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Abstract

To improve the computational efficiencies of the real-space orbital-free density func-
tional theory, this work develops a new single-grid solver by directly providing the
closed-form solution to the inner iteration and using an improved bisection method to
accelerate the line search process in the outer iteration, and extended the single-grid
solver to a multi-grid solver. Numerical examples show that the proposed single-grid
solver can improve the computational efficiencies by two orders of magnitude compar-
ing with the methods in the literature and the multi-grid solver can improve the com-
putational efficiencies even once for the cases where high-resolution electron densities
are needed.

Keywords: Orbital-free density functional theory; Real-space methods; Finite
difference discretization; Improved bisection method; Multi-grid method

1. Introduction

Density functional theory (DFT) regards the three-dimensional ground state elec-
tron density rather than the 3Ne-dimensional (Ne denotes the number of electrons in the
system) wave functions as the independent variable, thus has a great advantage over the
wave function-based methods in quantum chemistry in terms of computational efficien-
cies, hence becomes a workhorse in computational chemistry. In traditional DFT, the
kinetic energy is expressed as a functional of Ne orthogonal orbitals, the orbitals are
solutions of the Kohn-Sham equation and are combined into the ground state electron
density. However, this kind of methods not only have low computational efficien-
cies, bu also may not converge. Although the direct minimization methods are free
of self-consistent field iterations, the computational efficiencies cannot be substantially
enhanced under the framework of the traditional DFT. In fact, the idea of expressing the
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kinetic energy as a direct functional of the ground state electron density had been pro-
posed in 1927[1], nonetheless, orbital-free DFT (OFDFT) has become a mainstream
method since the beginning of the 21st century. Numerical methods include plane-
wave ones[2, 3, 4] and real-space ones. The former utilize fast Fourier transform to
compute the kinetic energy, thus have high computational efficiencies, nonetheless,
these methods are only suitable for periodic systems. The later are suitable for non-
periodic systems thus has been attracting more attention in recent years.

The real-space methods can be classified into finite element methods and finite dif-
ference methods according to discretization schemes, or can be classified into direct
methods and transform methods according to the treatment of the electrostatic terms.
The basic idea of the transform methods is to rewrite the electrostatic terms as a varia-
tional problem with respect to the total electrostatic potential, thus can avoid the non-
local computations including the convolution in the Hartree term and the Ewald sum-
mation in the ion-ion interaction, making the overall computational complexity reduces
to linear scaling with respect to the number of ions. Based on the second-order finite
difference discretization and the direct method, Jiang et al. [5] firstly used the conjugate
gradient method to compute the ground state electron density. Garcıa-Cervera et al.[6]
used the truncated Newton method to compute the ground state electron density. Mi
et al. [7] developed a software package ATLAS for computing the ground state elec-
tron density of periodic systems. Shao et al. [8] proposed an improved self-consistent
field iteration method for computing the ground state electron density. Gavini et al.
[9] firstly proposed the general finite element framework for non-periodic systems and
firstly proposed the transform method, and proved some theoretical properties of the fi-
nite element method. Motamarri et al. [10] extended this method by using higher-order
finite elements, leading to improvements of computational efficiencies by two orders of
magnitude, and proved the error boundaries theoretically. Das et al. [11] extended the
higher-order finite element method by using the Wang-Govind-Carter type non-local
kinetic energy, and rewrite the saddle-point problem as a fixed-point problem, the later
was solved with a self-consistent field iteration method. Suryanarayana et al. [12]
carried on the transform method and proposed a higher-order finite difference method
for general non-periodic systems, and rewrote the constrained optimization problem as
a unconstrained optimization problem by using the augmented Lagrange method, and
the problem was solved with the nonlinear conjugate gradient method. Ghosh et al.[13]
also carried on the transform method, and proposed the higher-order finite difference
method for periodic systems, and computed the ground state electron density by using
a fixed-point iteration method and a parallel computation strategy.

Previous works mainly focused on numerical discretization schemes and used ready-
made solvers, and did not specially studied the solvers, leading to low computational
efficiencies. New solvers will help enhancing the computational efficiencies. Devel-
oping new solvers should overcome two difficulties: first, the inner solver for Poission
equation should directly provide a closed-from solution without iteration; second, the
computational efficiencies of the outer nonlinear conjugate gradient method should be
improved by improving the line search efficiencies and using preconditioning schemes.
In this context, this work will develop a new single-grid solver from the following two
aspects: first, discretize the inner Poisson equation into a Sylvester tensor equation
by using a higher-order finite difference scheme, and derive the closed-form solution
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with the generalized eigenvalue decomposition in three directions; second, proposing
an improved bisection method to improve the line search efficiencies in the outer non-
linear conjugate gradient iterations. Then, the single-grid solver will be extended into
a multi-grid solver. Finally, the computational efficiencies of the proposed solvers over
that of the literature will be illustrated by numerical examples.

2. Overview of orbital-free density functional theory

According to OFDFT[9], the ground state energy of an M-atom system is expressed
as Eq.(1),

E(ρ,RRR) = Ts(ρ)+Exc(ρ)+EH(ρ)+Eext(ρ,RRR)+Ezz(RRR), (1)

where ρ—ρ(xxx), representing the electron density at spatial coordinate xxx;
RRR—{RRR1, . . . ,RRRM}, representing the set of the nucleus positions;
E—the total energy functional;
Ts—the electronic kinetic energy;

Exc—the exchange-correlation functional;
EH—electrostatic interaction energy between electrons, also named as

Hartree energy;
Eext—electrostatic interaction energy between electrons and external elec-

tronic field;
Ezz—repulsion energy between nuclei.

Tsis usually selected from Thomas-Fermi-Weizsacker functional family, as shown
in Eq.(2),

Ts(ρ) =CF

∫
Ω

ρ
5
3 (xxx)dxxx+

λ

8

∫
Ω

|∇ρ(xxx)|2

ρ(xxx)
dxxx, (2)

where CF—constant, equals to 3
10 (3π2)

2
3 ;

λ—parameter, selected as 0.2 in this paper;
Ω—the support of ρ .

