a coupling of electronic, polaronic,
and ionic charge transport, which in turn requires the usage of multi-scale
models to cover the various orders in magnitude in time and length scale
that are involved. Computationally modeling these processes, understanding
the underlying mechanisms, and the respective structure-stoichiometry-property
relationships are key to advance this field. Ultimately, this would then pave
the way for the accelerated discovery and design of SoBaMs via machine-
learning-based inverse design, as recently already demonstrated for traditional
batteries [214, 215, 216, 217].

Clearly, the hurdles on our path towards a computational modeling of SoBaMs
are challenging. Recent advancements in electronic-structure theory, many-
body perturbation theory, statistical mechanics, and artificial intelligence provide
promising routes towards overcoming them, though. Most certainly, research
in solar battery materials will be one the key driving forces in advancing this
field in the years to come. In this context, let us emphasize that the described
developments are not only relevant for solar-battery materials, but also more
generally for modeling and understanding optoionic devices. For instance, this
includes improving charge transport in conventional photovoltaics and electrolytes,
controlling (potentially even dark) photocatalysis, and enabling photomemristive
sensing as well as photoneuromorphic devices [1, 3, 5].



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 28

Data availability statement

No new data were created or analyzed in this study.

Acknowledgements

This work was generously supported by the Max Planck Förderstiftung with
project SolBat. The authors acknowledge inspiring discussions with Bettina V.
Lotsch, Jennifer L. M. Rupp, and Christoph Scheurer.

References

[1] Senocrate A, Kotomin E and Maier J 2020 Helv. Chim. Acta 103 e2000073
[2] Kim G Y, Senocrate A, Yang T-Y, Gregori G, Grätzel M and Maier J 2018 Nat. Mater.

17 445–449
[3] Lv J, Xie J, Mohamed A G A, Zhang X and Wang Y 2022 Chem. Soc. Rev. 51 1511–1528
[4] Jin S 2018 ACS Energy Lett. 3 2610–2612
[5] Podjaski F and Lotsch B V 2020 Adv. Energy Mater. 11 2003049
[6] Gouder A and Lotsch B V 2023 ACS Energy Lett. 8 3343–3355
[7] Hodes G, Manassen J and Cahen D 1976 Nat. 261 403–404
[8] Kandpal S, Ghosh T, Rani C, Chaudhary A, Park J, Lee P S and Kumar R 2023 ACS

Energy Lett. 8 1870–1886
[9] Lau V W, Klose D, Kasap H, Podjaski F, Pignié M-C, Reisner E, Jeschke G and Lotsch B

V 2017 Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. Engl. 56 510–514
[10] Wang Y, Chan Y-T, Oshima T, Duppel V, Bette S, Küster K, Gouder A, Scheurer C and

Lotsch B V 2024 J. Am. Chem. Soc. 146 25467–25476
[11] Sridhar V, Podjaski F, Kröger J, Jiménez-Solano A, Park B-W, Lotsch B V and Sitti M

2020 PNAS 117 24748–24756
[12] Bange J P, Schmitt D, Bennecke W, Meneghini G, AlMutairi A, Watanabe K, Taniguchi

T, Steil D, Steil S, Weitz R T, Jansen G S M, Hofmann S, Brem S, Malic E, Reutzel M
and Mathias S 2024 Sci. Adv. 10 eadi1323

[13] Podjaski F, Kröger J and Lotsch B V 2018 Adv. Mater. 30 1705477
[14] Gouder A, Yao L, Wang Y, Podjaski F, Rabinovich K S, Jiménez-Solano A and Lotsch B

V 2023 Adv. Energy Mater. 13 2300245
[15] Ahmad S, George C, Beesley D J, Baumberg J J and De Volder M 2018 Nano Lett. 18

1856–1862
[16] Lou S N, Sharma N, Goonetilleke D, Saputera W H, Leoni T M, Brockbank P, Lim S,

Wang D-W, Scott J, Amal R and Ng Y H 2017 Adv. Energy Mater. 7 1700545
[17] Dreuw A and Head-Gordon M 2005 Chem. Rev. 105 4009–4037
[18] Marques M A L and Gross E K U 2004 Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 55 427–455
[19] Ruberti M, Decleva P and Averbukh V 2018 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 20 8311–8325
[20] Perfetto E, Pavlyukh Y and Stefanucci G 2022 Phys. Rev. Lett. 128 016801



