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We re-examine results obtained with the recently proposed density functional theory framework
based on forces (force-DFT) [Tschopp et al., Phys. Rev. E 106, 014115 (2022)]. We compare
inhomogeneous density profiles for hard sphere fluids to results from both standard density functional
theory (DFT) and from computer simulations. Test situations include the equilibrium hard sphere
fluid adsorbed against a planar hard wall and the dynamical relaxation of hard spheres in a switched
harmonic potential. The comparison to grand canonical Monte-Carlo simulation profiles shows that
equilibrium force-DFT alone does not improve upon results obtained with the standard Rosenfeld
functional. Similar behavior holds for the relaxation dynamics, where we use our event-driven
Brownian dynamics data as benchmark. Based on an appropriate linear combination of standard
and force-DFT results, we propose a simple hybrid scheme which rectifies these deficiencies in both
the equilibrium and the dynamical case. We explicitly demonstrate that although the hybrid method
is based on the original Rosenfeld fundamental measure functional, its performance is comparable
to that of the more advanced White-Bear theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Whether any theoretical approach is useful in practice
often stems from the accuracy and reliability of its pre-
dictions versus the analytical and computational effort
it requires. Classical density functional theory (DFT)
[2, 3] fares very well, ranging from simple local density
and square gradient approximations [2, 3], which are suf-
ficiently accurate in appropriate circumstances (see e.g.
Refs. [4–6] for studies of colloidal sedimentation) to the
nonlocal and nonlinear prowess of Rosenfeld’s fundamen-
tal measure theory (FMT) [7, 8] to capture hard sphere
correlations.

Applying DFT in practice involves solving a varia-
tional (minimization) problem, which typically requires
the numerical treatment of an implicit integral equa-
tion. One obtains static quantities or performs adiabatic
time evolution within dynamical DFT (DDFT). The later
task is often done with a simple time-forward integra-
tor, but more advanced methods [9, 10] allow to address
dynamical optimization problems. Similarly, computa-
tional grids in real space range from simple and often
very relevant effective one-dimensional geometries [11] to
full three-dimensional resolution [12] and pseudo-spectral
methods [9]. Increasing the complexity of the underly-
ing microscopic model trades off well with the achieved
broader physical scope, as is the case in including ori-
entational degrees of freedom in liquid crystal formation
[13, 14] and molecular DFT [15–17] for realistic modelling
of molecular liquids.

DFT offers a complete theoretical framework for ad-
dressing static problems in many-body statistical physics.
The theory is founded on the concept of potentials, in-
cluding the chemical potential µ as a control parameter,
an external potential that adds local variation to µ, and
an intrinsic part, which arises from the interparticle inter-
actions and which induces the coupling of the microscopic
degrees of freedom.

In contrast to this basis in potentials, the concept of

forces seems almost alien to the framework, or at least re-
dundant. Nevertheless, in a variety of very different fields
there appears to be new interest in this old workhorse.
We mention the recent and unexpected advances in simu-
lation methodology based on force-sampling [18–21] and
in the related but different realm of quantum DFT [22–
26], as well as in the power functional approach to
nonequilibrium many-body dynamics [27]. Both the clas-
sical and the quantal force balance were proven to be di-
rect consequences of a thermal Noether symmetry of the
system [1, 28]. Forces are also central in the recent treat-
ment of motility-induced phase separation by Brady and
coworkers [29].

Recently Tschopp et al. [1] developed a force-based al-
ternative to implement density functional theory. Their
“force-DFT” comes at an increased computational cost,
as two-body functions appear explicitly and need to be
manipulated. Nevertheless, the framework still retains
formal one-body purity with the two-body density play-
ing the role of an auxiliary variable. The difference be-
tween the standard approach to DFT and the force-DFT
appears similar to the difference between the virial and
compressibility route to determine the equation of state
in bulk fluids [3], e.g. on basis of the celebrated Percus-
Yevick approximation for the hard sphere fluid. Actually,
as could be shown by Tschopp et al. [1] via an investi-
gation of the hard wall contact theorem, standard DFT
corresponds in this case to the compressibility equation
of state while force-DFT satisfies the virial equation of
state.