Exc is selected as the local density approximation, as shown in Eq.(3),

Exc(ρ) =
∫

Ω

εxc(ρ(xxx))ρ(xxx)dxxx, (3)

where εxc = εx+εc is the exchange-correlation energy per electron, as shown in Eq.(4),

εx(ρ) =−
3
4

(
3
π

) 1
3

ρ
1
3 , (4a)

εc(ρ) =


γ

1+β1
√

rs +β2rs
, rs > 1

A logrs +B+Crs logrs +Drs, rs < 1
, (4b)

where rs = (3/4πρ)1/3, γ = −0.1423, β1 = 1.0529, β2 = 0.3334, A = 0.0311, B =
−0.048, C = 0.002, D =−0.0116.
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The last three terms of the energy functional Eq.(1) are the electrostatic interaction
terms:

EH(ρ) =
1
2

∫∫
Ω×Ω

ρ(xxx)ρ (xxx′)
|xxx− xxx′|

dxxxdxxx′, (5)

Eext(ρ,RRR) =
∫

Ω

ρ(xxx)

(
M

∑
J=1

VJ(xxx,RRRJ)

)
dxxx, (6)

Ezz(RRR) =
1
2

M

∑
I=1

M

∑
J=1
J 6=I

ZIZJ

|RRRI−RRRJ |
. (7)

In Eq.(6), VJ(xxx,RRRJ) represents the electric field generated by the nucleus at RRRJ . In
Eq.(7), ZI represents the charge of nucleus at RRRI . According to the convention of elec-
tronic structure computation[14], nuclear charges are negative and electron charges are
positive.

In all-electron computation, nuclei are regarded as point charges, thus VJ(xxx,RRRJ) is
derived from Coulomb potential . However, due to the singularity of the potential at the
nucleus, the potential around the nucleus need many basis functions to be accurately
represented. Meanwhile, core electrons are chemically inactive, and orbital-free kinetic
energy functionals are not accurate for highly non-smooth electron densities. In this
context, a usual way is to consider only the covalent electrons, then VJ(xxx,RRRJ) is an
effective potential named as pseudopotential. ZI represents the ion charge at RRRI . The
orbital-free feature of the kinetic functional requires the pseudopotential to be local,
i.e. VJ(xxx,RRRJ) =Va(|xxx−RRRJ |). The ion charge density is expressed as Eq.(8),

b(xxx,RRR) =
M

∑
J=1

bJ(xxx,RRRJ), bJ(xxx,RRRJ) =−
1

4π
∇

2VJ(xxx,RRRJ). (8)

The local pseudopotential and the Coulomb potential are the same in the space outside
the cut-off radius rc, thus bJ(xxx,RRRJ) has a compact support with center RRRJ and radius rc,
and satisfy Eq.(9), ∫

R3
bJ (xxx,RRRJ)dxxx = ZJ . (9)

The computational cost of directly computing Eqs.(5) to (7) will be O(M2). To
reduce the computational cost, the total electrostatic energy can be rewritten as the
linear-scaling form in Eq.(10),

EH(ρ)+Eext(ρ,RRR)+Ezz(RRR) =− inf
φ∈Y

{
1

8π

∫
Ω

|∇φ(xxx)|2dxxx−
∫

Ω

(ρ(xxx)+b(xxx,RRR))φ(xxx)dxxx
}

− 1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
Ω

bJ(xxx,RRRJ)VJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx+Ec(RRR),

(10)
where φ—the total electrostatic potential generated by the covalent electrons and

the ions;
Y —an admissible function space;

Ec(RRR)—the correction term for the cases when the supports of bJ overlap with
each other.
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By taking the variation of Eq.(10), we derive that φ is the solution of the Poisson
equation in Eq.(11),

− 1
4π

∇
2
φ = ρ(xxx)+b(xxx,RRR) (11)

When the supports of bJ do not overlap, we derive Eq.(12),

Ezz(RRR) =
1
2

∫∫
Ω×Ω

b(xxx,RRR)b(xxx′,RRR)
|xxx− xxx′|

dxxxdxxx′− 1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
Ω

bJ(xxx,RRRJ)VJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx, (12)

otherwise, we can choose b̃J (xxx,RRRJ) with disjoint supports and satisfy Eq.(13),∫
R3

b̃J(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx = ZJ . (13)

Let

b̃(xxx,RRR) =
M

∑
J=1

b̃J(xxx,RRRJ), b̃J(xxx,RRRJ) =
−1
4π

∇
2ṼJ(xxx,RRRJ). (14)

then we derive Eq.(15),

Ec(RRR) =

(
1
2

∫∫
Ω×Ω

b̃(xxx,RRR)b̃(xxx′,RRR)
|xxx− xxx′|

dxxxdxxx′− 1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
Ω

b̃J(xxx,RRRJ)ṼJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx

)

−

(
1
2

∫∫
Ω×Ω

b(xxx,RRR)b(xxx′,RRR)
|xxx− xxx′|

dxxxdxxx′− 1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
Ω

bJ(xxx,RRRJ)VJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx

)
.

(15)

Eq.(15) can be written as the equivalent linear-scaling form in Eq.(16),

Ec(RRR) =
1
2

∫
(b̃(xxx,RRR)+b(xxx,RRR))φc(xxx,RRR)dxxx+

1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
bJ(xxx,RRRJ)φJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx

− 1
2

M

∑
J=1

∫
b̃J(xxx,RRRJ)φ̃J(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx,

(16)

where φc(xxx,RRR) is the solution of the following Poisson equation:

− 1
4π

∇
2
φc(xxx,RRR) = b̃(xxx,RRR)−b(xxx,RRR). (17)

ρ should satisfy the constraint in Eq.(18)

ρ > 0,
∫

Ω

ρ(xxx)dxxx = Ne, (18)

where Ne—the total number of covalent electrons.
Letting ρ = u2 naturally satisfies the first constraint, thus for a given RRR, u is the solution
of Eq.(19),

E(RRR) = inf
u∈X

E(u,RRR), X =

{
u : u ∈ X ,

∫
Ω

u2(xxx)dxxx = Ne

}
, (19)
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where X—an admissible function space,

E(u,RRR) =
λ

2

∫
Ω

|∇u(xxx)|2dxxx+CF

∫
Ω

u
10
3 (xxx)dxxx+

∫
Ω

εxc(u2(xxx))u2(xxx)dxxx

− inf
φ∈Y

{
1

8π

∫
Ω

|∇φ(xxx)|2dxxx−
∫

Ω

(
u2(xxx)+b(xxx,RRR)

)
φ(xxx)dxxx

}
− 1

2

M

∑
J=1

∫
Ω

bJ(xxx,RRRJ)VJ(xxx,RRRJ)dxxx+Ec(RRR).