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 29

[21] Vila F D, Rehr J J, Kas J J, Kowalski K and Peng B 2020 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 16
6983–6992

[22] Rehr J J, Vila F D, Kas J J, Hirshberg N Y, Kowalski K and Peng B 2020 J. Chem. Phys.
152 174113

[23] Vila F D, Rehr J J, Pathak H, Peng B, Panyala A, Mutlu E, Bauman N P and Kowalski
K 2022 J. Chem. Phys. 157 044101

[24] Casida M E and Huix-Rotllant M 2012 Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 63 287–323
[25] Li W, Long R, Tang J and Prezhdo O V 2019 J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 10 3788–3804
[26] Tussupbayev S, Govind N, Lopata K and Cramer C J 2015 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 11

1102–1109
[27] Moradpour B and Omidyan R 2022 RSC Adv. 12 34217–34225
[28] Tapavicza E, Bellchambers G D, Vincent J C and Furche F 2013 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys.

15 18336–18348
[29] Kadek M, Konecny L, Gao B, Repisky M and Ruud K 2015 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 17

22566–22570
[30] Parandekar P and Tully J C 2005 J. Chem. Phys. 122 094102
[31] Li X, Tully J C, Schlegel H B and Frisch M J 2005 J. Chem. Phys. 123 084106
[32] Kumar P V, Rossi T P, Marti-Dafcik D, Reichmuth D, Kuisma M, Erhart P, Puska M J

and Norris D J 2019 ACS Nano 13 3188–3195
[33] Herring C J and Montemore M M 2023 ACS Nanoscience Au 3 269–279
[34] Donati G., Lingerfelt D B, Aikens C M and Li X 2017 J. Phys. Chem. C 121 15368–15374
[35] Rozzi C A, Troiani F and Tavernelli I 2017 J. Condens. Matter Phys. 30 013002
[36] Falke S M, Rozzi C A, Brida D, Maiuri M, Amato M, Sommer E, and De Sio A, Rubio A,

Cerullo G, Molinari E and Lienau C 2014 Sci. 344 1001–1005
[37] Provorse M R and Isborn C M 2016 Int. J. Quantum Chem. 116 739–749
[38] Xu J, Carney T E, Zhou R, Shepard C and Kanai Y 2024 J. Am. Chem. Soc. 146 5011–5029
[39] Freysoldt C, Grabowski B, Hickel T, Neugebauer J, Kresse G, Janotti A and Van De Walle

C G 2014 Rev. Mod. Phys. 86 253–305
[40] Leslie M and Gillan N J 2000 J. Phys. C: Solid State Phys. 18 973
[41] Makov G and Payne M C 1995 Phys. Rev. B 51 4014–4022
[42] Freysoldt C, Neugebauer J and Van de Walle C G 2009 Phys. Rev. Lett. 102 016402
[43] Kumagai Y and Oba F 2014 Phys. Rev. B 89 195205
[44] Grabowski B, Ismer L, Hickel T and Neugebauer J 2009 Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 79

134106
[45] Glensk A, Grabowski B, Hickel T and Neugebauer J 2014 Phys. Rev. X 4 011018
[46] Sio W H, Verdi C, Poncé S and Giustino F 2019 Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 246403
[47] Sio W H, Verdi C, Poncé S and Giustino F 2019 Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 99 235139
[48] Lee N-E, Chen H-Y, Zhou J-J and Bernardi M 2021 Phys. Rev. Mater. 5 063805
[49] Lafuente-Bartolome J, Lian C, Sio W H, Gurtubay I G, Eiguren A and Giustino F 2022

Phys. Rev. Lett. 129 076402
[50] Lafuente-Bartolome J, Lian C, Sio W H, Gurtubay I G, Eiguren A and Giustino F 2022

