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Driven by recent developments in time-resolved photoemission spectroscopy, we extend the suc-
cessful method of photoemission orbital tomography (POT) to excitons. Our theory retains the
intuitive orbital picture of POT, while respecting both the entangled character of the exciton wave
function and the energy conservation in the photoemission process. Analyzing results from three
organic molecules, we classify generic exciton structures and give a simple interpretation in terms of
natural transition orbitals. We validate our findings by directly simulating pump-probe experiments
with time-dependent density functional theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the past decade, photoemission orbital tomography
(POT) [1–6] has emerged as a powerful technique that
relates the measured photoemission angular distribution
(PAD) from oriented films of organic molecules with the
orbitals from which the electron has been emitted. This
direct connection arises from modeling photoelectrons by
plane waves. While this plane wave assumption has been
debated [7, 8] and, in fact, demonstrated to be insufficient
in certain circumstances [9, 10], POT has led to valuable
insights, for instance, into the hybridization between or-
ganic layers and the substrate [11–13], the geometry of
adsorbate layers [6, 14, 15], the nature of reaction prod-
ucts [16] or real space images of orbitals [17–21]. Par-
ticularly the latter aspect has also stimulated discussions
on how to build a formal bridge between quantum me-
chanical wave functions and the experimentally observed
momentum space distributions [22, 23].

Despite these numerous achievements, until very re-
cently, POT could only be applied to study occupied
molecular orbitals by photoexciting electrons from the
ground state. With the advent of laser high-harmonic
generation and free-electron lasers, it has become possible
to study also the dynamics of excited states in time- and
angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (trARPES)
experiments. On the one hand, band structure movies
of crystalline solids have shown the temporal evolution of
the electron system over the complete Brillouin zone [24–
26]. On the other hand, for molecular systems, opti-
cally excited states, involving transitions from HOMO
to LUMO, have recently been observed with trARPES
on their intrinsic temporal and spatial scales [27–29].
In more complex systems however, the simple HOMO-
LUMO picture breaks down and excitons may involve
multiple transitions as, for instance, observed in van der
Waals heterostructures [30–36] and defects therein [37–
39]. In organic semiconductor crystals, the multi-orbital
nature of excitons is crucial [40] and also relevant for un-
derstanding singlet fission [29]. Thus, an exciton must
be generally treated as an entangled state composed of
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multiple electron-hole transitions for which a theoretical
foundation of POT is still lacking.
The aim of this work is to fill this gap and establish

a consistent framework that allows us to interpret mea-
sured PAD maps from excitons. Specifically, we assume
that the exciton wave function is represented in a product
basis of valence and conduction states, as typically done
when solving the electron-hole Bethe-Salpeter equation
(BSE) [41] or Casida’s equation in time-dependent den-
sity functional theory (TDDFT) [42, 43]. Expanding the
concept of Dyson orbitals [23, 44, 45] to excited states, we
arrive at the result that the PAD can be interpreted as
the Fourier-transformed coherent sum of the electronic
part of the exciton wave function. These relations, as
well as the unexpected consequences of the photohole’s
state for the measured kinetic energy spectrum, are illus-
trated for generic cases of exciton compositions in a series
of organic molecules in the gas phase. We further show
how exciton photoemission can be interpreted in terms
of the established concept of natural transition orbitals
(NTOs) [46] and, underpinning our findings, the PAD is
also simulated directly by means of a TDDFT approach
where no assumptions on the final state are made what-
soever.

II. THEORY

Bound electron-hole pairs, excitons, are the fundamen-
tal optical excitations for energies below the band gap in
molecules and non-metallic solids. For such correlated
electron-hole pairs, we assume that the wave function of
the m-th exciton, with excitation energy Ωm, can be ex-
panded in the single-particle electron {χc(re)} and hole
basis {ϕv(rh)} as

ψm(rh, re) =
∑

v,c

X(m)
vc ϕ∗v(rh)χc(re). (1)

Here, the sum runs over all pairs of valence and conduc-

tion states {v, c}, respectively, and X(m)
vc is the transition

density matrix that describes the character of the exci-
ton. Note that here and in the following derivations,
we use the Tamm-Dancoff approximation [47] for better
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readability. In the general case and in our calculations,
however, we also consider de-excitations.