(20)

3. The single-grid solver

According to the previous section, electronic structure computation is to solve the
optimization problem Eq.(19). Eq.(19) can be transformed to an equivalent uncon-
strained optimization problem as in Eq.(21),

E(RRR) = inf
u∈X

E

(
u

√
Ne

‖u‖2
,RRR

)
. (21)

This section proposes a single-grid method for solving u.
The electronic structure is described using an Euler grid. The computational do-

main Ω is meshed with m1×m2×m3 eight-nodes hexahedral elements ,each element
has size h in each direction. Since |u| rapidly decreases to zero for sufficiently large Ω,
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition is utilized, thus

u(xxx) =
n1

∑
i=1

n2

∑
j=1

n3

∑
k=1

uuu(i, j,k)Ni(x1)N j(x2)Nk(x3), (22)

where ni—equals to mi−1, denotes the number of degree of freedom in the ith
direction,

uuu(i, j,k)—the value of u at node (i, j,k),
Ni—the single-direction basis function of node i.

According to Eq.(20), before formally solving u, VJand bJ should be determined.
This work use Goodwin-Needs-Heine pseudopotential shown in Eq.(23),

Va(|xxx|) =−
2
π

∫
∞

0

sin(|xxx|r)
|xxx|r

(
(Z−AR)cos(Rr)+A

sin(Rr)
r

)
exp−( r

rc
)6dr, (23)

where Z—the number of covalent electrons of an atom,
rc—cut-off radius,

A,R—parameters.
Let r = |xxx|, then

ba(xxx) =−
1

4π
∇

2Va(xxx)⇒ ba(r) =−
1

4π

1
r2

d
dr

(
r2 d

dr

)
Va(r). (24)
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The computation of continuous functions in the above equations can be done with
Chebfun toolbox[15]. Then, by using VJ(xxx,RRRJ) =Va(|xxx−RRRJ |) and bJ(xxx,RRRJ) = ba(|xxx−
RRRJ |), we derive VJ and bJ .

After obtaining VJand bJ , this work use the nonlinear conjugate gradient method to
solver the optimization problem in Eq.(21). From Eq.(22), we derive

‖u‖=
∫

Ω

u2(xxx)dxxx

= 〈uuu,MMM •uuu〉
(25)

where 〈 〉—inner product: 〈uuu,vvv〉= vec(uuu)Tvec(vvv),
MMM—equals to

[
tridiag

( 1
6 ,

2
3 ,

1
6

)
, tridiag

( 1
6 ,

2
3 ,

1
6

)
, tridiag

( 1
6 ,

2
3 ,

1
6

)
;h3
]
, is a

third-order Tucker-type matrix,
MMM •uuu—the product of vector MMM and vector uuu.

Any matrix TTT with form as Eq.(26)

TTT =
r1

∑
i=1

r2

∑
j=1

r3

∑
k=1

CCC(i, j,k)TTT 1(:, :, i)⊗TTT 2(:, :, j)⊗TTT 3(:, :,k) (26)

can be expressed as Tucker form TTT = [TTT 1,TTT 2,TTT 3;CCC]. TTT •uuu is defined as Eq.(27)

TTT •uuu ,
r1

∑
i=1

r2

∑
j=1

r3

∑
k=1

CCC(i, j,k)uuu×1 TTT 1(:, :, i)×2 TTT 2(:, :, j)×3 TTT 3(:, :,k). (27)

For given RRR, let uuun = uuu
√

Ne/〈uuu,MMM •uuu〉, we define

F(uuu) = E(uuun,RRR) (28)

where

E(uuun,RRR) =
λ

2
〈uuun,AAA•uuun〉+

(
∑ f (uuun)

)
·h3 +

1
2
〈MMM •uuun.

2 +bbb,φφφ〉 (29)

where

AAA = [BBB1,BBB2,BBB3;CCC] ,

BBBi = [PPPi|QQQi], i = 1,2,3

QQQi = tridiag
(

1
6
,

2
3
,

1
6

)
ni

,CCC =

[
0 0 0 1
0 1 1 0

]
·h,

(30)

f (uuun)(i, j,k) =CFuuu
10
3

n (i, j,k)+ εxc(uuu2
n(i, j,k)) ·uuu2

n(i, j,k), (31)

∑ is the summation of all the elements in the vector, uuun.
2 is the square of all elements in

uuun, φφφ is the solution of the following discretized Poission equation with homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary condition

1
4π

AAA•φφφ = MMM •uuun.
2 +bbb, (32)
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where

bbb(i, j,k) =
∫

Ω

b(xxx,RRR)Ni(x1)N j(x2)Nk(x3)dxxx,

=

(
h
2

)3

(b((i−0.5)h,( j−0.5)h,(k−0.5)h;RRR)+b((i+0.5)h,( j−0.5)h,(k−0.5)h;RRR)+

b((i−0.5)h,( j+0.5)h,(k−0.5)h;RRR)+b((i−0.5)h,( j−0.5)h,(k+0.5)h;RRR)+

b((i+0.5)h,( j+0.5)h,(k−0.5)h;RRR)+b((i+0.5)h,( j−0.5)h,(k+0.5)h;RRR)+

b((i−0.5)h,( j+0.5)h,(k+0.5)h;RRR)+b((i+0.5)h,( j+0.5)h,(k+0.5)h);RRR),
(33)

PPPi is a finite difference discretization of the negative Laplace operator. According to
[12], the nth order finite difference discretization of −∇2φ is

−∇
2
φ
∣∣(i, j,k)≈ n

∑
p=0

wp(φ
(i+p, j,k)+φ

(i−p, j,k)+φ
(i, j+p,k)+φ

(i, j−p,k)+φ
(i, j,k+p)+φ

(i, j,k−p))

(34)
where φ (i, j,k)—the value of φ at (i, j,k),
wp is determined by Eq.(35).

w0 =
1
h2

n

∑
q=1

1
q2 ,

wp =
2(−1)p

h2 p2
(n!)2

(n− p)!(n+ p)!
, p = 1,2, . . . ,n.