Phys. Rev. B 106 075119
[51] Luo Y, Chang B K and Bernardi M 2022 Phys. Rev. B 105 155132
[52] Frenkel D and Smit B 2002 Understanding molecular simulation: from algorithms to

applications p 638



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 30

[53] Tuckerman M E 2023 Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Molecular Simulation
[54] Behler J and Parrinello M 2007 Phys. Rev. Lett. 98 146401
[55] Bartók A, Payne M C, Kondor R and Csányi G 2010 Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 136403
[56] Shapeev A V 2016 Multiscale Model. Simul. 14 1153–1173
[57] Drautz R 2019 Phys. Rev. B 99 014104
[58] Batzner S, Musaelian A, Sun L, Geiger M, Mailoa J P, Kornbluth M, Molinari N, Smidt

T E and Kozinsky B 2022 Nat. Commun. 3 2453
[59] Batatia I, Kovacs D P, Simm G, Ortner C and Csányi G 2022 Adv. Neural Inf. Process.

Syst. 35 11423–11436
[60] Frank J T, Unke O T, Müller K-R and Chmiela S 2024 Nat. Commun. 15 6539
[61] Bochkarev A, Lysogorskiy Y and Drautz R 2024 Phys. Rev. X 14 021036
[62] Deringer V L 2020 JPhys Energy 2 041003
[63] Takamoto S, Shinagawa C, Motoki D, Nakago K, Li W, Kurata I, Watanabe T, Yayama

Y, Iriguchi H, Asano Y et al. 2022 Nat. Commun. 13 2991
[64] Deng B, Zhong P, Jun K, Riebesell J, Han K, Bartel C J and Ceder G 2023 Nat. Mach.

Intell. 5 1031–1041
[65] Merchant A, Batzner S, Schoenholz S S, Aykol M, Cheon G and Cubuk E D 2023 Nat. 624

80–85
[66] Batatia I, Benner P, Chiang Y, Elena A M, Kovács D P, Riebesell J, Advincula X R, Asta

M, Avaylon M, Baldwin W J et al. 2023 A foundation model for atomistic materials
chemistry arXiv:2401.00096

[67] Zhang D, Liu X, Zhang X, Zhang C, Cai C, Bi H, Du Y, Qin X, Peng A, Huang J et al.
2024 npj Comput. Mater. 10 293

[68] Yang H, Hu C, Zhou Y, Liu X, Shi Y, Li J, Li G, Chen Z, Chen S, Zeni C et al. 2024
Mattersim: A deep learning atomistic model across elements, temperatures and pressures
arXiv:2405.04967

[69] Landolt H and Börnstein R 1988 Numerical Data and Functional Relationships in Science
and Technology: Comprehensive index 1988 (Springer-Verlag)

[70] Franchini C, Reticcioli M, Setvin M and Diebold U 2021 Nat. Rev. Mater. 6 560–586
[71] Chang B K, Zhou J J, Lee N-E and Bernardi M 2022 npj Comput. Mater. 8 63
[72] Oberhofer H, Reuter K and Blumberger J 2017 Chem. Rev. 117 10319–10357
[73] Bernardi M 2016 Eur. Phys. J. B 89 1–15
[74] Poncé S, Li W, Reichardt S and Giustino F 2020 Rep. Prog. Phys. 83 036501
[75] Zhou J-J and Bernardi M 2019 Phys. Rev. Res. 1 033138
[76] Kubo R 1957 J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 12 570–586
[77] Greenwood D 1958 Proc. Phys. Soc. 71 585
[78] Holst B, French M and Redmer R 2011 Phys. Rev. B 83 235120
[79] Quan J, Carbogno C and Scheffler M 2024 Phys. Rev. B 110 235202
[80] He X, Zhu Y and Mo Y 2017 Nat. Commun. 8 15893
[81] Xu M, Ding J and Ma E 2012 Appl. Phys. Lett. 101 031901
[82] Jalem R, Yamamoto Y, Shiiba H, Nakayama M, Munakata H, Kasuga T and Kanamura

K 2013 Chem. Mat. 25 425–430
[83] Meier K, Laino T and Curioni A 2014 J. Phys. Chem. C 118 6668–6679
[84] Burbano M, Carlier D, Boucher F, Morgan B J and Salanne M 2016 Physical Rev. Lett.

