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Convergence in self-consistent-field cycles can be a major computational bottleneck of density-
functional theory calculations. We propose a Resta-like preconditioning method for full-potential
all-electron calculations in the linearized augmented planewave (LAPW) method to smoothly con-
verge to self-consistency. We implemented this preconditioner in the exciting code and apply it to
the two semiconducting systems of MoS2 slabs and P-rich GaP(100) surfaces as well as the metallic
system Au(111), containing a sufficiently large amount of vacuum. Our calculations demonstrate
that the implemented scheme performs reliably as well as more efficiently regardless of system size,
suppressing long-range charge sloshing. While the suitability of this preconditioning higher for semi-
conducting systems, the convergence for metals is only slightly decreased and thus still trustworthy
to apply. Furthermore, a mixing algorithm with the preconditioner shows an improvement over that
with the Kerker preconditioner for the investigated semiconducting systems.

INTRODUCTION

Kohn-Sham density-functional theory (DFT) has be-
come one of the standard ab initio approaches to pre-
dict electronic properties of materials [1, 2]. A major
challenge in determining the ground-state charge density
arises from the nonlinearity of the Kohn-Sham equations.
This obstacle can be solved by considering a fixed-point
iteration technique, also referred to as the self-consistent-
field (SCF) iteration. During the SCF cycle, the Kohn-
Sham potential, vinKS, is calculated using a given charge
density ρin subsequently one can solve the Kohn-Sham
equations. From this, a new density ρout is generated,
serving as the input for the next SCF iteration. This it-
erative way is terminated when self-consistency to a given
convergence threshold is achieved.

A tactical approach for efficient SCF convergence is
mixing ρini and ρouti of previous steps to construct a new
density ρini+1 in the next step. In the last decades, var-
ious mixing methods and their variations have been re-
ported for electronic-structure theory [3–16], and they
have proven to be successful in many systems. How-
ever, one often faces poor convergence – and hence large
computational costs – due to fundamental challenges. A
common problem is the charge sloshing instability that
induces oscillations of the charge density during the SCF
iteration [17–27]. This issue occurs when a unit cell
becomes large, and it is generally more pronounced in
metallic systems. One of the major sources of the charge
sloshing is an element of G−2 in the Hartree potential at
long-wavelengths.

Different methods exist to overcome this shortcom-
ing [8, 9, 18–21, 28–32]. Among them, the Kerker precon-
ditioner improves the convergence to alleviate the charge
sloshing [19]. This preconditioner is known that it is suit-

able for metallic systems. However, the question arises to
what extent the preconditioner is applicable in the case
of insulating or semiconducting, or inhomogeneous sys-
tems. References 32 and 33 have reported that the Kerker
preconditioner does not ensure the convergence for those
systems because this preconditioner cannot properly de-
scribe their long-range screening [25]. An alternative pre-
conditioner to render the self-consistency procedure effi-
cient for such systems is the Resta preconditioner [34]. In
practice, both preconditioners are computationally less
demanding compared to other methods for large unit
cells. They were originally devised for planewave based
methods. Recent theoretical studies have shown a formu-
lation of the Kerker preconditioner as well as its imple-
mentation in full-potential (FP) calculations with the lin-
earized augmented planewave (LAPW) basis set [26, 27].
The Resta preconditioner, however, is not yet reformu-
lated to implement in the FP-LAPW method.

In this paper, we develop a Resta-like preconditioning
scheme to be applicable in the FP-LAPW method for
stable and rapid SCF convergence. The Resta-like pre-
conditioner is implemented in exciting code [35]. We
examine the performance of our Resta scheme and com-
pare it with another preconditioner using examples of
insulator and semiconducting systems: MoS2 slabs and
P-rich, p(2 × 2) GaP(100) surfaces. We find that the
implemented preconditioner improves robustness and ac-
celerates overall convergence of the self-consistency itera-
tions, which would extend the range of systems accessible
to FP-LAPW with a given computational power.

PRECONDITIONERS: KERKER AND RESTA

The simplest mixing approach is to linearly mix the
previous input and output charge density. In this case, a

ar
X

iv
:2

20
5.