(35)

Let ttt = MMM •uuun +bbb, then Eq.(32) can be rewritten as Eq.(36),

1
4π

(PPP1⊗QQQ2⊗QQQ3 +QQQ1⊗PPP2⊗QQQ3 +QQQ1⊗QQQ2⊗PPP3)φφφ = ttt. (36)

After determining PPPi (i = 1,2,3) with Eq.(35), for each i, we proceed generalized
singular value decomposition as Eq.(37),

PPPiVVV i = QQQiVVV iΛΛΛi, (37)

Eq.(38) is derived from (37)

QQQi = (VVV−1
i )TVVV−1

i , PPPi = (VVV−1
i )T

ΛΛΛVVV−1
i , (38)

substitute Eq.(38) into Eq.(36), we get

φφφ = ((λλλ 1⊗111T
2 ⊗T (1113,3)+1111⊗λλλ

T
2 ⊗ T (1113,3)+1111⊗111T

2 ⊗T (λλλ 3,3)).−1

(4πttt×1 VVV T
1 ×2 VVV T

2 ×3 VVV T
3 ))×1 VVV 1×2 VVV 2×3 VVV 3.

(39)

where ().−1—compute reciprocal pointwisely,
λλλ i—a column vector composed of the diagonal elements of ΛΛΛi,

T (λλλ 3,3)—rotate column vector λλλ 3 to the third dimension.
Now, the new solver of the Poisson equation has been completed.
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From Eqs.(28) to (33), we derive

∇F(uuu) =

√
Ne

〈uuu,MMM •uuu〉

(
∇E(uuun,RRR)−

uuuT
n ∇E(uuun,RRR)

Ne
MMM •uuun

)
(40)

where
∇E(uuun,RRR) = λAAA•uuun +MMM • f ′(uuun)+2MMM • (uuun. ·φφφ), (41)

where f ′(uuun)— f ′(uuun)(i, j,k) = CF · 10
3 uuu

7
3
n (i, j,k) + ε ′xc(uuu

2
n(i, j,k)) · 2uuu3

n(i, j,k) +
εxc(uuu2

n(i, j,k)) ·2uuun(i, j,k),
uuun. ·φφφ—the Hadamard product of uuun and φφφ .

After obtaining F(uuu) and ∇F(uuu), now we propose the nonlinear conjugate gradient
algorithm u−SG for solving uuu on a single grid, as shown in Algorithm 1 (*denotes
user-defined values). LineSearch in the 9th row of the algorithm is a line search

Algorithm 1 The nonlinear conjugate gradient algorithm u−SG for solving uuu on a
single grid.
Input: The parameter sets of the kinetic functional, exchange-correlation functional

and the pseudopotential P , ion system configuration C , the computational domain
Ω, the mesh size h, the initial guess of uuu (denoted as uuu0).

Output: [uuu, f ,ggg,φφφ , f lag] . f lag is the marker of convergence, 0 denotes
non-convergence, 1 denotes convergence.

1: Compute AAA and MMM by Ω and h;
2: Substitute P and C into Eqs.(23), (24), (8) and (33) to compute the nuclear charge

distribution vector bbb;
3: [ f0,ggg0,φφφ 0] = FgF(uuu0,bbb,P,h); . Invoke Algorithm 5
4: ddd0 =−ggg0; . The initial search direction
5: imax = 100; . *Maximum number of iteration
6: ε = 1×10−4; . *The tolerance of the relative error
7: f lag == 0;
8: for k = 0 : imax−1 do
9: [uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = LineSearch(uuuk,dddk, fk,gggk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h); . Line

search, invoke Algorithm 2

10: εn =
| fk+1− fk|

Na
; . The relative error, where Na denotes the number of atoms

11: if εn < ε then
12: uuu = uuuk+1;
13: f = fk+1;
14: ggg = gggk+1;
15: φφφ = φφφ k+1;
16: f lag = 1;
17: break
18: end if
19: βk+1 =

〈gggk+1,gggk+1〉−〈gggk+1,gggk〉
〈gggk,gggk〉

; . Polak-Ribiere-Polyak rule

9



20: dddk+1 =−gggk+1 +βkdddk; . The updated search direction
21: uuuk = uuuk+1;
22: fk = fk+1;
23: gggk = gggk+1;
24: dddk = dddk+1;
25: φφφ k = φφφ k+1.
26: end for

function for solving the optimization problem in Eq.(42), and simultaneously provide
the values of uuuk+1, fk+1, gggk+1 and φφφ k+1 when α = α∗.