Here we address the question of where the balance
of complexity and accuracy tips for the force-DFT. We
compare the theoretical results of Ref. [1] against new
computer simulation data, involving canonical, grand-
canonical, and event-driven methods, as is appropriate
for carrying out a systematic comparison, as we detail
below. We find that the force-DFT per se does not im-
prove on standard DFT in the considered cases, but that
an appropriate linear combination of results from the two
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approaches, which constitutes a simple hybrid scheme,
gives much improved results as compared to the stan-
dard framework.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, a brief
summary of the core concepts of DFT is given. Par-
ticularly, we highlight the conceptual differences of the
force-DFT approach and describe how both routes can
be used to formulate a dynamical DFT. In Sec. III, we
conduct a thorough reinvestigation of the force-DFT re-
sults for the model applications of Ref. [1], thereby com-
paring this data to results from standard DFT and from
simulation. Throughout this work, the hard sphere fluid
is considered and the force-DFT results are those that
were obtained with the Rosenfeld [7] FMT functional in
Ref. [1]. We first turn to the case of imposing a planar
hard wall in Sec. IIIA where the respective connection of
standard and force-DFT to the compressibility and virial
route is established via the hard wall contact theorem.
To obtain numerically accurate results for this equilib-
rium situation, we perform grand canonical Monte-Carlo
(GCMC) [30] simulations which are systematically ad-
justed to enable a comparison with both DFT routes.
In Sec. III B, the dynamical behavior of the hard sphere
fluid in a switched harmonic potential is considered. For
the numerical reproduction of the exact time evolution,
we employ event-driven Brownian dynamics simulations
(EDBD) [31] that are initialized with particle configura-
tions from canonical Monte-Carlo (MC) simulation. The
time-dependent density profile obtained with this pro-
cedure is compared to results from standard and from
force-DDFT. Based on the observations of Sec. III and
III B, we propose a hybrid scheme in Sec. IV as a means
to substantially improve the resulting density profiles via
a linear combination of results from the standard and
force-route. This is illustrated both for the equilibrium
and for the dynamical case, where we find much bet-
ter agreement with simulation results. In particular, we
show that hybrid Rosenfeld DFT can compete with stan-
dard DFT on the basis of the high-accuracy White-Bear
[32, 33] functionals for the hard wall test case. We con-
clude in Sec. V and give an outlook to further possible
applications of force-DFT and the hybrid scheme.

II. CONCEPTS OF STANDARD DFT AND
FORCE-DFT

One of the main goals and motivations behind the
development of force-DFT is the possibility to improve
upon the results from standard DFT calculations. Usu-
ally improvements of DFT involve refinements of the as-
sumed free energy density functional. Two prominent
examples are the advanced White Bear versions of FMT
[8, 32, 33]. In contrast, the implementation of force-DFT
acknowledges the fact that the exact density functional
is not within reach for relevant physical systems and that
intoducing approximations leads to a theory that is not
entirely self-consistent. Starting from the same func-

tional but using different routes to calculate a physical
variable will yield different results except in the formal
case of an exactly known functional.

The starting point of both the standard DFT and the
force-DFT approach is determining the density ρ(r) self-
consistently from solving the Euler-Lagrange equation

ln ρ(r)− β(µ− Vext(r))− c1(r) = 0, (1)

where β = (kBT )
−1 denotes the inverse temperature with

kB being Boltzmann’s constant, and µ is the chemical
potential. While the thermodynamic statepoint as well as
the external potential Vext(r) act as control parameters,
the one-body direct correlation function c1(r) arises from
internal interactions and it has to be approximated in
practice.

Given a suitable approximation for the excess free en-
ergy density functional Fexc[ρ], where the brackets indi-
cate functional dependence, one determines the one-body
direct correlation function via functional differentiation
according to

c1(r) = −β
δFexc[ρ]

δρ(r)
. (2)

In force-DFT one retains eq. (1) but calculates the direct
correlation function from the force integral

c1(r) = −∇−1 ·
∫
dr′

ρ2(r, r
′; [ρ])

ρ(r)
∇βφ(|r− r′|), (3)

where ∇−1=1/(4π)
∫
dr′(r−r′)/|r−r′|3 indicates an in-

tegral operator (see e.g. Refs. [18, 19]) and φ(r) is the pair
interaction potential as a function of the interparticle dis-
tance r. At face value the expression (3) is based on the
two-body level as it depends on the two-body density
ρ2(r, r

′; [ρ]). However, starting from an approximative
excess free energy functional Fexc[ρ], the two-body den-
sity ρ2(r, r′; [ρ]) is determined by functionally differenti-
ating twice to get the two-body direct correlation func-
tion c2(r, r′) = −βδFexc[ρ]/δρ(r)δρ(r

′) and then solving
the inhomogeneous Ornstein-Zernike (OZ) equation self-
consistently [1]. The last step can be done numerically in
planar and spherical geometry, see Refs. [34–36] for the
technical details.

