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Band structures for solid rare gases (Ne, Ar) have beenleddcliusing th&Z 1 approximation. All electron
and pseudopotentiab initio calculations were performed using Gaussian orbital basssesd the dependence
of particle-hole gaps and electron affinities on basis sdtteeatment of core electrons is investigated. All
electronGW calculations have a smaller particle-hole gap than pseatdafial G calculations by up to 0.2
eV. Quasiparticle electron and hole excitation energiakgnce band widths and electron affinities are generally
in very good agreement with those derived from optical glitsam and photoemission measurements.

PACS numbers: 71.20.-b,78.20.bh,78.40.-q,79.60.-i

I. INTRODUCTION with experiment for relatively narrow band gap materialshsu
as Si, where DFT results in an indirect band gap which under-

Optical spectra and band structures of rare gas solids (RGEptimates the experimental value 0.7 eV.
have been studied, both experimentally and theoretidaity, ~ All electron GW calculations have been performed re-
over 40 years. Their importance lies in the simplicity of cently for a variety of crystalline solids, including!$#:2%:2
their crystal structure, the nearly atomic character oénag ~ The all electron indirect band gaps calculated for Si were
states versus extended character of conduction stateiand underestimated2%2tby 0.2 to 0.3 eV. There has been some
fact that they have strong many-body effects in their opticadebate whether this is due to incompleteness of the Basis
spectra. They are an important testing ground for eleatronior explicit inclusion of the core electrons (all electromhex
structure methods and as electronic structure methods hatean PP approximatio#}1%:222L23 |n the present work we
developed, they have been applied to RGS. Early electronigompare results for the RGS using both all electron and PP
structure studies included applications of density floral ~ approximations for the core electrons.
theory (DFT$2:3 Hartree-Fock theory (HF¥$:5.7 and self- The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: in sec-
interaction corrected DT Some of these studies have in- tion Il the GW formalism used here is outlined, in section |11
cluded correlation effects in the band structure via maoglyb  results ofGW bandstructure calculations are compared to ex-
perturbation theosy?:>.":9 periment and earlie&W calculations on Ne and Ar. Finally,

In this paper we present results ab initio all elec- conclusions are given in section IV.
tron and pseudopotential many-body calculations of thelban
structures of solid Ne and Ar using Gaussian orbital ba-
sis sets. Band structures are calculated using Ghi&
approximatiof%! and the dependence of particle-hole gaps
and electron affinities on basis set and treatment of core ele
trons is investigated. In another pajgewe will present re- A. Quasiparticleenergies
sults of calculations of optical spectra of these solidagisi
Bethe-Salpeter formalish Calculations were performed in  Conceptually, single electron and hole excitations are de-
a Gaussian orbital basis using the EXCITON égdavhich  g¢riped
is interfaced to the CRYSTAL cod& Single particle wave
functions, energy eigenvalues and matrix elements of the ex
change correlation potential from CRYSTAL are used by EX- H(rywg (r) + / S(r,r’, EYYRT (r')dr’ = e (r).
CITON to performGW and exciton calculations. The prin- 1
cipal parameters of the band structures of RGS which hav&he self-energy operatok,(r, r’, E), is non-Hermitian and
been obtained experimentally are the particle-hole bapd gaso eigenvaluess,,, have real and imaginary parts, the real
Eq, the valence band widthy and the electron affinityy 4. part being the quasiparticle energg%” and the imagi-
The particle-hole gap is the energy difference for particld  nary part being related to the quasiparticle lifetime. lis th
hole excitations at the conduction band minimum and valencevork the self-energy operator was computed within €é’
band maximum. It has been obtained experimentally from abapproximatiod?, in which the self-energy operator is ob-
sorption spectruf? and photoemission measuremeéhig tained from convolution of the non-interacting single{jade

The GW approximation is a many-body perturbation the- Green’s function(,,, and the screened Coulomb interaction,
ory and therefore contains corrections to a simpler, singlelV/,
particle (SP) Hamiltonian. It was originally applied to sem
conductors using a DFT Kohn-Sham Hamiltonian, a plan ? w0t
wave basis set gnd pseudopotential (PP) approximati%n fop(r: 7" E) = Py /e O Go(r, !, E—w) W(r, 1’ w) dw.
core electrong and was found to give excellent agreement (2)