A. Photoemission from Excitons

Our goal is to find a consistent expression that con-
nects the exciton wave function as defined in Eq. 1 with
measured photoemission momentum maps. In the spirit
of POT, we describe the photoelectron probability with
Fermi’s golden rule as the transition from an initial N -
particle state ΨN

i to a final state ΨN
f , triggered by the

photon field A with energy ω. We couple this classical
field to the electrons’ momenta P in the dipole approx-
imation and use the Coulomb gauge as well as Hartree
atomic units unless stated otherwise. Denoting the en-
ergy of the states ΨN

i and ΨN
f with Ei and Ef respec-

tively, the photoelectron probability is

Wi→f = 2π
∣∣〈ΨN

f

∣∣AP
∣∣ΨN

i

〉∣∣2 δ (ω + Ei − Ef) . (2)

In contrast to earlier work on photoemission from the
electronic ground state ΨN

i,0, now the initial state is given
by the the m-th exciton which can also be expressed in
a second quantization formulation as

∣∣ΨN
i,m

〉
=

∑

v,c

X(m)
vc a†cav

∣∣ΨN
i,0

〉
. (3)

Here, av and a†c create a hole and an electron in state
v and c, respectively. Its energy EN

i,m is the sum of the

ground state energy EN
i,0 and the excitation energy Ωm.

For the final state ΨN
f , one commonly assumes the

sudden approximation, in which the correlation between
the emitted electron γk and the remaining system can
be neglected [48], and ΨN

f can be written as the anti-

symmetrized product of the (N −1) electron state ΨN−1
f,j

and the photoemitted electron with momentum k in state
γk:

ΨN
f,j,k = AΨN−1

f,j γk. (4)

Like the initial state, ΨN−1
f,j may be expressed in Fock

space, i.e. as the N -electron ground state from which the
j-th electron has been removed:

∣∣∣ΨN−1
f,j

〉
= aj

∣∣ΨN
i,0

〉
. (5)

Under these assumptions, we can identify the total en-
ergy of this final state as the sum of EN−1

f,j and the pho-

toelectron’s kinetic energy, Ekin = k2/2. The energy
conservation from Eq. 2 then demands [49]

Ekin = ω − (EN−1
f,j − EN

i,0) + Ωm = ω − εj +Ωm, (6)

where we have introduced the j-th ionization potential εj
as the energy difference between the j-th excited state of
the (N − 1)-electron system and the N electron ground

state. In taking the overlap between the two wave func-
tions for the N -electron and the (N − 1)-electron sys-
tem, we utilize the Dyson orbital for electron detachment
Dj,m, in the usual way [23, 44, 50], with the only mod-
ification that in our case the Dyson amplitudes have to
be spanned over both the basis sets {φv′} and {χc′}:

Dj,m(r) =
∑

v′

〈
ΨN

i,m

∣∣∣a†v′

∣∣∣ΨN−1
f,j

〉
ϕv′(r)+

+
∑

c′

〈
ΨN

i,m

∣∣∣a†c′
∣∣∣ΨN−1

f,j

〉
χc′(r). (7)

It is accepted that Dyson orbitals represent the most
appropriate way to describe photoemission in a single-
orbital picture [22, 23, 50–52], however, their computa-
tion from correlated wave functions in a multi-reference
framework [53, 54] is often not feasible. Therefore, and
with weakly-correlated systems in mind, we approximate
ΨN

i,0 by a single Slater determinant. Inserting the N -

electron wave function, Eq. 3, and the (N − 1)-electron
wave function, Eq. 5, into the expression for the Dyson
orbital, we get

Dj,m(r) =
∑

v′

∑

v,c

X(m)
vc

〈
ΨN

i,0

∣∣∣a†vaca†v′aj

∣∣∣ΨN
i,0

〉
ϕv′(r)+

+
∑

c′

∑

v,c

X(m)
vc

〈
ΨN

i,0

∣∣∣a†vaca†c′aj
∣∣∣ΨN

i,0

〉
χc′(r),

(8)

where all integrals in the sum over v′ vanish due to or-
thogonality. In the sum over c′, we get no contributions
for c ̸= c′ by the same argument and thus arrive at our fi-
nal result for the j-th Dyson orbital (up to normalization
constants):

Dj,m(r) =
∑

v,c

X(m)
vc

〈
ΨN

i,0

∣∣a†vaca†caj
∣∣ΨN

i,0

〉
χc(r) =

=
∑

c

X
(m)
jc

〈
ΨN

i,0

∣∣∣a†jajaca†c
∣∣∣ΨN

i,0

〉
χc(r) =

=
∑

c

X
(m)
jc χc(r). (9)

Note that exploiting the orthogonality relations between
many-body wave functions in different states is possible
here, since ΨN

i,0 is represented by a single Slater determi-
nant only. However, we remark that the above derivation
could be extended to multi-configuration methods, albeit
at the expense of an additional summation over configu-
ration space in Eq. 9.