11
20

9v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

tr
l-

sc
i]

  2
3 

M
ay

 2
02

2



2

new guess at (i+1)th iteration, ρini+1, is defined as

ρini+1(G) = ρini (G) + α
[
ρouti (G)− ρini (G)

]
, (1)

where α is a damping parameter and appropriate values
lie in the range between zero and one [36]. α generally re-
lies on the considered material, for instance, a small value
of α is suitable for metallic systems [37]. Using this sim-
ple method, SCF convergence can already be improved
in some cases. However, in many structures, particularly
metallic, large-scale, and inhomogeneous ones, poor con-
vergence or even divergence is observed, even if one uses
the optimal α. In practice, strong fluctuations in ρouti

caused by a small change of ρini prevent the convergence
during the self-consistency iteration. This phenomenon
is well-known as charge sloshing [17–27], which is more
severe in metals with large supercells. To avoid this prob-
lem, one can add an effective preconditioner in Eq. 1 in
the following manner:

ρini+1(G) = ρini (G) + αP(G)
[
ρouti (G)− ρini (G)

]
, (2)

with P being the preconditioner.
A number of preconditioners have been proposed to

suppress the charge sloshing and to improve the SCF con-
vergence [9, 18, 19, 29–32, 34]. In this paper, we focus on
two types of preconditioner: Kerker and Resta precon-
ditioners [19, 34]. Such preconditioners can be simply
applied to common mixing schemes as multipliers and
are computationally cheaper.

The Kerker preconditioner is typically used to capture
the long-range screening behavior, causing a stable per-
formance of the self-consistency procedure, especially for
metallic systems with large unit cells. This precondi-
tioner has been developed on base of the Thomas-Fermi
screening model, and it reads

P(G)Kerker =
G2

G2 + λ2
, (3)

where λ is a parameter that controls the screening at
long wavelengths. For instance, P(G)Kerker corresponds
to one when λ is zero. On the other hand, the value
of P(G)Kerker is prone to reduce with increasing λ at
short wavevectors G. The Thomas-Fermi screening wave
vector kTF has been proposed as this parameter [25], and
it can be written by

λ = kTF ∼
√

4πN(εF). (4)

with N(εF) being the density of states at the Fermi en-
ergy εF.

As discussed above, the ideal systems for the Kerker
preconditioner are commonly metals, which can be
treated in the picture of a homogeneous electron gas
[25, 32]. Unfortunately, the use of such a preconditioner
does not guarantee achieving smooth convergence for in-
sulators or semiconductors, or inhomogeneous systems

like surfaces [32, 33] as it does not capture properly the
incomplete screening in those systems. Thus, one consid-
ers the Resta preconditioner, which can be used for those
systems. The Resta preconditioner is given by

P(G)Resta =

κ2sin(|G|β)
γ|G|β +G2

G2 + κ2
, (5)

where β, κ and γ are parameters. According to previous
studies [25, 38, 39], those parameters are related to the
screening length, Fermi-momentum-related quantity, and
static dielectric constant, respectively. As suggested by
Resta [34], one can obtain the static dielectric constant
using other parameters as follows:

γ =
sinh(κβ)

κβ
. (6)

Here, κ can be expressed as

κ =
(kF/π)0.5

2
, (7)

where kF is the valence electron Fermi momentum, and
is defined as

kF = (3πn0)1/3 (8)

with n0 being the valence electron density. Finally, we
estimate β as the lattice constant of a system. Since
those parameters are already determined for the specific
system, no further adjustment to choose their optimal
values is required.

In the Kerker and Resta preconditoner cases, it
is straightforward and efficient to implement them in
planewave-based methods, since they are initially devised
in reciprocal space, but that is not straightforward for
other methods like the FP-LAPW method. To imple-
ment these preconditioners in the FP-LAPW scheme,
we firstly discuss the expression of the charge density.
Here, the space of a unit cell consists of an interstitial
region, I, as well as atomic spheres around the centers of
atoms, which are called muffin-tin spheres. The muffin-
tin part of the charge density is expanded in terms of
spherical harmonics, while the density is represented by
planewaves in the interstitial part:

ρ(r) =


∑
G

ρI(G) eiGr r∈ I∑
lm

ραlm(r) Ylm(r̂) r∈ MTα.
(9)

To make such preconditioners compatible with the FP-
LAPW method, we need to transform them into the real
space representation. For this reason, we can rewrite
Eqs. 3 and 5 as

P(r)Kerker = 1 + λ2
(
∇2 − λ2

)−1
, (10)
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and

P(r)Resta ≈ 1− β2κ2

6 γ

+

[
κ2 − κ2

γ
− β2κ4

6 γ

] (
∇2 − κ2

)−1
,

(11)

respectively. It should be noted that we approximate
κ2sin(|G|β)
γ|G|β in Eq. 5 via a Taylor expansion, and this is

truncated before the quadratic term. A further chal-
lenge that makes the proconditioner in Eqs. 10 and
11 difficult to develop is how to apply the operator,
(∇2 − λ2(orκ2))−1, directly for the FP-LAPW case. Al-
ternatively, we consider the screened Coulomb potential
V (r) that is the solution of the screened Poisson equa-
tion: (