α
∗ = argmin

α>0
(F(uuuk +αdddk)). (42)

Methods in current literature all used exact line search, and did not provide detailed
steps. Exact line search is not only computationally expensive, but also unnecessary,
since the algorithm is to solve the minimum value of F(uuu) in the admissible set, we only
need to compute an iteration point where F(uuu) has a sufficiently large value of decreas-
ing at current search direction. By using the Wolfe rule (an inexact line search rule)
and an improved bisection method, this work proposes an inexact line search function
LineSearch of which detailed steps are shown in Algorithm 2. where function der (see

Algorithm 2 The linear search function LineSearch

Input: uuuk,dddk, fk,gggk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h
Output: [uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1]

. Explore the interval [α−,α+] in which α∗ lies
1: pk = 〈gggk,dddk〉;
2: α− = 0;
3: α+ = 1; . *The initial step length
4: p− = pk;
5: if p− > 0 then . α∗ = 0
6: uuuk+1 = uuuk;
7: fk+1 = fk;
8: gggk+1 = gggk;
9: φφφ k = φφφ k+1;

10: return
11: end if
12: [p+,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,α+,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);. Invoke Algorithm 3
13: if WolfeCheck(α+,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk) then
14: return
15: end if
16: fo = fk+1;
17: jmax = 30; . *Maximum number of exploration
18: f lag = 0; . The marker of exploration result
19: for j = 1 : jmax do
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20: if p+ > 0 then
21: f lag = 1; . Exploration succeeded.
22: break
23: else
24: α− = α+; . Regarding the end point of the previous interval as the new

starting point.
25: α+ = 2α+; . Double the exploration step.
26: p− = p+;
27: [p+,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,α+,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);
28: if WolfeCheck(α+,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk) or fo < fk+1 then
29: return
30: end if
31: fo = fk+1;
32: end if
33: end for . Searching α∗ in interval [α−,α+]
34: l = α+−α−;
35: ε = 1×10−4; . *The tolerance of the relative error.
36: if f lag == 1 then
37: imax = 30; . *The maximum number of searching in the interval.
38: for j = 1 : imax do
39: if α+−α−

l < ε then
40: break
41: end if
42: x = α+−α−

2 ;
43: [px,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,x,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);
44: if WolfeCheck(x,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk) then
45: return
46: end if
47: if px > 0 then
48: x0 = α−− (α−−x)p−

p−−px
;

49: [px0 ,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,x0,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);
50: if WolfeCheck(x0,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk) then
51: return
52: end if
53: if px0 > 0 then
54: α+ = x0;
55: p+ = px0 ;
56: else
57: α− = x0;
58: α+ = x;
59: p− = px0 ;
60: p+ = px;
61: end if
62: else
63: x0 = α+− (α+−x)p+

p+−px
;

64: [px0 ,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,x0,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);
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65: if WolfeCheck(x0,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk) then
66: return
67: end if
68: if px0 > 0 then
69: α− = x;
70: α+ = x0;
71: p− = px;
72: p+ = px0 ;
73: else
74: α− = x0;
75: p− = px0 ;
76: end if
77: end if
78: end for
79: α∗ =

α−+α+
2 ;

80: [pα ,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = der(uuuk,α,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h);
81: end if

Algorithm 3) is for computing the derivative F(uuuk+αdddk)at α , and simultaneously pro-
vide the values of uuuk+1, fk+1, gggk+1 and φφφ k+1. Function WolfeCheck (see Algorithm 4)
is for checking whether α satisfies the Wolfe rule. Each iteration of uuu in Algorithm 3
need to compute F(uuu) and ∇F(uuu) once, thus, in order to reduce the number of times
of computing the Poisson equation from two to one, the computation of the two values
can be integrated into one function, as shown in Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 3 Function der

Input: uuuk,α,dddk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h
Output: [pk+1,uuuk+1, fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1]

1: uuuk+1 = uuuk +αdddk
2: [ fk+1,gggk+1,φφφ k+1] = FgF(uuuk,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h) . Invoke Algorithm 5
3: pk+1 = 〈gggk+1,dddk〉. . dF

dα

Algorithm 4 Function WolfeCheck

Input: α,dddk, fk+1,gggk+1, fk, pk
Output: Logical value a

1: c1 = 0.01; . *A parameter
2: c2 = 0.1; . *A parameter, with 0 < c1 < c2 <

1
2

3: pk+1 = 〈gggk+1,dddk〉;
4: a = ( fk+1 6 fk + c1α pk) and (|pk+1|6 c2|pk|).

Lastly, we need to compute Ec(RRR). According to Eq.(17), let ttt = b̃bb−bbb , then from
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Algorithm 5 Function FgF

Input: uuu,bbb,AAA,MMM,P,h
Output: [ f ,ggg,φφφ ]

1: uuun = uuu
√

Ne

〈uuu,MMM •uuu〉
;

2: ttt = MMM •uuun +bbb;
3: Substitute ttt into Eq.(39) to compute φφφ ;
4: Substitute AAA, φφφ and P into Eq.(29) to compute f = F(uuu);
5: Substitute AAA, φφφ and P into Eq.(41) to compute ggg = ∇F(uuu).

Eq.(39) we derive φφφ c, and by substituting into Eq.(16), we derive

Ec(RRR) =
1
2

(
〈b̃bb+bbb,φφφ c〉+

M

∑
J=1
〈bbbJ ,φφφ J〉−

M

∑
J=1
〈b̃bbJ , φ̃φφ J〉

)
. (43)

Finally, the total energy is derived as

E(uuun,RRR)=
λ

2
〈uuun,AAA•uuun〉+

(
∑ f (uuun)

)
·h3+

1
2
(〈MMM•uuun.

2+bbb,φφφ〉)− 1
2

M

∑
J=1
〈bbbJ ,φφφ J〉+Ec(RRR).

(44)

4. The multi-grid solver

The number of iterations needed for convergence in the single-grid algorithm rapidly
increases with the number of elements. Meanwhile, for the nonlinear conjugate gradi-
ent method, finding a proper preconditioner is very difficult. To improve the computa-
tional efficiencies, following the idea of [16] and the proposed single-grid algorithm,
this section proposes a multi-grid algorithm u−MG for solving uuu (the number of levels
is set as three in this work), as shown in Algorithm 6. where Ih

H denotes the prolonga-

Algorithm 6 The multi-grid algorithm u−MG for solving uuu.
Input: P,C ,Ω, the mesh size of level 0 h[0], the initial guess of uuu at level 2 (denotes

uuu[2],0), the vector of ion charge distribution at level 0 bbb[0]
Output: [uuu[0], f[0],ggg[0],φφφ [0]]

. For a single-atom system, computing the initial guess of uuu at level
0 by interpolation level-by-level; for a multi-atom system, the following steps can
be replaced by the superposition of single-atom electron density.