Solving the inhomogeneous OZ equations has relevant
applications in the study of the structure factor of thin
films [37], of capillary waves and of the wave-number de-
pendent surface tension [38, 39] in lateral systems. Due
to this additional self-consistency step and by working
on the two-body level, the force-DFT is technically and
computationally more complex than standard implemen-
tations of DFT based on eq. (2).

The alternative force-route also transfers directly to
DDFT, which is then called force-DDFT. Standard
DDFT provides a statistical mechanical approach to de-
scribe inhomogeneous fluids in nonequilibrium, includ-
ing the dynamics of adsorption [40, 41], lane formation
[42, 43] or the motion of active microswimmers [44, 45]
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(see the review [46] for a recent and broad overview).
This theory is the dynamic extension of DFT and it
is intrinsically based on the adiabatic approximation.
Efforts to improve the implied approaches [47] include
the in principle exact power functional theory, which
goes beyond the adiabatic approximation by taking all
superadiabatic (above adiabatic) contributions into ac-
count [27, 48]. Recently, a concrete implementation of
a two-body DDFT [49], which is deeply founded on the
force-route investigated in this work, has been shown to
incorporate superadiabatic effects on the one-body level,
thus providing a way improve upon standard DDFT. Ref.
[50] compares this approach against the power functional
theory and also discusses the shortcomings of standard
DDFT.

The transition from the equilibrium DFT to the
nonequilibrium DDFT is in both cases simply based on
the continuity equation

∂ρ(r, t)

∂t
= −∇ · J(r, t). (4)

The current J(r, t) is equal (up to the friction constant)
to the force density and takes into account its internal,
external and diffusive ideal gas contribution. The in-
ternal force fint(r, t) is then assumed, as in equilibrium,
to be obtained by the gradient of the one-body direct
correlation function, fint(r, t) = kBT∇c1(r, t), which ne-
glects superadiabatic force contributions [27]. Evaluation
of c1(r, t) can proceed via eq. (2) for the DDFT route and
via eq. (3) in case of the force-DDFT approach, and dif-
ferences are expected to occur for approximate forms of
the excess free energy functional.

III. COMPARISON TO SIMULATION RESULTS

A. Equilibrium: hard sphere fluid at a hard wall

We proceed with a comparison of results from both
DFT routes to simulation data for the standard case of
an equilibrium hard sphere fluid at a hard wall as pre-
viously investigated by Tschopp et al. [1]. For the DFT
treatment of the hard sphere fluid, these authors resorted
to the Rosenfeld [7] fundamental measure theory (FMT)
functional for modelling Fexc[ρ] in both standard and
force-DFT. As this functional is an approximation, we
showcase in the following the deviation to numerically
exact grand canonical Monte-Carlo [30] (GCMC) data.

Imposing a planar hard wall is a conceptually impor-
tant test case for two reasons. First, large density inho-
mogeneities are induced in the vicinity of the wall, which
reveal deviations of approximative theories very clearly
[11]. Second, for arbitrary fluids of pairwise interacting
particles at a hard wall, the contact theorem

ρ(0+) = βP (5)

establishes a connection of the bulk pressure P of the
fluid to the contact value ρ(0+) of the density profile.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
βµsim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
βµc

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

βµv
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)σ

3
=
β
P
σ

3

simulation

compressibility

virial

FIG. 1. The equation of state of the hard sphere fluid
is shown as obtained from the Percus-Yevick approximation
both via the compressibility and the virial route as well as
from GCMC simulations (as indicated). Thereby, ρb denotes
the bulk density and ρ(0+) = βP is the contact density at
the hard wall, which can be associated with the bulk pressure
P . The upper scales illustrate differences in the chemical po-
tential with respect to the simulation values µsim that result
from the approximative equations of state via the compress-
ibility (µc) and virial (µv) route (analytical expressions are
given in Appendix A). Therefore, to yield a valid comparison
of the density profiles, µ has to be tuned appropriately in the
GCMC simulation to match the considered bulk densities of
the standard and force-DFT results, which is illustrated by
the gray vertical lines.