With the help of the Dyson orbitals, we can avoid the
explicit treatment of the N − 1 passive electrons in the
process and thereby reduce the matrix element of Eq. 2
to an integral over a single coordinate only:

〈
ΨN

f,j

∣∣AP
∣∣ΨN

i,m

〉
≈ A

∫
d3r γk(r)pDj,m(r)

∝ (Ak)F [Dj,m] (k). (10)
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In the second line, we make use of the plane wave approx-
imation, γk(r) ∝ eikr, that is inherent to POT [1, 5] and
that naturally introduces the Fourier transform of the
Dyson orbital, modulated by a weakly angle-dependent
polarization factor Ak. Importantly, only the j-th row

of the transition density matrix X
(m)
vc contributes to the

j-th Dyson orbital in Equation 9, thereby fixing the hole
position in the orbital ϕj . Finally, the photoemission
angular distribution arising from the m-th exciton is ob-
tained by summing over all possible final state hole con-
figurations as follows

Im(k) ∝ |Ak|2
∑

j

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

c

X
(m)
jc F [χc] (k)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

× δ (ω − Ekin − εj +Ωm) . (11)

From this expression, which we refer to as ”exPOT” (ex-
citon POT) in the remainder of this work, we expect the
photoemission signal from a general exciton to have con-
tributions at multiple kinetic energies that are in concor-
dance with the energy conservation and thus depend on
the hole’s position after electron detachment described by
the ionization energy εj . At each allowed kinetic energy,
momentum maps take the form of a Fourier transform
of the coherent sum over unoccupied states, weighted by
the corresponding transition density matrix elements.

B. Formulation with Natural Transition Orbitals

While the orbitals χc and the transition density ma-
trix Xvc appearing in the photoemission intensity expres-
sion for exPOT (Eq. 11) can be readily computed from a
BSE or Casida calculation, physical intuition about the
character of the exciton can be enhanced by introducing
natural transition orbitals (NTOs) [23, 46].
Let us assume that in the exciton calculation there are

Nv occupied orbitals ϕv, and a number of Nc unoccupied
(or virtual) orbitals χc. Then, the transition density ma-
trix Xvc is a matrix with Nv rows and Nc columns, whose
singular value decomposition can be written in the fol-
lowing way

X = V ΛCT . (12)

Here, V and C are quadratic matrices of sizes Nv × Nv

and Nc×Nc, respectively, and the rectangular (Nv×Nc)-
matrix Λ has only non-vanishing elements λ1, λ2, . . . λNv

in the diagonal. These singular values are ordered ac-
cording to their magnitude, thus λ1 > λ2 > · · · > λNv

,
and fulfill the normalization condition

Nv∑

i=1

λ2i = 1. (13)

Note that we have assumed that Nv < Nc as is typically
the case in the calculation of optically excited states. By

making use of the transformations

ϕ̃λ =

Nv∑

v=1

V T
λvϕv (14)

χ̃λ =

Nc∑

c=1

CT
λcχc, (15)

we obtain a new set of orbitals, the NTOs ϕ̃λ and χ̃λ,
respectively, which can be used to express the exciton
wave function in the electron-hole-basis (Eq. 1):

ψ(rh, re) =

Nv∑

λ=1

Λλϕ̃
∗
λ(rh)χ̃λ(re). (16)

Inserting Eq. 12 into Eq. 11—and by making use of the
fact that the Fourier transform F is a linear operator—
we can rewrite the exPOT formula for the photoemission
intensity in the NTO basis as follows:

Im(k) ∝ |Ak|2
∑

j

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

λ

VjλΛλF [χ̃λ] (k)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

× δ (ω + Ekin − εj +Ωm) . (17)

At first sight, it seems that we have not gained much:
we have just replaced the summation over c with the
summation over λ and replaced the prefactors. In prac-
tice, however, a given exciton is often characterized by
just a few NTOs and one can easily control the accu-
racy of the exciton’s representation in terms of NTOs
by introducing a threshold for the Λλ. Moreover, it is
our believe that NTOs are useful when dealing with ex-
citons, since the character of the transition is encoded in
just a few single-particle orbitals and with introducing
Eq. 17, we can assign physical meaning to these orbitals
as actual observables of the excited-state photoemission
experiment.

C. Generic Exciton Structures

Before presenting our numerical results, we explain the
implications of Eq. 11 on the example of four prototyp-
ical exciton structures that are collected in Table I and
schematically depicted in Figure 1. For educational rea-
sons, here only Nv = 2 occupied and Nc = 2 unoccupied
orbitals are taken into account for setting up the transi-
tion density matrix such that all matrices are simple 2×2
matrices.

In case (i), the exciton involves only a single transition
from the highest occupied orbital ϕ1 to the lowest unoc-
cupied orbital χ1, which is, in fact, a common case for the
lowest exciton in some organic molecules [27]. Evidently,
exPOT predicts that the observed PAD is given by the
Fourier transform of χ1 appearing at the kinetic energy
Ekin = ω− ε1 +Ω1, where ω is the probe photon energy,
ε1 the ionization potential corresponding to ϕ1, and Ω1
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TABLE I. Transition density matrices Xvc as well as their
singular value decompositions X = V ΛCT for the four simple
exciton structures defined in Fig. 1. Additionally, the exciton

wave functions ψ are given in terms of the NTOs ϕ̃ and χ̃,
respectively.