∇2 − λ2
)
V (r) = −4πρ(r). (12)

The input density ρ(r) in Eq. 12 can be expressed it in
terms of the residual obtained from a mixing approach,
i.e., ρ(r) = −

[
ρouti (r)− ρini (r)

]
/4π. Using them, V (r)

can be computed eventually.
We can solve Eq. 12 by employing Weinert’s pseudo-

charge method [40]. The method of the original work of
Weinert is designed to obtain the solution of the Pois-
son equation in FP-LAPW calculations. Based on this
method, thus, the Hartree potential can be evaluated.
Several studies have shown that it is still available for
solving the screened Poisson equation [26, 27, 41]. Tran et
al. used this method for the implementation of screened
hybrid functionals [41]. Recently, Kim et al. and Winkel-
mann et al. successfully implemented the Kerker precon-
ditoner by utilizing the method [26, 27] for FP-LAPW
calculations.

According to this method, a smooth charge density
ρ̃α(r) is used instead of the input charge density in
muffin-tin spheres, therefore, the modified charge density
can be expressed as

ρ̄(r) =
∑
G

ρG eiGr +
∑
α

ρ̃α(r), (13)

where the first term of the right-hand side is the density
in the interstitial region. Equation 13 then allows to per-
form a Fourier transformation. Now, one can calculate
the screened potential in the interstitial region:

VI(G) =
4π

G2 + λ2
ρ̄(G). (14)

The Fourier component of ρ̄(r) is analytically defined as

ρ̃α(G) =
4π

Ω
e−iG·R

α
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

(−i)l

(2l + 1)!!

× λl+n+1jl+n+1(GRα)

il+n+1(λRα)Gn+1
Ylm(Ĝ)q̃αlm,

(15)

with jl and il being the spherical Bessel functions and
modified spherical Bessel functions of the first kind. We,
in turn, determine the potential inside muffin-tin spheres
by solving the Dirichlet boundary-value problem, and it
reads

V α(r) =

∫
MTα

G(r, r′)ρ(r′)dr′ − R2
α

4π

∮
Sα

VI(Rα)
∂G

∂n′
dΩ′.

(16)
Here, G(r) is a Green-function that is given as

G(r, r′) = 4πλ

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

il(λr<)kl(λr>)

×
[
1− il(λr>)kl(λRα)

kl(λr>)il(λRα)

]
Y ∗lm(r̂′)Ylm(r̂),

(17)

where kl denote the modified spherical Bessel functions
of the second kind. Detailed derivations of the pseudo-
charge method for the screened Poisson equation are pro-
vided in Refs. 27, 41, and 42.

PULAY MIXING

In general, Pulay mixing [5, 6], which is called direct in-
version in the iterative subspace (DIIS), performs better
than linear mixing. The main difference between Pulay
and linear mixings is that an iterative history of the input
densities ρini (r) and residuals Rin

i (r), which are the differ-
ence between ρouti (r) and ρini (r), is stored for the former
scheme, determining optimum densities and residuals:

Rin
opt = ΣiωiR

in
i

ρinopt = Σiωiρ
in
i .

(18)

Minimizing the norm of the residual is required for the
optimum residual. To do so, weights ωi in Eq. 18 satisfy
the constraint as

Σiωi = 1. (19)

These weights can be obtained by solving a system of
linear equations [17]:

R†1R1 R†1R2 · · · R†1Rm 1

R†2R1 R†2R2 · · · R†2Rm 1
...

...
...

. . .
...

R†mR1 R†mR2 · · · R†mRm 1
1 1 · · · 1 0




ω1

ω2

...
ωm
λ

 =


0
0
...
0
1

 , (20)

with λ being a Lagrange multiplier. With a precondi-
tioner P, the new input density for the next iteration in
the Pulay mixing is updated as follows:

ρini+1 = ρinopt + αPRin
opt, (21)

where α is the same parameter discussed for the lin-
ear mixing case. In this work, we also consider Kerker
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FIG. 1. Left: Top view of a MoS2 slab (left) and a P-rich,
p(2× 2) GaP(100) surface. The unit cells are represented by
the black lines.

and Resta-like preconditioners for this mixing. It should
be noted that one can exploit the same approach of the
pseudo-charge method explained in Sec. when these pre-
conditioners are involved in the second term of the right-
hand side of Eq. 21.

COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

As test cases, the two systems of MoS2 slabs and P-
rich, p(2× 2) GaP(100) surfaces are considered. We de-
pict both structures in Fig 1. In particular, we model 10
layers (30 atoms) and 20 layers (60 atoms) for the for-
mer, which has an AB stacking pattern, and 15 layers
(64 atoms) and 19 layers (80 atoms) for the latter. In
the latter structures, a surface reconstruction is formed,
containing buckled P–P dimers on top, together with one
hydrogen atom per dimer. For the sake of comparison,
we also consider the Au(111) surface (with 15 layers) as
generic example for a metallic system. Such structures
are constructed with lattice constants of 3.19Å, 5.45Å,
and 4.19Å for the MoS2, GaP(100), and Au(111), respec-
tively. As mentioned before, an elongated unit cell tends
to exhibit slow SCF convergence due to the charge slosh-
ing. We therefore set around 30Å of vacuum along the
perpendicular direction that also prevents spurious inter-
actions between neighboring replica for both systems.

The aforementioned methods in Secs. and are
implemented in the full-potential all-electron density-
functional theory (DFT) code exciting. All calculations
are performed using this code. We employ the muffin-tin
radii RMT of 2.4, 2.1, 1.7, 1.5, 0.9, 1.9 bohr for Mo, S,
Ga, P, H, and Au atoms, respectively. For the exchange-
correlation functional, we adopt the generalized gradient
approximation in the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE)
parametrization [43]. A basis-cutoff of RMTGmax = 6.5,
3, and 7 are used for our MoS2, GaP(100), and Au(111)
cases. Moreover, the sampling of the Brillouin zone (BZ)
are carried out with a 21 × 21 × 1, a 6 × 6 × 1, and
a 16 × 16 × 1 grid for the MoS2 slabs, reconstructed

20 40 60 80 100
Number of iterations

100

10 2

10 4

10 6

RM
S 

[e
/b

oh
r1.

5 ]

Resta
Kerker
None

FIG. 2. The convergence of RMS change for 10 layers MoS2

slab using linear mixing without and with Kerker and Resta-
like precontitoners.

GaP(100), and Au(111) surfaces. We assume that calcu-
lations are converged when the root mean squared (RMS)
change of residual matrices is smaller than 10−6 e/bohr1.5
between two consecutive iterations. The RMS is defined
as

RMS =

√
||Rin||2

Ω
, (22)

where Ω denotes the unit cell volume.
In our investigated systems, the mixing parameter α is

set to 0.4, and we fix a history length of densities as well
as residuals obtained from previous steps to 15 for the
case of Pulay mixing (m = 15). We set λ = 0.529 bohr−1
of the Kerker preconditioner for the MoS2 and GaP(100)
systems. In the case of Au(111), Eq. 4 is used for the
determination of λ.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To verify the efficiency of our implemented methods,
we first start with 10 layers of MoS2 slab. In this case,
we use linear mixing and the corresponding mixings that
include Kerker and Resta-like preconditioners (termed
Kerker mixing and Resta mixing, respectively).

Figure 2 exhibits the convergence behavior of the SCF
iteration in terms of RMS change of residuals between
two consecutive steps, ∆RMS. We find that the perfor-
mance is highly sensitive to the type of preconditioner
in this structure. It is clear that standard linear mix-
ing (no preconditioner) does not reach the target thresh-
old within 100 iterations. This scheme shows that the
RMS fluctuation remains mainly around 10−1 e/bohr1.5.
On the contrary, its performance is improved by employ-
ing preconditioners. Both preconitioners show smoothly
varying lines as shown in Fig. 2. The Kerker mixing, how-
ever, does not achieve the self-consistency during the first
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FIG. 3. The convergence of RMS change for 10 (top) and 20
(bottom) layers of MoS2 slabs with standard Pulay and Pulay
with Kerker and Resta-like preconditioners mixings.

100 steps. This mixing decays ∆RMS well until 35 steps,
but it remains almost unchanged after that. Compared
to other two methods, the Resta mixing converges to the
target precision in 40 steps. Unfortunately, convergence
is rather too slow to be practical. To further improve the
efficiency, the Pulay mixing method with preconditioners
is required.