I1. GW APPROXIMATION
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G, is constructed from DFT single-particle orbitajg’”, and ~ whereQ is the crystal volume an@Elg, is the inverted, sym-

eigenvaluesE>?, of the Kohn-Sham operator, metrized RPA dielectric matrix. Numerical evaluation of W
andX (Egs. [2) and[{ll0)) requires calculation and inversion
Golr 7' w) = Z YT (r)rdP () 3) of the dielectric matrix at many values of Although such
o w— ESP +40tsign(ESP — Ep)’ schemes have been carried %utit is both time consum-

n

ing and unnecessary in the present work. Instead, we adopt
For light elements it has been found that quasiparticle ama plasmon-pole model based on the work of von der Lin-

plitudes are well approximated by DFT wave functibns den and Horscl, which uses the concept of dielectric band

Thus, quasiparticle energies are simply given by structuré’ to approximate the frequency dependence of the
dielectric matrix. The model assumes that all frequency de-

ESy = ESE + WERIS(E2L) = Vae[no][wSk).  (4)  pendenceis erojected onto eigenvalues of the invertedatiel

tric matrix, e, (w) through the approximation,

In this case only diagonal elements of the self-energy ma-

trix and exchange-correlation potentitl,.[n,], are required.

Vzc[no] is the exchange-correlation potential of the vaIenceEfl(w) =14 “ql%ql 1 _ 1 _
electron densityp,, from the initial DFT calculation. Equa- ¢ 2 w—wg +0"  wHwg —10T
tion (@) is solved using a scheme given by Hybertsen and (12)
Louietl, zq are pole strengthsy,, are plasmon frequencies and

op op sp - is_a posit_ive infinit(_esimal. Eigenvalues of the invertedetie _
Bk = Epp + ZnkR(Wn i | AS(Ep) [Yme)- (B3)  tric matrix determine the pole strengths and a plot of their
) o L ) . dispersion with wave vector is known as the dielectric band
Zmk 1S the quasiparticle renormalization factor and is def'”edstructuréz; the dielectric band structure for fcc Ar was re-
by ported previouskE. Plasmon pole frequencies are calculated
OR(LSP sp 1 eithe_r using the Johnson sum &‘ﬂe_r _by fi_tting _the dielectric
7= (1 _ (Ve (E) k) ‘ SP> (6) matrix at zero frequency and a finite, imaginary frequency,
oF E=Ek wy. It can easily be shown that,

and the operato\X. is given by

L2 —wi[l — e (wy)] 12)
’ _ ’ 1 — — — 5
AX(r,r", E) = S(r,7", E) — Vae[no]. (7) a aqll(zO) - aqll(zwf)
B. Self-energy matrix elements and that,
—1
The screened Coulomb interaction is computed from the zq =1 —¢e4 (10). (13)

dielectric function and the bare Coulomb interaction

Results presented in Sectibd Il were obtained using plas-
W(r,r' w) = /eil(r,r",w)v(r",r')dr" (8)  mon frequencies from the Johnson sum rule; quasiparticle
band gaps obtained in this way were generally higher than
Two-point functions in a crystal lattice such as the screenethose obtained by fitting by a few hundredths of an electron
interaction have the propertj(r + R, ' + R) = f(r,r’), ~ Volt. The plasmon-pole form of the inverted dielectric ma-
where R is a Bravais lattice vector, owing to translational trix allows the frequency integration in the calculationtioé

symmetry. They may be represented as a Fourier transforg€!f-energy matrix element in Eq(2) to be done analytcall
adl, This leads to two contributions to the self-energy: an eperg

independent, Hartree-Fock exchange term,
f(’l", ’I"') _ Z ez(q+G)~7‘fGGI (q)efl(quG )r ’ (9)
q,G,G" (mk|X,|mk) =

. . . . 2,2 occ —1(q+G)- 2
whereG is a reciprocal lattice vector anglis a wavevector _AnTe [(mkle” 9D " |nk + q)|

, (14)

in the first Brillouin zone. Fourier coefficients of the saned Q aC lg+ GJ?
potential,Wg e are given by,
A2 1 where sum over bands, extends only over occupied states.