Case (i) Case (ii) Case (iii) Case (iv)

X =

(
1 0
0 0

) (
0 1√

2
1√
2

0

) (
1√
2

0
1√
2

0

) ( 1√
2

1√
2

0 0

)

Λ =

(
1 0
0 0

) (
1√
2

0

0 1√
2

) (
1 0
0 0

) (
1 0
0 0

)

V =

(
1 0
0 1

) (
0 1
1 0

) (
1√
2

− 1√
2

1√
2

1√
2

) (
1 0
0 1

)

C =

(
1 0
0 1

) (
1 0
0 1

) (
1 0
0 1

) (
1√
2

− 1√
2

1√
2

1√
2

)

ψ = ϕ̃1χ̃1
1√
2
ϕ̃1χ̃1

+ 1√
2
ϕ̃2χ̃2

ϕ̃1χ̃1 ϕ̃1χ̃1

ϕ̃1 =ϕ1 ϕ2
1√
2
(ϕ1 + ϕ2) ϕ1

ϕ̃2 =— ϕ1 — —

χ̃1 =χ1 χ1 χ1
1√
2
(χ1 + χ2)

χ̃2 =— χ2 — —

|φ2〉

|φ1〉

|χ1〉

|χ2〉
Case (i) Case (ii) Case (iii) Case (iv)

Ekin

In
te

n
si

ty

χ1χ1

Ekin

χ1 χ2

Ekin

χ1 χ1

Ekin

χ1
+χ2

FIG. 1. Four prototypical exciton structures and the corre-
sponding predictions of exPOT for the observed PAD maps
as detailed in the text.

denotes the exciton energy, i.e. the pump photon energy.
This is also illustrated in the bottom part of Figure 1,
where the the square above the peak in the sketched
kinetic energy spectrum should represent the expected
PAD map of χ1. Also note that the NTOs coincide with
the original orbitals in this case. For case (ii), we as-

sume the exciton wave function as ψ = 1√
2
(ϕ2χ1+ϕ1χ2).

Here, Eq. 11 leads to PAD maps of both χ1 and χ2, how-
ever, appearing at kinetic energies corresponding to the
ionization levels of ϕ2 and ϕ1, respectively, as also illus-
trated in Figure 1. Note that this exciton represents a
truly entangled state [55] which can also be seen after
transforming to the NTO basis (see Table I). The situa-
tion is somewhat different for case (iii), where we assume
ψ = 1√

2
(ϕ2χ1 + ϕ1χ1). Here, we expect to observe two

identical PADs appearing at two different kinetic ener-
gies, depending on whether, after the electron has been
emitted, the hole resides in state ϕ1 or ϕ2. While the
unoccupied NTO χ̃1 equals χ1, the two occupied orbitals
can now be represented by a single NTO. Finally in case
(iv), the exciton is described by ψ = 1√

2
(ϕ1χ1 + ϕ1χ2)

and Eq. 11 suggests that the PAD is proportional to
the Fourier transform of a coherent sum of the unoc-
cupied orbitals χ1 and χ2, the NTO χ̃1, which appears
at Ekin = ω − ε1 + Ω1. In the following, we want to
give examples for the non-trivial cases (ii)–(iv) by actual
numerical simulations.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Let us now compare the predictions of our exPOT ap-
proach for organic molecules with computationally more
demanding, but accurate TDDFT calculations as imple-
mented in the real-space code OCTOPUS [56, 57]. Here,
photoemission spectra and PAD maps are obtained by
recording the flux of photoelectron density through a de-
tector surface (t-SURFF) [58, 59], which seamlessly al-
lows for pump-probe setups and where no assumptions
on the final state need to be made.
For a better comparability of the two theoretical ap-

proaches, exPOT vs. t-SURFF, we take several precau-
tions. First, we focus on planar molecules for which
the plane wave approximation has already been well
tested [6, 17]. Second, we choose the probe field in z-
direction, that is perpendicular to the molecular plane,
which is also known to minimize possible deficiencies of
the plane wave approximation (PWA) [9]. Third, we en-
sure that pump pulses are long enough to only excite the
specific exciton in question, since for ultrashort pulses
considerable energy broadening needs to be taken into
account [60, 61]. Equivalently, we keep our probe pulses
long enough for a resonable kinetic energy resolution in
the spectra and choose probe energies in the XUV regime
for the sake of the sudden approximation [62]. Fourth,
we limit ourselves to the adiabatic local density approxi-
mation (ALDA) since more advanced functionals, such as
hybrids, would be computationally too demanding for the
real-time propagation utilized for the t-SURFF method.
We emphasize, however, that for the application of our
exPOT formalism, the latter restriction is not necessary
and any method for excited states that provides a tran-
sition density matrix in terms of single-particle orbitals
can be used.
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FIG. 2. Comparison of exPOT with results from
t-SURFF for TCNQ. (a) total angle-integrated photo-
electron intensity from t-SURFF (grey) and its projection
onto the HOMO (v=1, green), HOMO-1 (v=2, orange) and
HOMO-2 (v=3, blue) states, with corresponding kinetic en-
ergy positions ω− εj indicated by the vertical dashed lines in
the same colors. Red arrows mark the energy of the pump
pulse ωpump, full vertical lines ω−εj+ωpump respectively. (b)
PAD maps from t-SURFF at the kinetic energies indicated
by the full vertical lines in panel (a). (c) PAD maps obtained
from the exPOT approach with the first three NTOs.