We observe that the slow convergence issue is tackled
by Pulay-based approaches. This is displayed in the top
panel of Fig. 3. Like for our previous results, computed
by linear, Kerker, and Resta mixing methods (see Fig. 2),
we compare the convergence of ∆RMS for three different
cases, i.e., the Pulay without and with Kerker and Resta-
like preconditioners. In contrast to linear and Kerker
mixings, those three approaches achieve the convergence
within 50 steps. The Pulay approach with the Resta-
like preconditioner outperforms the other methods. This
method converges in only 15 steps, and it is faster by at
least 50 % than the standard Pulay (no preconditioner),
but also faster than with the Kerker preconditioner.

To analyze the dependence of system size on the SCF
convergence, we increase the number of layers to 20. The
RMS convergence behavior is depicted in the bottom
panel of Fig. 3. Compared to the 10 layers case, the
behavior of the Pulay mixing without any preconditioner
is significantly changed, showing no convergence. This is
attributed to the further elongated unit cell that causes
the above-mentioned charge sloshing. Interestingly, the
Pulay mixing methods with both preconditioners are in-
sensitive to the system size. For instance, the required
number of steps for the 20 layers case to reach the tar-

10 20 30 40 50

100

10 2

10 4

10 6

Resta
Kerker
None

10 20 30 40 50
Number of iterations

100

10 2

10 4

10 6

RM
S 

[e
/b
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5 ]

FIG. 4. The convergence of RMS change for 15 (top) and 19
(bottom) layers of P-rich, p(2 × 2)-reconstructed GaP(100)
surfaces with standard Pulay and Pulay with Kerker and
Resta-like preconditioners mixings.

get precision is 14 in the Resta-like preconditioning ap-
proach, which is only one step less than in the case of 10
layers MoS2. For the Kerker one, the difference of the
convergence steps between both structures is three. This
implies that the long-wavelength instability is magnifi-
cently suppressed. Overall, the Pulay with the Resta-like
preconditioner is the most effective and efficient among
discussed methods for our insulating system.

Next, we choose P-rich, p(2 × 2) GaP(100) surfaces
consisting of 15 and 19 layers as the second benchmark
system with a classical surface reconstruction. In Fig. 4,
for both structures, we present the RMS convergence us-
ing different methods, i.e., the Pulay without and with
Kerker and Resta-like preconditioners during the self-
consistency cycle. Note that our results exhibit a sim-
ilar tendency compared to those for the MoS2 slabs.
The conventional Pulay mixing has a dependence on the
size of the system, while others are independent of it.
We demonstrate that Pulay mixings with both precon-
ditioner are practical since they converge in 15–30 steps,
almost irrespective of the number of layers. The Pulay
mixing combined with the Resta preconditioner is indeed
superior to that with the Kerker one, saving around 30%
of the number of iterations. This indicates that such a
scheme can capture the incomplete screening feature well
in these surfaces. We conclude that the Resta-like pre-
conditioner is more appropriate for use with insulators or
semiconductors with large unit cells.

In Fig. 5, we analyze the results of the convergence for
the Au(111) surface. Similar to the MoS2 and GaP(100)
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FIG. 5. The convergence of RMS change for the Au(111) sur-
face with standard Pulay and Pulay with Kerker and Resta-
like preconditioners mixings.

cases, the Pulay mixings with Kerker and Resta-like pre-
conditioners exhibit robust convergence. On the other
hand, unlike our previous calculations, the Kerker case is
slightly faster than the Resta-like one. The difference of
their steps is 4, corresponding to 15 % more steps until
convergence is reached. This is not surprising because
the Resta model has been originally designed to describe
screening in semiconductors. In principle, the static di-
electric constant of metals is ideally infinite, yet our cal-
culation yields a finite value that leads to deteriorating
the performance. Despite the slightly slower convergence
compared to Kerker, the Resta-like preconditioner is also
applicable to metallic systems with a moderately slower
convergence.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have established a formulation of
the Resta-like preconditioner that can be directly ap-
plied in the FP-LAPW method, and evaluated its perfor-
mance for insulating and semiconducting systems. This
algorithm has been implemented in the all-electron full-
potential code exciting. We have demonstrated that us-
ing this preconditioner in mixing methods leads to a more
stable and faster SCF convergence than without precon-
ditioner or with the Kerker preconditioner, and which is
not sensitive to the system size. The performance im-
provement for insulating and semiconducting systems is
significant, while the performance loss for metallic sys-
tems is only moderate. The increased robustness and
efficiency extend the range of systems accessible in the
FP-LAPW method, especially for materials of semicon-
ducting or insulating nature as well as inhomomgeneous
systems.
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