As was shown in Ref. [1], standard and force-DFT can
be associated respectively in this regard to the compress-
ibility and virial route of liquid integral equation theory
[3]. More precisely, it could be proven [1] that

ρs(0
+) = βPc, (6)

ρf (0
+) = βPv, (7)

where ρs(z) indicates the density profile as obtained from
standard DFT, whereas ρf (z) is the density profile ob-
tained with force-DFT as a function of the distance z
from the wall. Eqs. (6) and (7) can be derived by ex-
plicit analytical calculation and they connect the respec-
tive contact densities (z = 0+) to the compressibility
(Pc) and virial (Pv) forms of the pressure which are well-
known bulk results from liquid integral equation theory.
The two DFT routes thus make these differences acces-
sible locally and away from the wall on the level of the
inhomogeneous density profile.

In the present case, the Rosenfeld FMT functional re-
produces by construction the Percus-Yevick bulk fluid



4

standard DFT

force-DFT

GCMC

1

2

3

4
ρ
σ

3

(a)

−0.05

0.00

0.05

∆
ρ
σ

3

0.50 0.52 0.54

1.4

1.6

1

2

3

4

ρ
σ

3

(b)

−0.13

0.00

0.13

∆
ρ
σ

3

0.50 0.52 0.54
2.0

2.5

1

2

3

4

ρ
σ

3

(c)

1 2 3 4

z/σ

−0.25

0.00

0.25

∆
ρ
σ

3

0.50 0.52 0.54

3

4

FIG. 2. Density profiles ρ(z) of a hard sphere fluid at a
planar hard wall are shown for values βµ = 3 (a), βµ = 5 (b)
and βµ = 7 (c) of the chemical potential. We compare the
results of standard (orange) and force-DFT (blue) to numer-
ically exact density profiles from GCMC simulations (gray).
For each value of µ, the absolute error ∆ρ(z) of the density
profiles compared to the simulation result is shown in the re-
spective bottom panel, and the inset plot zooms in on the
differences of the two DFT routes close to the hard wall. The
simulations were set up to yield the same bulk density as in
the DFT results via an appropriate choice of the chemical po-
tential (cf. fig. 1 and Table I) for a systematic comparison of
the resulting contact densities.

results. In particular, we recall [3] the compressibility

equation of state

Pc =
ρb
β

1 + η + η2

(1− η)3 (8)

and the virial equation of state

Pv =
ρb
β

1 + 2η + 3η2

(1− η)2 , (9)

where ρb is the bulk density and η = ρbσ
3π/6 is the

packing fraction. The standard Rosenfeld FMT when
evaluated at a constant density gives a free energy which
is consistent with Pc [8].

In Ref. [1], the comparison was carried out as follows.
First, standard DFT calculations were performed for var-
ious values of the reduced chemical potential βµ = 3, 5, 7.
Then, corresponding force-DFT calculations were carried
out, which were set up to yield identical bulk densities
for providing a valid comparison via eqs. (6) to (9). As
the control parameter of force-DFT is the mean number
of particles 〈N〉, instead of the chemical potential µ as is
the case in standard DFT, the results for 〈N〉 obtained
from the standard DFT calculations were taken as in-
put for the force-DFT. With this protocol, it could be
verified that the contact densities of standard and force-
DFT indeed correspond to the compressibility and virial
pressures (8) and (9), respectively.

For the following investigations via GCMC simula-
tions, we also want to ensure that the bulk densities
match the ones chosen in the DFT calculations. How-
ever, as the Percus-Yevick result (8) deviates slightly
from the true equation of state, one cannot merely con-
sider a GCMC simulation with the same value of the
chemical potential µ as in the standard DFT case. In-
stead, the value of µ has to be adjusted to obtain the
same bulk density as in both DFT routes. For this, we
perform preliminary simulation runs of the system which
yield the numerically accurate equation of state for the
hard sphere fluid; results are shown in fig. 1. This numer-
ical equation of state is interpolated at the desired values
for the bulk density, which then yields the target values
of chemical potential for the actual comparison runs (the
numerical values are given in Table I).