Weaer(q,w) = |sg;1g, (g,w), (10) The second, dynamic part

Q [q+Gllg+6&



occ

176 g~ 5 (mkle™{9° )Tk + g) (nk + gle D by
@ lg+Gllg+ G’

(mk|Xc(E)|mk ) =
,G,G" "

N Z_qiw— 1
% Z‘/I,G(_q)‘/l7_c’(_q)[ ql%—ql
l

, 15
2 E — Epktq +w_qisign(Er — Eng) (15)

contains correlation energies of electron or holeelectron self-energy must be considéfed We compare re-
quasiparticle®. 1, _¢ are eigenvectors of the static, sults from two alternative approximations for the energiein
symmetrized dielectric matrixga (g, w = 0). pendent part of th\Y: operator which were applied recently
in all electron GW calculations on8i The first approxi-
mation is to compute matrix elements of the DFT exchange-
C. Numerical details correlation potential using the valence electron densitly o
and to restrict the sum on occupied states in Eql (14) to va-

. L . lence states only,
The starting point in our approach is to generate

non-interacting single-particle Green’s functions of an N (mk|AS|mk) = (mk|ZU|mk) + (mk|Z % |mk)
electron system. We use density functional théb(DFT) ‘ kv * B (16
within the Perdew-Wang generalized gradient approxima- —(mk|Vac[no]|mk). (16)

tion®2 (PWGGA) to obtain eigenvectors and eigenvalues of P :
the Kohn-Sham Hamiltonian. For this part of the caIcuIationThe second approximationis to replace matrix elementseof th

we employ theab initio package CRYSTAE which uses the ?/na:zen;:eaj)egrs]&}ﬁght/)exchange correlation potential|n,],
Linear Combination of Atomic Orbitals (LCAO) approach to gs- y

expand the Bloch functions. In order to investigate conver- ElV. A Elxcore | mk 17
gence criteria within the Gaussian orbital framework and ef (M| Vaclne + no]jmk) (mk| 25 | mk).— (17)
fects of core electrons we performed both all electron and PRhe notation(mk|Sc¢|mk) and (mk|Se|mk) indicates
calculations for each solid. Basis sets with 52 and 53 fonsti  hat the sum om in Eq. [@) is limited to core or valence

per atom were developed for PP and all electron calculationgates only. Matrix elements of the LDA exchange potential
respectively, for Ne. The PP and all electron basis sets for Agng Hartree-Fock exchange operator for valence band maxi-
contained 56 and 66 functions, respectively. Details ofsbas yym and conduction band minimum states in silicon obtained
sets are given in AppendXlA. Pseudopotentials from DuranqlJy Arnaud and Alouas? using a projector augmented wave
and Barthel&® were used in PP calculations. Experimental(pAW) method and in this work using CRYSTAL are com-
lattice constang& were used. _ pared in Tabl@ll. Remarkably good agreement was found be-

The sum ovey points in Eqs.[(T¥) and15) as well as inte- tyween LDA exchange potential matrix elements from either
gration over the Brillouin zone in the dielectric matrix cala- method (diﬂ:erences in matrix elements are 0n|y 0.01 eV in
tion is performed using Monkhorst-Pfélspemal points. The  three out of four cases) and good agreement between Hartree-
singularity in Eqs.[IK) and[15) df/ " type forg — 0 and  Fock exchange matrix elements is also obtained (within 0.1
G = G' = O was integrated out using the auxiliary function ev). The shortcoming of the latter approach (Egl (17)) issslo

technique of Gygi and Baldereséhiwhile the singularity in  convergence of the Hartree-Fock exchange operator for core
Eqg. [I3) of1/q type was neglected since the final result is Notstatesmk|xco|mk)

affected if it is neglected.