With the aim to find real-life examples for the cases
(ii)–(iv) outlined above, we have selected three proto-
typical π-conjugated molecules, namely tetracyanoquin-
odimethane (TCNQ), porphine and perylenetetracar-
boxylic dianhydride (PTCDA), and perform linear-
response TDDFT calculations within the Casida formal-
ism in OCTOPUS. The details of those calulations are
described in Appendix A. For TCNQ, the solution reveals
an exciton with Ωm = 6.76 eV which is strongly allowed
for y-polarization (molecular geometry and choice of axis
are depicted in Sec. A). Its exciton wave function has ma-
jor contributions from ϕ3χ2 (0.44), ϕ2χ3 (0.35) and ϕ1χ6

(0.07) (see Table II for more details). Thus it represents
an entangled state as in case (ii). In the t-SURFF calcu-
lations, we set the pump energy ωpump = Ωm and employ
a probe energy of ω = 35 eV (details in Appendix B). The
resulting kinetic energy spectrum of the emitted electrons
is depicted in panel (a) of Fig. 2. It is dominated by emis-

sions from the three highest occupied orbitals ϕ1, ϕ2 and
ϕ3 indicated by the green, orange and blue dashed ver-
tical lines, respectively. Importantly, however, we also
observe three emission peaks at kinetic energies larger
by precisely ωpump. This behavior, already qualitatively
illustrated in the second column of Fig. 1, is in perfect
accordance with the energy conservation of Eq. 11. De-
spite the orders of magnitude smaller peak heights for the
exciton emission, we obtain three distinct PAD maps (at
the kinetic energies marked by vertical full lines), which
are displayed in panel (b). Comparing with our exPOT
theory, indeed, the Fourier transforms of the first three
NTOs of this entangled exciton, as depicted in panel (c),
are in very good agreement with the PAD maps from
t-SURFF.

Next, we present our results for the optical excitation
in porphin at Ωm = 3.94 eV in x-direction, which serves
as an example for case (iii) defined in Figure 1. From the
t-SURFF calculation, we obtain two identical momentum
maps at the kinetic energies corresponding to the hole in
state ϕ1 and ϕ4 (left and middle column of panel (a) in
Fig. 3). Note that here, in contrast to the above PADs
from TCNQ, we have projected the t-SURFF ARPES
intensities on the respective ground-state orbitals, since
the total photoelectron yield is also affected by other con-
tributions which are not relevant for our case (see also
Sec. B). The Casida calculation leads to almost equal
contributions of ϕ1χ2 (0.27) and ϕ4χ2 (0.25) to the ex-
citon wave function, which can be written as a single
NTO χ̃1 (see Table II), resulting in the PAD depicted in
the rightmost column of panel (a) in Fig. 3. The excel-
lent agreement with the corresponding t-SURFF maps
further validates the exPOT predictions. Remarkably,
while a single NTO might be enough to explain photoe-
mission from an excited state of such character, it can be
comprised of contributions from different valence states,
which then lead to photoemission signatures of the same
conduction state at different kinetic energies.

Conversely, in case (iv), we consider an exciton struc-
ture with transitions involving only a single hole state v
but multiple conduction states c. For PTCDA at an exci-
tation energy of Ωm = 4.45 eV (polarized in y-direction),
we encounter even two such transitions: ϕ8χ4 (0.29),
ϕ8χ3 (0.03) and ϕ4χ8 (0.06), ϕ4χ2 (0.06). The top row
of panel (b) of Fig. 3 is devoted to the contribution from
v = 8, with the state-projected result from t-SURFF in
the left column agreeing very well with the exPOT result
in the middle column, evaluated with the contribution
from χ̃2 only. Importantly, the computation of the latter
implicitly involves a coherent sum over the unoccupied
states χ4 and χ3, while wrongly performing an incoherent
summation worsens the agreement for with the t-SURFF
reference (see right panel labeled I. S.). The second ma-
jor set of contributions to this exciton, ϕ4χ8 and ϕ4χ2,
leads to a PAD at the kinetic energy corresponding to
ε4 and is shown in the bottom row of Fig. 3, panel (b).
Again, the t-SURRF result (left column) agrees well with
exPOT (middle column). This time however, we need to
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FIG. 3. Comparison of exPOT with results from t-
SURFF for porphin and PTCDA. (a) PADs for porphin
from t-SURFF at different kinetic energies (left and middle
column) compared to the exPOT map of the first NTO (right
column). (b) Different methods for PTCDA, showing contri-
butions from v = 4 (top row) and v = 8 (bottom row), see
text for details.