The density profiles from the thus prepared GCMC
simulations and their comparison to both standard and
force-DFT results are shown in fig. 2. It is observed that
the deviation of the contact values at the hard wall in-
deed reflects the inaccuracies of the Percus-Yevick equa-
tion of state. As expected from the bulk results shown
in fig. 1, the GCMC density profile in the vicinity of the
wall is enclosed from above and from below by the two
DFT profiles. The standard DFT result thereby agrees
better with the simulation data. At intermediate sep-
arations from the wall, both routes are able to capture
the inhomogeneities of the density profile with quite rea-
sonable precision. Although the simulated density profile
lies within the two DFT profiles in most parts of the sys-
tem, there are also regions where the DFT results do not



5

act as a respective upper and lower bound of the true
local density. This is most clearly visible for large values
of µ (e.g. in panel (c)) and close to the first density max-
imum, where both DFT routes underestimate the values
of ρ(z) locally. The shape of the first density maximum of
a hard sphere fluid at a hard wall is particularly difficult
to reproduce in DFT even when using more elaborate
free energy functionals [11, 32, 33, 51] (we return to this
point below). While providing a means to yield an ad-
ditional approximation of ρ(z), force-DFT is not capable
to systematically rectify this deficiency in the considered
case of the hard sphere fluid adsorbed against a planar
hard wall.

TABLE I. The values of the chemical potential µsim for the
GCMC simulations that yield matching bulk densities ρb with
the DFT results (cf. fig. 1). The reference chemical potentials
µc that were used in the standard DFT calculations (corre-
sponding to the compressibility route) are listed as well.

ρb 0.4890 0.6032 0.6908
µc 3 5 7
µsim 2.9572 4.8930 6.7983

B. Dynamics: hard sphere fluid in a switched
harmonic trap

Tschopp et al. [1] extended their force-DFT method to
out-of-equilibrium situations by replacing the standard
form of the one-body direct correlation function c1(r) by
the force integral (3) in the DDFT equation of motion.
This yields a dynamical description that is still purely
adiabatic, i.e. it approximates the time-evolution of the
system as a series of equilibrium states. Nevertheless, due
to the discrepancies of the two forms of c1(r) for a given
approximate Helmholtz free energy functional, the two
routes will in general lead to different dynamical behav-
ior. This has been exemplified in Ref. [1] for the model
situation of a hard sphere fluid in a harmonic external
potential Vext(z) = A(z − 5σ)2, where the strength of
the harmonic trap is switched from A = 0.75kBT/σ

2 to
A = 0.5kBT/σ

2 at the initial time t = 0.
For a precise numerical investigation of the true time-

evolution of the system, we employ event-driven Brow-
nian dynamics (EDBD) simulations [31]. The number
of particles and the system size of the simulation box
is chosen to match the corresponding conditions of the
DDFT calculations. To achieve an accurate and fast ini-
tialization of each EDBD run, a preliminary canonical
Monte-Carlo simulation with identical system parame-
ters is carried out, by which appropriately distributed
particle configurations of the initial equilibrium state are
obtained. In total, 104 EDBD runs are initialized with
the above configurations, and the relaxation dynamics
after the switching of the harmonic trap is simulated for
0 ≤ t/τ ≤ 1 with the Brownian timescale τ = σ2γ/kBT

standard DDFT

force-DDFT

MC

EDBD

0.50

0.55

ρ
σ

3

t/τ = 0 t/τ = 0.05

0.50

0.55

ρ
σ

3

t/τ = 0.1 t/τ = 0.2

4 5 6

z/σ

0.50

0.55

ρ
σ

3

t/τ = 0.5

4 5 6

z/σ

t/τ = 1

FIG. 3. Time-evolution of the density profile ρ(z) of a
hard sphere fluid in a harmonic external potential Vext(z) =
A(z−5σ)2 after switching its strength from A = 0.75kBT/σ

2

to A = 0.5kBT/σ
2 at time t = 0. The relaxation dynam-

ics calculated with standard (orange) and force-DDFT (blue)
are shown for t/τ = 0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1 and are compared to
EDBD simulation results (gray). The initial and final equilib-
rium profiles (silver) as obtained via MC simulations for both
values of A are indicated in each panel for reference.

where γ is the friction coefficient. The time-evolution of
the density profile, attained as an average over all runs,
is shown in fig. 3 for t/τ = 0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1. Addi-
tionally, density profiles for the initial and for the final
equilibrium states as obtained via canonical Monte-Carlo
simulations are depicted.