Two special points in the irreducible Brillouin zone were
used for calculation of self-energy matrix elements anfl an 1. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
8 x 8 grid in the full Brillouin zone was used for the dielectric
matrix calculation. Up to 400 (800@y vectors are required
to achieve convergence of the Hartree-Fock part of the selfx
energy (Eq.[(J4)) for PP (all electron) basis sets for secon
row elements. In the summation ovéf and G’ vectors in
Eq. (I¥), 65 vectors gave well converged results for alidsoli

One of the aims of this work is to compare results5o1/
alculations on simple atomic solids which treat core etet
ither by a PP or by explicitly including them in an all elec-
tron calculation. Energies of states at valence band maxima
and conduction band minima are given in Tdble II, as well as
fundamental band gaps and valence band widths within DFT
and GW approximations and experimen&GW all electron
D. Core-valence exchange-correlation decoupling quasiparticle energies obtained by the two core-valeree el

tron decoupling methods outlined in Eq§_1(16) and (17) are

When matrix elements of thAY operator in Eq. [[7) are given in columns Iabelleang andng. DFT-PP calcula-
evaluated, contributions from core electrons to the vadenctions underestimate experimental band gaps by 45% for Ne
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all electron calculations lie slightly above PP values. @he

LDA exchange potential (V) operators for self-consistent DFT wave sqlute value of thé", (_:o_nductlon band energy, V.Vh'Ch deter-
functions at valence band maxima and conduction band mifoama MNES the electron affinity, has the correct sign in GW calcu-

Si. The symbolsi.+n., core andn, denote whether core + valence, /ations and lies just 0.4 eV below the experimental value for

core only or valence only states are included in the opesator the electron affinity, whereas DFT calculations predicgéar
electron affinities of the wrong sigriz1V calculations result

TABLE I: Matrix elements of the Hartree-Fock exchangg, J and

. Va[ne + ni] 5 Va[n.] in valence band widths 0.9 eV, which are smaller than the

11:15% _ﬂ;i _1'2(2) _18'12 experimental value of 1.3 é¥, but are in agreement with the

15e e o e value of 0.99 eV obtained by Bacaks$ al2 The two methods
Tyer, 2 1355 _1.80 1145 used fpr core-valence dec_oupll_ng (Taﬁle_ll, coIgmns_S and 6)
oo lb 13.45 1.85 11.46 result in[';5, andl';. quasiparticle energies which differ by

25/1) - . — 1. - .

only ~ 0.05eV.

aThis work.
bReferencé 19.

TheT';5, valence band maximum state in all electron DFT
. o . calculations on Ar is lower than in PP calculations by 0.53 eV
TABLE II: DFT eigenvalues and:\V' quasiparticle energies at va- \ypjle thel';,. conduction band minimum state is lower by 0.16
lence band maxima and conduction band minima, valence bangdy, yqever7IW quasiparticle energies for these states using
widths and energy gaps for Ne and Ar RGS. Calculations were pe either all electron or PP basis sets are in good agreement, th
formed using pseudopotentials (second and third colummd)ad maximum difference being only 0.13 eV. ’:?_ 19 con ’
. . Tlagh lc -

electron basis sets (fourth to sixth columns). The fifth [mqugf duction band ds th ] el ffi
gives all electronGW data whenV,.[n,] is calculated explicitly uction band energy exceeds the experimental electron affin

(Eq. [IB)) and the sixth column gives quasiparticle energiaen Ity by ~ 0.4 €V, whereas the DFT',. energy again predicts
Vae[nw) is calculated using EqLTL7). The last column gives exper-&1 electron affinity with the wrong signiz\¥" valence band
imental data. Experimental data is taken from Referénceriéss ~ Widths of 1.73 (PP) and 1.83 eV (all electron) agree very well
cited differently. Energies are given in eV. with the experimental value of 1.7 é¥ The two methods
used for core-valence decoupling also result in very simila

DFT PP QP DFT allg(i%gtron ng Exp. guasiparticle energies for Ar.