take into account a sum over multiple NTOs (χ̃λ) while
the PAD from a single NTO (χ̃1, right column) is not
sufficiently accurate. This is due to the fact that, in
general, the electron or hole contributions can contribute
to different NTOs and only the coherent sum over λ is
equivalent to the coherent sum of Eq. 11 (see also com-
parison of PADs in Appendix C). In summary, we have
not only proven excellent agreement of the exPOT the-
ory with ab-initio simulations for case (iv), but could also
emphasize the necessity of the coherent superposition of
the electron orbitals for such a case.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We demonstrate an extension of photoemission orbital
tomography to excitons, termed exPOT, and thereby
provide the theoretical foundations to interpret photoe-
mission angular distributions maps as measured in pump-
probe ARPES experiments of oriented organic molecules
in terms of exciton wave functions. We illustrate the
consequences of exPOT on the example of three organic
molecules, covering a range of prototypical exciton struc-

tures, and validate our findings by real-time TDDFT cal-
culations that directly incorporate the pump and probe
fields. In our method, the simplicity of the orbital
interpretation can be retained by identifying Fourier-
transformed NTOs as the observables in photoemission
of excitons. The evaluation of the ARPES intensity, how-
ever, demands a coherent sum over electron contributions
to reflect the entangled character of an exciton wave func-
tion, as well as an incoherent sum over hole contributions
to fulfill energy conservation. While in this work, we have
restricted ourselves to organic molecules in the gas phase,
the extension of exPOT to periodic systems and magnetic
materials is straight-forward. Moreover, our method can
also be combined with any common excited state descrip-
tion, e.g. including electron-hole correlations within the
framework of the Bethe-Salpeter equation.
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Appendix A: Ground state and linear response
calculations

The structures of the three molecules TCNQ
(C12H4N4), porphin (C20H14N4) and PTCDA
(C24H8O6) were optimized using the real-space mode of
GPAW [63, 64] in conjunction with the BFGS minimiza-
tion routine from the Atomic Simulation Environment
(ASE) [65]. We used a simulation box with 0.2 Å
spacing, 8 Å vacuum around each molecule and set the
maximum force criterion to 0.02 eV/Å. These relaxed
geometries were then used in all further calculations
and are depicted in Fig. 4 together with the Cartesian
coordinate system and the direction of the pump field
incidence.
In order to solve Casida’s equation and perform the

NTO analysis, we employed the linear-response TDDFT
(LR-TDDFT) implementation of the real-space code OC-
TOPUS [56, 57]. For the three molecules, we used a sim-
ulation domain with spheres of radius 8 Å around each
atom and a spacing of 0.2 Å. While the latter value for
the spacing may not lead to fully converged results for
the geometry optimization described before, as well as
for the optical spectra in the following, we choose 0.2 Å
none the less for all calculations to be consistent with the
numerically very demanding ARPES simulations. For
the same reason, we used the local density approxima-
tion (LDA) [66] for LR-TDDFT calculations with the
Perdew-Zunger implementation of correlation [67] and
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FIG. 4. Geometries of the three molecules used in our in-
vestigation (TCNQ, porphin and PTCDA), arrows mark the
incident direction of the pump pulse in the photoemission
simulation

norm-conserving Troullier-Martins pseudopotentials [68].
Having computed the respective groundstate of the three
molecules this way, we solved Casida’s equation with
the same numerical parameters and considered an energy
window of 32 eV, 28 eV and 30 eV for TCNQ, Porphin
and PTCDA, respectively. In this range combinations of
occupied and unoccupied states were considered, thereby

obtaining the transition density matrices X
(m)
vc for the

m-th exciton. Note that our calculations also include
de-excitations beyond the Tamm-Dancoff approximation.
For the NTOs, we computed the singular value decompo-
sition of Eq. 12 with python’s numpy package [69]. The
results of the LR-TDDFT calculations are shown in Ta-
ble II and optical spectra are shown in Fig 5 for compar-
ison with the real-time TDDFT calculations of the next
section.