116 135901



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 31

[85] Catti M 2011 Solid State Ion. 183 1–6
[86] Lang B, Ziebarth B and Elsässer C 2015 Chem. Mat. 27 5040–5048
[87] Kubisiak P and Eilmes A 2020 J. Phys. Chem. B 124 9680–9689
[88] Grasselli F and Baroni S 2019 Nat. Phys. 15 967–972
[89] Setvin M, Franchini C, Hao X, Schmid M, Janotti A, Kaltak M, Van de Walle C, Kresse

G and Diebold U 2014 Phys. Rev. Lett. 113 086402
[90] Marcus R A 1964 Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 15 155–196
[91] Fratini S, Mayou D and Ciuchi S 2016 Adv. Funct. Mater. 26 2292–2315
[92] Cohen A J, Mori-Sanchez P and Yang W 2008 Sci. 321 792–794
[93] Kokott S, Levchenko S V, Rinke P and Scheffler M 2018 New J. Phys. 20 033023
[94] Byun Y-M and Ullrich C A 2017 Comput. 5 9
[95] Sadigh B, Erhart P and Åberg D 2015 Phy. Rev. B 92 075202
[96] Falletta S and Pasquarello A 2022 Phys. Rev. Lett. 129 126401
[97] Falletta S and Pasquarello A 2022 Phys. Rev. B 106 125119
[98] Falletta S and Pasquarello A 2023 Phys. Rev. B 107 205125
[99] Perdew J P and Zunger A 1981 Phys. Rev. B 23 5048–5079

[100] Pederson M R, Ruzsinszky A and Perdew J P 2014 J. Chem. Phys. 140 121103
[101] Li C, Zheng X, Su N Q and Yang W 2017 Natl. Sci. Rev. 5 203–215
[102] Bi S, Carbogno C, Zhang I Y and Scheffler M 2024 J. Chem. Phys. 160 034106
[103] Schwalbe S, Schulze W T, Trepte K and Lehtola S 2024 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 20

7144–7154
[104] Anisimov V I, Zaanen J and Andersen O K 1991 Phys. Rev. B 44 943–954
[105] Liechtenstein A I, Anisimov V I and Zaanen J 1995 Phys. Rev. B 52 R5467–R5470
[106] Dudarev S L, Botton G A, Savrasov S Y, Humphreys C J and Sutton A P 1998 Phys. Rev.

B 57 1505–1509
[107] Himmetoglu B, Floris A, de Gironcoli S and Cococcioni M 2014 Int. J. Quantum Chem.

114 14–49
[108] Cococcioni M and de Gironcoli S 2005 Phys. Rev. B 71 035105
[109] Kick M, Reuter K and Oberhofer H 2019 J. Chem. Theor. Comput. 15 1705–1718
[110] O’Regan D D, Payne M C and Mostofi A A 2451, Phys. Rev. B 83 245124
[111] Atalla V, Zhang I Y, Hofmann O T, Ren X., Rinke P and Scheffler M 2016 Phys. Rev. B

94 035140
[112] Batista E R, Heyd J, Hennig R G, Uberuaga B P, Martin R L, Scuseria G E, Umrigar C

J and Wilkins J W 2006, Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 74 121102
[113] Ágoston P, Albe K, Nieminen R M and Puska M J 2009 Phys. Rev. Lett. 103 245501
[114] Lyons J L, Janotti A and Van de Walle C G 2009 Appl. Phys. Lett. 95 252105
[115] Clark S J, Robertson J, Lany S and Zunger A 2010 Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 81

115311
[116] Komsa H-P and Pasquarello A 2011 Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 84 075207
[117] Spreafico C and VandeVondele J 2014 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 16 26144–26152
[118] Janotti A, Varley J B, Choi M and Van de Walle C G 2014 Phys. Rev. B 90 085202
[119] Osterbacka N, Erhart P, Falletta S, Pasquarello A and Wiktor J 2020, Chem. Mat. 32

8393–8400
[120] Wiktor J and Pasquarello A 2019 ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces. 11 18423–18426
[121] Gono P, Wiktor J, Ambrosio F and Pasquarello A 2018 ACS Catal. 8 5847–5851