1: h[2] = 4h[0];
2: h[1] = 2h[0];
3: [uuu[2], f[2],ggg[2],φφφ [2], f lag] = u−SG(P,C ,Ω,h[2],uuu[2],0); . Invoke Algorithm 1

4: uuu[1],0 = I
h[1]
h[2]

uuu[2];

5: [uuu[1], f[1],ggg[1],φφφ [1], f lag] = u−SG(P,C ,Ω,h[1],uuu[1],0);
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6: uuu[0],0 = I
h[0]
h[1]

uuu[1];
. Begin multi-grid iteration

7: bbb[1] = I
h[1]
h[0]

bbb[0];

8: bbb[2] = I
h[2]
h[1]

bbb[1];
9: Compute AAA[0],MMM[0],AAA[1],MMM[1]; . Preparing for the line search at rows 40 and 42.
10: imax = 20; . *The maximum iteration number.
11: jmax = [5 5 5]; . *The maximum iteration number of each level.
12: f lag = 0;. The marker of convergence of level 0, 0 denotes convergence failure, 1

denotes convergence.
13: for i = 1 : imax do
14: for l = 0 : 2 do . For each level
15: switch l
16: case 0
17: Let F̃[l](uuu) = F[l](uuu);. F̃[l](uuu)denotes the actual objective function at

level l, F[l](uuu) denotes F(uuu) at level l
18: Substitute F(uuu) in Algorithm 5 with F̃[l](uuu); substitute row 2 in Al-

gorithm 1 with bbb[l], assign jmax(l) at row 5, take uuu[l],0 as the initial guess, proceed
Algorithm 1 and obtain [uuu[l], f[l],ggg[l],φφφ [l], f lag];

19: if f lag == 1 then
20: break
21: end if
22: case 1
23: uuu[1],0 = I

h[1]
h[0]

uuu[0];

24: ggg[1] = ∇F[1](uuu[1],0);

25: vvv1 = ggg[1]− I
h[1]
h[0]

ggg[0];

26: Let F̃[l](uuu) = F[l](uuu)−〈vvv1,uuu〉;
27: Substitute F(uuu) in Algorithm 5 with F̃[l](uuu); substitute row 2 in Al-

gorithm 1 with bbb[l], take uuu[l],0 as the initial guess, proceed Algorithm 1, skip the judg-
ment of the iteration error, iterate jmax(l) time and obtain [uuu[l], f[l],ggg[l],φφφ [l], f lag];

28: case 2
29: uuu[2],0 = I

h[2]
h[1]

uuu[1];

30: ggg[2] = ∇F[2](uuu[2],0)−〈8I
h[2]
h[1]

vvv1,uuu[2],0〉;. Multiplying I
h[2]
h[1]

with 8 = 23

is to preserve the inner product.

31: vvv2 = ggg[2]− I
h[2]
h[1]

ggg[1];

32: Let F̃[l](uuu) = F[l](uuu)−〈8I
h[2]
h[1]

vvv1,uuu〉−〈vvv2,uuu〉;
33: Substitute F(uuu) in Algorithm 5 with F̃[l](uuu); substitute row 2 in Al-

gorithm 1 with bbb[l], take uuu[l],0 as the initial guess, proceed Algorithm 1, skip the judg-
ment of iteration number, iterate jmax(l) times and obtain [uuu[l], f[l],ggg[l],φφφ [l], f lag];

34: end switch
35: end for
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36: if f lag == 1 then
37: break . Computation completed.
38: end if
39: eee[1] = III

h[1]
h[2]

(uuu[2]−uuu[2],0);

40: Substitute F(uuu) in Algorithm 5 with F̃[1](uuu), take uuu[1] as the starting point and
eee[1] as the search direction, proceed Algorithm 2 and obtain [uuu[1], f[1],ggg[1],φφφ [1]];

41: eee[0] = III
h[0]
h[1]

(uuu[1]−uuu[1],0);

42: Substitute F(uuu) in Algorithm 5 with F̃[0](uuu), take uuu[0] as the starting point and
eee[0] as the searching direction, proceed Algorithm 2 and obtain [uuu[0], f[0],ggg[0],φφφ [0]];

43: uuu[0],0 = uuu[0].
44: end for

tion operator from the coarse grid with size H to the fine grid with size h, IH
h denotes

the restriction operator from the fine grid with sizeh to the coarse grid with size H, as
shown in Eq. (45),

Ih
HvvvH = vvvH ×1 LLL1×2 LLL2×3 LLL3, (45a)

IH
h vvvh = vvvh×1

1
2

LLLT
1 ×2

1
2

LLLT
2 ×3

1
2

LLLT
3 , (45b)

where the uni-dimensional prolongation matrix

LLLi =
1
2


1 2 1

1 2 1
· · ·

1 2 1


T

, i = 1,2,3 (46)

has proper orders.

5. Numerical examples

For the sake of convenience, all numerical examples in this work only use atom
clusters of aluminum. According to [6], the parameters of the pseudopotential in
Eq.(23) are set as follows: Z = 3, rc = 3.5, A = 0.1107, R = 1.150 Bohr.

5.1. Single-atom systems

Firstly, single-atom systems are considered. According to Algorithm 1, to compute
the electron density of the system, four parameters need to be selected: the order of
finite difference n, radius Ra, the mesh size at level 0 h[0] and the tolerance of the
relative error ε . On the one hand, to ensure accuracies, Ra should be sufficiently large,
and h[0] and ε should be sufficiently small; on the other hand, to balance the efficiencies,
Rashould be sufficiently small, and h[0] and ε should be sufficiently large. Thus, the
parameters should be selected according to numerical experiments. The figure of Va(r)
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Figure 1: The figure of Va(r)

can be derived from Eq.(23), as shown in Fig.1 where the dashed line represents the
figure of −3/r.