Appendix B: Real-time TDDFT calculations

In this section, we describe the methods to obtain
the ab-initio simulations of photoemission from real-time
TDDFT (RT-TDDFT) with OCTOPUS. While in the

TABLE II. Casida excitation energies, Ωm, their correspond-
ing single particle contributions in terms of the inital Kohn-
Sham molecular orbitals, X2

vc, and the eigenvalues (magni-
tudes) of the natural transition orbitals, Λ2

λ, for the three
molecules presented in the main text. All contributions
greater than 0.01 are shown, those referenced in our inves-
tigation are highlighted in color, where the different shad-
ings connect the single-particle contributions with their NTO
counterparts, with the exception of the NTOs for PTCDA,
since here a full sum over λ was necessary (see text for de-
tails)

.

TCNQ porphin PTCDA

Ωm = 6.76 eV Ωm = 3.52 eV Ωm = 5.51 eV

ϕv → χc X2
vc ϕv → χc X2

vc ϕv → χc X2
vc

3 → 2 0.44 2 → 1 0.36 8 → 4 0.29
2 → 3 0.35 1 → 2 0.27 11 → 2 0.23
1 → 6 0.07 4 → 2 0.25 7 → 7 0.17
5 → 4 0.03 8 → 2 0.05 4 → 8 0.06
17 → 2 0.02 3 → 3 0.04 4 → 2 0.06
11 → 3 0.02 1 → 5 0.05

8 → 3 0.03
16 → 1 0.02
7 → 1 0.02
9 → 2 0.02

ϕ̃λ → χ̃λ Λ2
λ ϕ̃λ → χ̃λ Λ2

λ ϕ̃λ → χ̃λ Λ2
λ

1 → 1 0.46 1 → 1 0.57 1 → 1 0.32
2 → 2 0.39 2 → 2 0.36 2 → 2 0.32
3 → 3 0.07 3 → 3 0.05 3 → 3 0.20
4 → 4 0.04 4 → 4 0.06
5 → 5 0.01 5 → 5 0.05

6 → 6 0.03

last section, the results for linear-response calculations
already delivered the desired excitation energies, we also
employed a RT-TDDFT method for optical spectra [70].
Using the ground state calculations with the same pa-
rameters as described in the previous section, we per-
turbed the system at initial time t = 0 with a Dirac-δ

pulse (pulse strength: 0.01 Å
−1

) that equally excites all
optically allowed transitions. We then evolved the sys-
tem for further 30 fs, with a time steps of 2 as, and
Fourier transformed the time-dependent dipole-moment
to get the optical spectrum [71]. In Fig. 5, we compare
the optical spectra from RT-TDDFT with those from the
LR-TDDFT calculations of the previous section. For all
three molecules, we find very good agreement, thus as-
suring the comparability of our methods. Since we also
use TDDFT in the real-time fashion for the ARPES sim-
ulations, we use the excitation energies (marked by ⋆
symbols) from RT-TDDFT.

Having obtained the excitation energies of interest,
we now describe the method used for the pump-probe
ARPES simulations with t-SURFF [58, 59]. For all three
molecules, we first computed the ground state as de-
scribed above, with the only difference that we used
a spherical simulation box around the center of the
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FIG. 5. Absorption spectra of the molecules TCNQ, porphin and PTCDA calculated with OCTOPUS in RT-TDDFT (full
curves) and within the linear-response Casida formalism (dashed curves). Excitation energies used in the pump-probe photoe-
mission simulations are marked with an asterisk.

molecules with R = 35 Å radius. Then, the systems
were subjected to pump pulses with respective energies
Ωm for tpump = 20 fs, followed by tprobe = 15 fs of propa-
gation time with the probe pulse. While the energy and
direction of the pump pulses were varied according to
the excitations within the different molecules, we always
probed with z-polarized fields and a photon energy of
ω = 35 eV. For both types of pulses, we used a cos(ωt)
function, shaped by a hull function of sin2-type to en-
sure gradual on- and off-switching of the fields, thereby
avoiding non-resonant excitations. The field amplitudes
were varied such that the radiation would correspond to
a laser with intensity 108 W/cm2. In order to avoid spu-
rious effects of reflected electron density at the border
of our simulation region, we inserted a complex absorb-

ing potential (CAP) [72] described by iξ sin2(Θ(r−R0)π
2R ),

with magnitude ξ = −0.2 a.u. and onset at R0 = 20 Å.
Over all times, we recorded the flux of electron density
through a spherical surface [58, 59] at R0 and thus ob-
tained energy- and angle-resolved photoemission intesi-
ties in an ab-inito way as a direct numerical simulation
of the experiment.

Appendix C: Complementing results

In the following, we give additional results that com-
plement those of the main text for all three molecules.