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 32

[122] Kaltak M, Klimeš J and Kresse G 2014 Phys. Rev. B 90 054115
[123] Chen W and Pasquarello A 2015 J. Condens. Matter Phys. 27 133202
[124] Parker W D, Wilkins J W and Hennig R G 2011 Phys. Status Solidi B 248 267–274
[125] Salihbegović F, Gallo A and Grüneis A 2023 Phys. Rev. B 108 115125
[126] Marek A, Blum V, Johanni R, Havu V, Lang B, Auckenthaler T, Heinecke A, Bungartz H

J and Lederer H 2014 J. Phys. Condens. Matter 26 213201
[127] Kůs P, Marek A, Köcher S S, Kowalski H H, Carbogno C, Scheurer C Reuter K, Scheffler

M and Lederer H 2019 Parallel Comput. 85 167–177
[128] Hine N D M, Haynes P D, Mostofi A A, Skylaris C-K and Payne M C 2009 Comput. Phys.

Commun. 180 1041–1053
[129] Bowler D R and Miyazaki T 2010 J. Condens. Matter Phys. 22 074207
[130] Bowler D R and Miyazaki T 2012 Rep. Prog. Phys. 75 036503
[131] Yu V W-Z, Corsetti F, García A, Huhn W P, Jacquelin M, Jia W, Lange B, Lin L, Lu

J, Mi W, Seifitokaldani A, Vázquez-Mayagoitia Á, Yang C, Yang H and Blum V 2018
Comput. Phys. Commun. 222 267–285

[132] Dziedzic J, Hill Q and Skylaris C-K 2013 J. Chem. Phys. 139 214103
[133] Kohn W 1996 Phys. Rev. Lett. 76 3168–3171
[134] Prodan E and Kohn W 2005 Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 102 11635–11638
[135] Gygi F and Duchemin I 2013 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 9 582–587
[136] Ko H-Y, Jia J, Santra B, Wu X, Car R and DiStasio R A 2020 J. Chem. Theory Comput.

16 3757–3785
[137] Ko H-Y, Andrade M F C, Sparrow Z M, Zhang J-A and DiStasio R A 2023 J. Chem.

Theory Comput. 19 4182–4201
[138] Kokott S, Merz F, Yao Y, Carbogno C, Rossi M, Havu V, Rampp M, Scheffler M and Blum

V 2024 J. Chem. Phys. 161 024112
[139] Ringe S, Hörmann N G, Oberhofer H and Reuter K 2022 Chem. Rev. 122 10777–10820
[140] O’Rourke C and Bowler D R 2015 J. Chem. Phys. 143 102801
[141] Rocca D, Gebauer R, Saad Y and Baroni S 2008 J. Chem. Phys. 128 154105
[142] Davidson E R 1975 J. Comput. Phys. 17 87–94
[143] Brabec J, Lin L, Shao M, Govind N, Yang C, Saad Y and Ng. E G 2015 J. Chem. Theory

Comput. 11 5197–5208
[144] Ali A, Rafiq M I, Zhang Z, Cao J, Geng R, Zhou B and Tang W 2020 Phys. Chem. Chem.

Phys. 22 7864–7874
[145] Wu F, Liu W, Zhang Y and Li Z 2011 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 7 3643–3660
[146] Zuehlsdorff T J, Hine N D M, Payne M C and Haynes P D 2015 J. Chem. Phys. 143

204107
[147] Coriani S, Høst S, Jansík B, Thøgersen L, Olsen J, Jørgensen P, Reine S, Pawłowski F,

Helgaker T and Sałek P 2007 J. Chem. Phys. 126 154108
[148] Bussy A and Hutter J 2021 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 23 4736–4746
[149] de Wergifosse M and Grimme S 2021 J. Phys. Chem. A 125 3841–3851
[150] Bannwarth C and Grimme S 2014 Comput. Theor. Chem. 1040-1041 45–53
[151] Giannone G and Della Sala F 2020 J. Chem. Phys. 153 084110
[152] Rüger R, van Lenthe E, Heine T and Visscher L 2016 J. Chem. Phys. 144 184103
[153] Asadi-Aghbolaghi N, Rüger R, Jamshidi Z and Visscher L 2020 J. Phys. Chem. C 124