Neon

sy —13.14 —19.37 —13.18 —19.07 —19.10 —20.21

. -1.35 0.86 —1.42 0.97 1.03 1.3 GW band structures alonfy and>> symmetry lines for Ne

W, 0.71 0.93 0.79 0.91 0.93 1.32 and Ar are shown in Figd1l. Self-energy correctiong=id

E, 11.99 2023 11.76  20.04 20.13  21.51 band structures in both Ne and Ar are relatively independent
of wavevector, leading to scissortype opening of the band

Argon gap on going from DFT ta&WW energy bands. DFT band-

5o =974 -13.15 1027 —13.02 -13.00 —13.75 structures are not shown in FIg. 1 for clarity. Tatigk I1I

I'te  —0.60 0.72 —-0.76 0.80 0.81 0.4
W 1.35 1.73 1.32 1.83 1.85 1.78
Ey 9.13 13.89 9.51 13.82 13.81 14.15

give a direct comparison of all electron DFT energy eigenval
ues and7 W quasiparticle energies at high symmetry points
for Ne and Ar and include results from Bacagisal2 and ex-
aReferencé 17. periment. When DFT and quasiparticle energies for Ne at X
and L points are compared (TalIg 1), we find a widening of
the valence bands by approximately 30%. Our results for va-
and by 35% for Ar. GW-PP calculations show significantly '€nce band energies and widths are in very good agreement
improved agreement with experimental data in each sole; thWith those reported earlier by Bacags al=. A similar pat-
band gap error is reduced to 6% in Ne and 2% in Ar; inghttem of_valence band widening fd;*W_ vglence bandsin Ne is
underestimation of band gaps in RGS is similar to that iniound in Arand our results are again in good agreement with
semiconductors where, for example, the band gap is undefhose of Bacaligt al. The energy difference of the first and

estimated by 4% in &1. The reason for good agreement be_zevcg‘/cmdlcoln?_uctipn bzanc\i/s at tflilepomt T'%c{h_ l;xgvin Iour
tween quasiparticle energieEf?P andEQQP, for Ne and Ar cajcuiation 1s~ < eV smarer than in the caicu-

- 9 ; ; lation for Ne, while the value of 8.21 eV for Ar agrees well

N S oy s ot o 0 5 kS e o
T oplSl e z ~energy difference is sensitive to completeness of Gausstan

- Vie[ne + o] for E5™; the difference in these two quanti- pia| basis sets (see Appenflik A) as Thg, state has signif-
ties is of order 0.1 eV and results in nearly equal quasigerti jcant amplitude in octahedral interstitial regions. Irgtwn of
energiesP " and EZ". interstitial functions in basis sets (AppendX A) and optim

There is good agreement between PP and all electron DF3ation of the most diffuse functions reduced thg. — I';.
calculations for Ne; the bottom conductidny§,) and top va-  energy difference significantly, while basis sets with rieiin
lence bandl(;.) energies and valence band widthig ) differ ~ stitial functions result in a larger conduction band sepana
by less than 0.1 e\I'y5, andI';. quasiparticle energies from and fundamental gap.
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FIG. 1: GW band structure for Ne (left panel) and Ar (right panel).

TABLE llI: Energy eigenvalues in eV at high-symmetry poirfits TABLE IV: Energy eigenvalues in eV at high-symmetry points f
solid Ne. The reference energy is the valence band maximum ersolid Ar. The reference energy is the valence band maximwerggn
ergy. Results in the second and third columns were obtaisiedan  Results in the second and third columns were obtained usiral a
all electron basis set and valence-core electron deca@uplas done  electron basis set and valence-core electron decouplisglarze us-
using the method outlined in EfJ16. Results in the fourthfiftid  ing the method outlined in EJL6. Results in the fourth anih fif
columns are from all electron PAW calculatidnsThe last column  columns are from all electron PAW calculatidnsThe last column

presents experimental values. presents experimental values.
This work PAW? This work PAW?
DFT GW DFT GW Exp. DFT GW DFT GW Exp.
T'150 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Tis0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T 11.76 20.04 11.40 16.56 21.51° T 9.51 13.82 8.09 11.96 14.15°
X —0.61 —0.82 —0.67 —0.88 X -119 -165 —1.28 —1.73
X;U -0.21 —0.29 -0.23  —-0.30 X;U —0.42 —0.50 —0.46 —0.63
Ly, —-0.69 —091 —0.75 —0.99  —1.3° Lo, -1.31 —-183 —141 —1.92 —1.7°
Ly, —0.07 —0.10 —0.07 —0.09 Ls, —-0.14 —020 —0.16 —0.20
Iys. — T 17.85 1857 1812  20.51 N 6.85 8.21 7.43 8.44
Xiec —Tic 6.78 6.66 6.82 8.12 Xie —Tic 2.02 2.04 2.63 3.10
Lic —Tic 5.57 5.91 6.03 7.21 Lic — T 2.25 2.56 2.94 3.50
aReferencé]2. aReferencé]2.
bReferencBS. bReferencBS.
CReference 17. CReference 17.