Firstly, we set ε = 1× 10−8, h[0] = 0.0667 Bohr, and computed the reference so-
lution of the total energy Eref = −58.0071 eV by using Algorithm 6 and Eq.(44).
Then, we set n = 1, Ra = 8Bohr, and proceeded the first group of experiment by setting
(ε,h[0]) as [1×10−6,1×10−4]× [0.1,0.2,0.4,0.5]. For each combination of parame-
ters, we computed the relative error

εE,r =
Eref−E

Eref
, (47)

the results are illustrated in Fig.2.
Fig.2illustrates that except the case where (ε,h[0]) = (1×10−6, 0.5), the curves of

different values of ε almost coincide, indicating that in the selected interval, the value
of ε has little effect on the accuracies of the total energy in most cases, the accuracy
with ε = 1× 10−4 absolutely reaches the level of accuracy with ε = 1× 10−8. For
a fixed ε , εE,r increases almost linearly with h[0]. When (ε,h[0]) = (1× 10−4, 0.5),
εE,r = 0.019.When (ε,h[0]) = (1×10−6, 0.5), the iteration at level 2 did not converge,
leading to the early termination of iteration at level 0.

Based on the results above, to examine to effect of Ra on εE,r, we set ε = 1×10−4,
and proceeded the second group of experiment. By setting(Ra,h[0]) as [8,7.2,6.4,5.6,4.8]×
0.1, we computed the values of εE,r (the results of Ra = 8 are obtained from the first
group of experiment), and the results are illustrated in Fig.3.

Fig.3 indicates that the values of εE,r with Ra = 4.8Bohr are apparently higher than
that with Ra > 5.6, and the values of εE,r with Ra > 5.6 are always smaller than 8×10−4,
indicating that ensuring accuracies requires Ra > 5.6.

Based on the results above, by setting ε = 1×10−4, Ra = 6 Bohr, h[0]= [0.1, 0.1875, 0.3, 0.5]Bohr,
we proceeded six groups of experiment to examine the effect of different finite differ-
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Figure 2: The figure of εE,r of the first group of experiment of a single atom.
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Figure 3: The figure of εE,r of the second group of experiment of a single atom.
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ence schemes on computational accuracies. In the first three groups of experiment,
we set n = 1,2,3 in Eq.(35) and set QQQi in Eq.(30) as the integral scheme (named as
the Simpson scheme); in the other three groups of experiment, we set n = 1,2,3 in
Eq.(35) and set the identity matrix as the integral scheme (named as the zero-order
scheme). The results are illustrated in Fig.4 (where ’*’ denotes the second three groups
of experiment).
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Figure 4: The figure of εE,r of the third group of experiment of a single atom.

Fig.4 illustrates that relative errors with different finite difference schemes all in-
creases with the mesh size. The relative errors with Simpson scheme are always pos-
itive and increase rapidly to about 0.02 when h[0] = 0.5Bohr, while the relative errors
with the zero-order scheme are always negative and increase only to about 0.001 when
h[0] = 0.5Bohr. In addition, for each integral scheme, the curves of the relative errors
with different finite difference schemes almost coincide, indicating that for a fixed in-
tegral scheme, different finite difference orders have little impact on the accuracies,
nonetheless, the group with n = 3∗ is slightly more accurate than other groups.

In summary, we suggest selecting n = 3, the zero-order integral scheme, ε = 1×
10−4, Ra = 6 Bohr. The proper value of h[0] should be determined according to the
results of multi-atom systems.

5.2. Multi-atom systems

For multi-atom systems, 1×1×1 face-centered cubic cell is considered first. The
initial guess of the covalent electron density is assumed to be the superposition of the
covalent electron density of a single atom. Let the lattice constant a0 = 8 Bohr, the
reference value of the atom-averaged ground state energy is -59.2280 eV[12].

By setting h[0] = [1/10, 1/8, 1/6, 1/4, 1/2]Bohr, we proceeded the first group of
experiment and obtained the results shown in Fig.5. Fig.5 indicates that the values of
εE,r are always negative and decreases with h[0], the minimum value is about 8.5×10−4.
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Figure 5: The figure of relative error-mesh size relationship of the 1×1×1 unit cell.

To investigate the computational efficiencies of the multi-grid algorithm, we com-
pared the iteration times and time cost of the two methods, the results are shown in 1
where the time costs are the results on a notepad (2.8GHz CPU+12GB RAM). Table

Table 1: Comparison between the computational cost of the 1× 1× 1unit cell using the multigrid (MG)
algorithm and the single-grid (SG) algorithm

XXXXXXXXXXitems
h[0]/Bohr 1

10
1
8

1
6

1
4

1
2

The computing scale (number of grid points) 1993 1593 1193 793 393

The iteration times at level 0 of MG 12 11 20 8 7
The iteration cycles of MG 3 3 4 2 2
The iteration times of SG 36 29 23 18 12

The time cost of MG/s 2040 912 598 66 7
The time cost of SG/s 5343 1727 548 112 8

1 indicates that both the time costs of the MG and SG algorithms increases with de-
creasing h[0], but the iteration cycles of the MG algorithm stably lies between 3± 1,
making the increasing of time cost mainly caused by the increasing time cost of single
iteration. Meanwhile, the number of iterations rapidly increase to three times the value
of the MG algorithm when h[0] = 1/10Bohr. In addition, when h[0] = 0.5 Bohr, the MG
algorithm did not converge at level 2 with ε = 1× 10−4, making the iteration at level
0 converges to incorrect results (not displayed). If setting ε = 5× 10−4, then we can
obtain the results in Table 1. Thus, for the cases where the SG algorithm is already very
efficient (only costs 8s), the MG algorithm is not necessary, since the iteration process
is more complicated, the MG algorithm not only cannot make good use of its advan-
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tage, but also will converge to incorrect results. Let the cell size expand to 5× 5× 5,
we still use the values of h[0] above and further compared the computational cost of the
two algorithms on a desktop computer (3.3GHz CPU+32GB RAM), and obtained the
results in table 2. Table 2 indicates that both the computational costs of the MG and

Table 2: Comparison between the computational cost of the 5× 5× 5 unit cell using the multigrid (MG)
algorithm and the single-grid (SG) algorithm