7946–7955



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 33

[154] Rossi T P, Erhart P and Kuisma M 2020 ACS Nano 14 9963–9971
[155] O’Rourke C and Bowler D R 2015 J. Chem. Phys. 143 102801
[156] Peng J, Schwalbe-Koda D, Akkiraju K, Xie T, Giordano L, Yu Y, Eom C J, Lunger J R,

Zheng D J, Rao R R and et al. 2022 Nat. Rev. Mater. 7 991–1009
[157] Tran K and Ulissi Z W 2018 Nat. Catal 1 696–703
[158] Mou T, Pillai H S, Wang S, Wan M, Han X, Schweitzer N M, Che F and Xin H 2023 Nat.

Catal 6 122–136
[159] Kunkel C, Margraf J T, Chen K, Oberhofer H and Reuter K 2021 Nat. Commun 12 2422
[160] Jinnouchi R, Miwa K, Karsai F, Kresse G and Asahi R 2020 J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 11

6946–6955
[161] Birschitzky V C, Ellinger F, Diebold U, Reticcioli M and Franchini C 2022 npj Comput.

Mater. 8 125
[162] Malica C and Marzari N 2024 Teaching oxidation states to neural networks

arXiv:2412.01652
[163] Eckhoff M, Lausch K N, Blöchl P and Behler J 2020 J. Chem. Phys. 153 164107
[164] Xie X, Persson K A and Small D W 2020 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 16 4256–4270
[165] Ko T W, Finkler J A, Goedecker S and Behler J 2021 Nat. Commun. 12 398
[166] Vondrák M, Reuter K and Margraf J T 2023 J. Chem. Phys. 159 054109
[167] Rinaldi M, Bochkarev A, Lysogorskiy Y and Drautz R 2025 Phys. Rev. Mater. 9 033802
[168] Unke O T, Chmiela S, Gastegger M, Schütt K, Sauceda H E and Müller K-R 2021 Nat.

Commun. 12 7273
[169] Zubatyuk R, Smith J S, Nebgen B T, Tretiak S and Isayev O 2021 Nat. Commun. 12 4870
[170] Zhang L, Wang H, Muniz M C, Panagiotopoulos A Z, Car R et al. 2022 J. Chem. Phys.

156 124107
[171] Gao A and Remsing R C 2022 Nat. Commun. 13 1572
[172] Cools-Ceuppens M, Dambre J and Verstraelen T 2022 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 18 1672–

1691
[173] Marzari N, Mostofi A A, Yates J R, Souza I and Vanderbilt D 2012 Rev. Mod. Phys. 84

1419–1475
[174] Birschitzky V C, Leoni L, Reticcioli M and Franchini C 2024 Machine learning small

polaron dynamics arXiv:2409.16179
[175] Li H, Tang Z, Fu J, Dong W-H, Zou N, Gong X, Duan W and Xu Y 2024 Phys. Rev. Lett.

132 096401
[176] Zhong Y, Liu S, Zhang B, Tao Z, Sun Y, Chu W, Gong X-G, Yang J-H and Xiang H 2024

Nat. Comput. Sci. 4 615–625
[177] Luo Y, Desai D, Chang B K, Park J and Bernardi M 2024 Phys. Rev. X 14 021023
[178] Brockherde F, Vogt L, Li L, Tuckerman M E, Burke K and Müller K-R 2017 Nat. Commun.

8 872
[179] Lewis A M, Grisafi A, Ceriotti M and Rossi M 2021 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 17 7203–

7214
[180] Zhang L, Onat B, Dusson G, McSloy A, Anand G, Maurer R J, Ortner C and Kermode J

R 2022 npj Computat. Mater. 8 158
[181] Li H, Wang Z, Zou N, Ye M, Xu R, Gong X, Duan W and Xu Y 2022 Nat. Comput. Sci.

2 367–377
[182] Westermayr J, Gastegger M and Marquetand P 2020 J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 11 3828–3834



Advancing our Understanding of Optoionic Effects 34

[183] Westermayr J and Marquetand P 2021 Chem. Rev. 121 9873–9926
[184] Westermayr J, Gastegger M, Menger M F S J, Mai S, González L and Marquetand P 2019

Chem. Sci. 10 8100–8107
[185] Cignoni E, Suman D, Nigam J, Cupellini L, Mennucci B and Ceriotti M 2024 ACS Cent.