IV. . CONCLUSIONS good agreement, although the fundamental band gap predicte

by all electron calculations is smaller than that in psewdop
Band structures of solid Ne and Ar have been calculated ugential calculations by up to 0.2 eV. Positions of conduttio
ing theGW approximation. Calculations were performed us-band minima for Ne and Ar id71/ calculations are in good
ing experimental lattice constants. Gaussian orbitalbsetis agreement with experimental electron affinities so thababs
were used throughout and core electrons were treated eithkite positions of quasiparticle energy levels in Ne and Ar ar
explicitly with all electron basis sets or by pseudopotasti reliably predicted in theZ1/ approximation. Fundamental
Results of all electron and pseudopotential calculatioasra  band gaps for Ne and Ar are in good agreement with experi-



TABLE V: Basis sets used in this work. Exponents of s, p and d APPENDIX A: BASISSETS

Cartesian Gaussian orbitals which were centered on theausite

((0,0,0) labeled Nuc.) and at the octahedral interstittel af the fcc

lattice ((0.5,0.5,0.5) labelled Oct.) are tabulated im@tounits. Ba-

sis sets for atomic cores in all electron calculations wererentional The construction and use of an appropriate basis set con-
quantum chemistry core basis sets and are not given here. stitutes a critical factor imb initio calculations and is partic-
ularly important within a Gaussian orbital framework. Apar

Nur\cl:‘.esp 390 160 40 2.0 14 0.47 0.185 from minimizing.the total energy, which is necessary for a
Nuc. d 16 0.8 0.2 good quality basis set, one has to ensure that the basisrset co
Oct. sp 0.3 tains a sufficient number of basis functions to generateithe v

tual space. The need for a large number of conduction bands
Ar - Basis Set 1 for a well converged self-energy has been emphasized again
Nuc.sp 32.0 16.0 4.0 2.0 1.4 0.47 0.15 recently??. The number of conduction bands can be increased
Nuc. d 0.8 0.4 0.2 by includingf andg type functions into the basis set, but these
Oct. sp 047 0.15 are not yet available in the CRYSTAL code. Alternatively; ex
Oct. d 0.4 tra sets of orbitals were added at interstitial sites of tiystal.

This improves the flexibility of the basis set through thetuni

Ar - Basis Set2 cell and attempts to reproduce the highly nodal structure of

Nuc. sp 85.0 34.0 14.0 1.4 0.8 0.39 0.2

Nuc. d 105 079 039 01 free-electron conduction band states.
Oct. sp 0.61 0.31
Octd 0.2

Two techniques were used for constructing basis sets:
Firstly, starting from two decay constants, 0.15 and 2.0, ge

o ) ) ometrical expansion was used to generate more localized or-
mental gaps from photoemission and optical absorption datgita|s  interstitial functions were added and the mostusiéf

where shifts in the gap due to electron-hole attraction have,nctions were adjusted to minimize the total energy. The

been subtracted. second approach used valence exponents from conventional,
contracted quantum chemistry basis sets. Several Gaussian
functions are combined into a single basis function in a con-
tracted basis function by fixing their weights. Here the same
exponents as used in contracted basis functions were usgted, b
This work was supported by Enterprise-Ireland under Grange|ative weights of different exponents were determined du

number SC/99/267 and by the Irish Higher Education Au-ing the self-consistent field DFT calculation. The basis set
thority under the PRTLI-IITAC2 programme. CHP wishes to ysed for PP Ne and Ar (Basis set 1) and all electron Ne calcu-
thank R. Dovesi and C. Roetti for hospitality during a visit |ations was of the first type while all electron Ar calculato

to the Universita di Torino, which was supported by a Royalwere performed using a basis set of the second type (Basis set
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