For each molecule in Fig. 6–8, we show the kinetic en-
ergy spectra from t-SURFF (Panels (a)) in conjunction
with momentum maps from the different methods pre-
sented for a series of orbitals that are relevant for the
respective excitons (Panels (b)). For TCNQ in Fig. 6,
all results between the different theoretical descriptions
agree well, with the exception of maps for v = 11, where
the results from t-SURFF are different to exPOT. In-
terestingly, it seems that the t-SURFF map for v = 11
depicts what seems to be missing for the exPOT map for
v = 2, i.e. the accentuation of the main feature at kx = 0
Å−1, ky ≥ 2 Å−1. The additional results for porphin in
Fig. 7 show very good agreement as well, with the one
exception of v = 8, which does not agree at all. For
the two pathological cases, v = 11 in TCNQ and v = 8
in porphin, we wish to remark that for both cases the
contributions to the transition matrix are alread quite
small (1-2 %) such that better converged LR-TDDFT
calculations might give other results. The same argu-
ment is valid for the t-SURFF calculations, where it can
be seen in the kinetic energy-resolved spectra that the
peaks stemming from these two transitions are by ap-
proximately an order of magnitude smaller than those of
the main contributions and would hardly be detectable
in an actual experiment.
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FIG. 6. Summary of results for TCNQ excited with 6.7 eV in y-direction. The kinetic energy spectrum from t-
SURFF is shown in panel (a) with I(|k|) in grey, as well as the projection on states v = {3, 2, 1, 5, 11}. In the same colors, we
show Ev in dashed lines and Ev + ωpump in full lines. In panel (b), the corresponding momentum maps of the state-projected
photoemission intensities from t-SURFF are shown in each line of the leftmost column. In the left-middle column, we show
the results from exPOT for the sum over NTOs (Eq. 17) and the equal results from exPOT with the coherent sum over Xvcχc

(Eq. 11) in the middle-right column. For comparison, the results with a wrongly performed incoherent sum are shown in the
rightmost column (see text for details).
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[Å
−

1
]

v=2

(b) t-SURFF Sum of NTOs Coherent sum Incoherent sum

-2

-1

0

1

2

k
y

[Å
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FIG. 7. Summary of results for porphin excited with 3.5 eV in x-direction. The kinetic energy spectrum from
t-SURFF is shown in panel (a) with I(|k|) in grey, as well as the projection on states v = {2, 1, 4, 8, 3}. In the same colors, we
show Ev in dashed lines and Ev + ωpump in full lines. In panel (b), the corresponding momentum maps of the state-projected
photoemission intensities from t-SURFF are shown in each line of the leftmost column. In the left-middle column, we show
the results from exPOT for the sum over NTOs (Eq. 17) and the equal results from exPOT with the coherent sum over Xvcχc

(Eq. 11) in the middle-right column. For comparison, the results with a wrongly performed incoherent sum are shown in the
rightmost column (see text for details).
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[Å
−

1
]

v=8

(b) t-SURFF Sum of NTOs Coherent sum Incoherent sum

-2

-1

0

1

2

k
y

[Å
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−1

]

-2 -1 0 1 2

kx [Å
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FIG. 8. Summary of results for PTCDA excited with 5.45 eV in y-direction. The kinetic energy spectrum from
t-SURFF is shown in panel (a) with I(|k|) in grey, as well as the projection on states v = {8, 7, 4, 11, 1}. In the same colors, we
show Ev in dashed lines and Ev + ωpump in full lines. In panel (b), the corresponding momentum maps of the state-projected
photoemission intensities from t-SURFF are shown in each line of the leftmost column. In the left-middle column, we show
the results from exPOT for the sum over NTOs (Eq. 17) and the equal results from exPOT with the coherent sum over Xvcχc

(Eq. 11) in the middle-right column. For comparison, the results with a wrongly performed incoherent sum are shown in the
rightmost column (see text for details).
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[8] L. Egger, B. Kollmann, P. Hurdax, D. Lüftner, X. Yang, S. Weiß, A. Gottwald, M. Richter, G. Koller, S. Soubatch, F. S.

Tautz, P. Puschnig, and M. G. Ramsey, New J. Phys. 21, 043003 (2019).
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[62] S. Hammon and S. Kümmel, Phys. Rev. A 104, 012815 (2021).
[63] J. J. Mortensen, L. B. Hansen, and K. W. Jacobsen, Phys. Rev. B 71, 035109 (2005).
[64] J. Enkovaara, C. Rostgaard, J. J. Mortensen, J. Chen, M. Dulak, L. Ferrighi, J. Gavnholt, C. Glinsvad, V. Haikola, H. A.

Hansen, H. H. Kristoffersen, M. Kuisma, A. H. Larsen, L. Lehtovaara, M. Ljungberg, O. Lopez-Acevedo, P. G. Moses,
J. Ojanen, T. Olsen, V. Petzold, N. A. Romero, J. Stausholm-Moller, M. Strange, G. A. Tritsaris, M. Vanin, M. Walter,
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