Sci. 10 637–648
[186] Sršeň Š, von Lilienfeld O A and Slavíček P 2024 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 26 4306–4319
[187] Axelrod S, Shakhnovich E, Gómez-Bombarelli R 2022 Nat. Commun. 13 3440
[188] Bai Y, Vogt-Maranto L, Tuckerman M E and Glover W J 2022 Nat. Commun. 13 7044
[189] Dreuw A, Weisman J L and Head-Gordon M 2003 J. Chem. Phys. 119 2943–2946
[190] Anstine D M and Isayev O 2023 J. Phys. Chem. A 127 2417–2431
[191] Kick M, Alexander E, Beiersdorfer A and Van Voorhis T 2024 Nat. Commun. 15 8001
[192] Westermayr J, Gastegger M, Schütt K T and Maurer R J 2021 J. Chem. Phys. 154 230903
[193] Karniadakis G E, Kevrekidis I G, Lu L, Perdikaris P, Wang S and Yang L 2021 Nat. Rev.

Phys. 3 422–440
[194] Kick M, Scheurer C and Oberhofer H 2021 ACS Appl. Energy Mater. 4 8583–8591
[195] Verdi C, Caruso F and Giustino F 2017 Nat. Commun. 8 15769
[196] Komsa H-P and Pasquarello A 2012 Phys. Rev. Lett. 110 095505
[197] Richter N A, Sicolo S, Levchenko S V, Sauer J and Scheffler M 2013 Phys. Rev. Lett. 111

045502
[198] Lehovec K 1953 J. Chem. Phys. 21 1123–1128
[199] Bourelle S A, Zhang X, Feldmann S, Zhang B, Mathieson A, Eyre L, Abolins H, Winkler

T, Van de Walle C G and Deschler F 2024 PRX Energy 3 033001
[200] Klotz D, Defferriere T, Gonzalez-Rosillo J C, Rupp J L M and Tuller H L 2020 ECS Meet.

Abstr. MA2020-02 2647–2647
[201] Defferriere T, Klotz D, Gonzalez-Rosillo J C, Rupp J L M and Tuller H L 2020 ECS Meet.

Abstr. MA2020-01 1645–1645
[202] Defferriere T, Klotz D, Gonzalez-Rosillo J C, Rupp J L M and Tuller H L 2022 Nat. Mater

21 438–444
[203] Matera S, Schneider W F, Heyden A and Savara A 2019 ACS Catal. 9 6624–6647
[204] Bruix A, Margraf J T, Andersen M and Reuter K 2019 Nat. Catal 2 659–670
[205] Hammerschmidt M, Döpking S, Burger S and Matera S 2020 J. Phys. Chem. C 124 3177–

3187
[206] Giustino F 2017 Rev. Mod. Phys. 89 015003
[207] Mustafa J I, Bernardi M, Neaton J B and Louie S G 2016 Phys. Rev. B 94 155105
[208] Poncé S, Margine E R and Giustino F 2018 Phys. Rev. B Condens. Matter 97 121201
[209] Lee N-E, Chen H-Y, Zhou J-J and Bernardi M 2021 Phys. Rev. Mater. 5 063805
[210] Zhou J-J and Bernardi M 2019 Phys. Rev. Res. 1 033138
[211] Dai Z, Lian C, Lafuente-Bartolome J and Giustino F 2024 Phys. Rev. Lett. 132 036902
[212] Dai Z, Lian C, Lafuente-Bartolome J and Giustino F 2024 Phys. Rev. B 109 045202
[213] Uratani H, Chou C-P and Nakai H 2020 Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 22 97–106
[214] Liang C 2022 npj Comput. Mater. 8 33
[215] Ng M-F, Sun Y and Seh Z W 2023 Energy Adv. 2 449–464
[216] Yu T, Wang C, Yang H and Li F 2023 J. Energy Chem. 90 191-204
[217] Wang Z, Wang L, Zhang H, Xu H and He X 2024 Nano Converg. 11 8