XXXXXXXXXXitems
h[0]/Bohr 1

10
1
8

1
6

1
4

1
2

The computing scale (number of grid points) 5233 4193 3153 2113 1073

The iteration times at level 0 of MG 13 10 18 11 11
The iteration cycles of MG 3 2 4 3 3
The iteration times of SG 28 23 18 14 14

The time cost of MG/s 20081 7112 5138 791 72
The time cost of SG/s 38081 13678 4261 674 51

the SG algorithms increases rapidly with the decreasing mesh size, while the increas-
ing rate of the former is much slower than the later. For this cell, the iteration cycles
of the MG algorithm still stably lie between 3± 1. When h[0] 6

1
8 Bohr, the compu-

tational efficiency of the MG algorithm is about 1.9 times as high as that of the SG
algorithm. For large mesh sizes, since the electron density contains smaller ratio of the
low-frequency components, the iteration number needed for the convergence of the SG
algorithm is sufficiently small (no more than 18), thus, the MG algorithm cannot fully
show its advantage and the time cost is slightly longer than that of the SG algorithm.

Table 3 further compared the time cost of the proposed SG algorithm with the val-
ues in the literature. Table 3 indicates that the time costs of the proposed SG algorithm

Table 3: Comparison between the time cost (Unit: s) of the methods in the literature and that of the proposed
method.

cell size (the number of atoms) methods in the literature the proposed SG algorithm

5×5×5 (666) 259[2], 3.6×104[12] 51
10×10×10 (4631) 4.2×103[7] 390

29×29×29 (102690) 1.224×106[12], 1.152×105[8] 1.5596×104

are lower than that of the literature by one to two orders of magnitude, indicating the
superiority of the proposed SG algorithm in computational efficiencies.

6. Conclusions

This work developed a new solver for real-space OFDFT, including six algorithms:
Algorithm 1 is the single-grid algorithm, Algorithm 2 is for proceeding line search
in Algorithm 1 to obtain the optimal step length in each iteration, Algorithm 5 is for
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inputting Algorithm 3 in order to provide information of the physical quantities dur-
ing the line search, Algorithm 4 is to judge whether terminate the line search process,
Algorithm 6 is the multi-grid algorithm based on the previous five algorithms. By di-
rectly solving the inner Poisson equation and proposing a new line search method for
the outer iteration, the new solver enhanced the computational efficiencies by one to
two orders of magnitude compared with that of the literature. The multi-grid algo-
rithm can further improve the computational efficiencies by one time (if the memory is
sufficient).

References

[1] L. H. Thomas, The calculation of atomic fields, in: Mathematical proceedings of
the Cambridge philosophical society, Vol. 23, Cambridge University Press, 1927,
pp. 542–548.

[2] G. S. Ho, V. L. Lignères, E. A. Carter, Introducing profess: A new program for
orbital-free density functional theory calculations, Computer physics communi-
cations 179 (11) (2008) 839–854.

[3] L. Hung, E. A. Carter, Accurate simulations of metals at the mesoscale: Explicit
treatment of 1 million atoms with quantum mechanics, Chemical Physics Letters
475 (4-6) (2009) 163–170.

[4] M. Chen, X.-W. Jiang, H. Zhuang, L.-W. Wang, E. A. Carter, Petascale orbital-
free density functional theory enabled by small-box algorithms, Journal of chem-
ical theory and computation 12 (6) (2016) 2950–2963.

[5] H. Jiang, W. Yang, Conjugate-gradient optimization method for orbital-free den-
sity functional calculations, The Journal of chemical physics 121 (5) (2004)
2030–2036.

[6] C. J. Garcia-Cervera, An efficient real space method for orbital-free density-
functional theory, Commun. Comput. Phys 2 (2007) 334–357.

[7] W. Mi, X. Shao, C. Su, Y. Zhou, S. Zhang, Q. Li, H. Wang, L. Zhang, M. Miao,
Y. Wang, et al., Atlas: A real-space finite-difference implementation of orbital-
free density functional theory, Computer Physics Communications 200 (2016)
87–95.

[8] X. Shao, W. Mi, M. Pavanello, Efficient dft solver for nanoscale simulations and
beyond, The Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters 12 (17) (2021) 4134–4139.

[9] V. Gavini, J. Knap, K. Bhattacharya, M. Ortiz, Non-periodic finite-element for-
mulation of orbital-free density functional theory, Journal of the Mechanics and
Physics of Solids 55 (4) (2007) 669–696.

[10] P. Motamarri, M. R. Nowak, K. Leiter, J. Knap, V. Gavini, Higher-order adap-
tive finite-element methods for kohn–sham density functional theory, Journal of
Computational Physics 253 (2013) 308–343.

21



[11] S. Das, M. Iyer, V. Gavini, Real-space formulation of orbital-free density func-
tional theory using finite-element discretization: The case for al, mg, and al-mg
intermetallics, Physical Review B 92 (1) (2015) 014104.

[12] P. Suryanarayana, D. Phanish, Augmented lagrangian formulation of orbital-free
density functional theory, Journal of Computational Physics 275 (2014) 524–538.

[13] S. Ghosh, P. Suryanarayana, Higher-order finite-difference formulation of peri-
odic orbital-free density functional theory, Journal of Computational Physics 307
(2016) 634–652.

[14] P. Suryanarayana, V. Gavini, T. Blesgen, K. Bhattacharya, M. Ortiz, Non-periodic
finite-element formulation of kohn–sham density functional theory, Journal of the
Mechanics and Physics of Solids 58 (2) (2010) 256–280.

[15] Z. Battles, L. N. Trefethen, An extension of matlab to continuous functions and
operators, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 25 (5) (2004) 1743–1770.

[16] S. G. Nash, A multigrid approach to discretized optimization problems, Opti-
mization Methods and Software 14 (1-2) (2000) 99–116.

22


	1 Introduction
	2 Overview of orbital-free density functional theory
	3 The single-grid solver
	4 The multi-grid solver
	5 Numerical examples
	5.1 Single-atom systems
	5.2 Multi-atom systems

	6 Conclusions