It is apparent that discrepancies which stem from the
approximative form of Fexc[ρ] emerge for the two DDFT
routes. In the considered system, force-DDFT generally
yields larger densities at the center of the harmonic trap.
For the initial and final equilibrium state, standard DFT
provides more accurate results in this region. After tog-
gling the strength of the harmonic potential, both DDFT
methods yield similar relaxation dynamics towards their
respective equilibrium state. Compared to the simula-
tion results, the density relaxation is marginally too fast
in both routes, as is visible especially shortly after switch-
ing the potential (cf. fig. 3, t/τ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.2). This is
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indicative of nonequilibrium forces that go beyond the
adiabatic approximation [27, 52] and that are neither
captured in standard nor in force-DDFT.

IV. HYBRID SCHEME

The above comparison of the force-DFT route to stan-
dard DFT and simulations reveals that there is no sys-
tematic improvement in the resulting density profiles nei-
ther in equilibrium (DFT) nor for the dynamical prob-
lem (DDFT) considered. Instead, force-DFT and force-
DDFT can be viewed as an alternative to the standard
formalism for calculating the density profile from a given
Helmholtz free energy functional. If this functional is not
exact, as is the case for the Rosenfeld FMT functional for
the hard sphere fluid, the results of both routes will in
general differ, as we have exemplified above. The com-
parison also uncovers that the numerically exact simu-
lation results are commonly bracketed by standard and
force-results for the considered hard sphere fluids.

In this spirit, a systematic improvement of the den-
sity profile both in equilibrium and in the dynamical sce-
nario is conceivable by an appropriate combination of the
two routes, which constitutes a hybrid implementation of
DFT. For this, we construct a new approximation of the
density profile according to

ρh ≡ αρs + (1− α)ρf , (10)

where the subscripts indicate the results from the hybrid
scheme (h), from the standard DFT (s) and from the
force-DFT (f). The interpolation parameter α can be
tuned to favor standard (α = 1) or force-DFT (α = 0).

To arrive at an appropriate choice of α for the consid-
ered hard sphere fluids, we recall the Carnahan-Starling
[53] equation of state

PCS =
ρb
β

1 + η + η2 − η3
(1− η)3 (11)

as a superior alternative to the Percus-Yevick results (8)
and (9). In particular, similar to the combination in eq.
(10), eq. (11) can be obtained from the compressibility
(PPY

c ) and virial (PPY
v ) Percus-Yevick equations of state

via the linear combination [3]

PCS =
2

3
PPY
c +

1

3
PPY
v . (12)

Due to eq. (12) and the connection of standard and
force-DFT to the compressibility and virial pressure (cf.
eqs. (6) and (7)), we choose α = 2/3 in the following
considerations as a means to obtain improved estimates
ρh(r) of the density profile via eq. (10).

The result of this combination of both DFT methods is
shown for the hard sphere fluid in equilibrium at the hard
wall in fig. 4, with the Rosenfeld FMT functional being
used for either route. The local error of the hybrid den-
sity profile decreases in large parts of the system as com-
pared to the error of the density profiles obtained via the

hybrid DFT (Rosenfeld)

standard DFT (White-Bear)

standard DFT (White-Bear MkII)

GCMC
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FIG. 4. Hybrid DFT density profiles ρ(z) (purple) for a hard
sphere fluid at a hard wall are compared to simulation results
as in fig. 2. In most parts of the system, this combination of
standard and force-DFT via eq. (10) enables a systematic im-
provement of the resulting density profile while retaining the
Rosenfeld FMT treatment of Fexc[ρ]. The largest discrepancy
to the numerical GCMC density profiles (gray) still occurs
in the vicinity of the first density maximum. For comparison,
standard DFT results for the superior White-Bear (olive) and
White-Bear MkII (cyan) functionals are depicted, and an er-
ror comparable to hybrid DFT is found.

individual routes. For additional comparison, we also de-
pict the resulting density profiles obtained from standard
DFT when using the more advanced White-Bear [32] and
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hybrid DDFT MC

EDBD
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z/σ
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FIG. 5. Hybrid DDFT density profiles ρ(z) (purple) via eq.
(10) for the relaxation of a hard sphere fluid in a harmonic
potential as in fig. 3. The time evolution is again compared
to EDBD simulation results (gray) and the initial and final
equilibrium profiles are indicated for reference (silver). As in
fig. 4, the combination procedure (10) of standard and force-
DDFT yields much better results than the individual routes
alone.

White-Bear MkII [33] excess free energy functionals. No-
tably, the hybrid scheme yields similar accuracy as com-
pared to these results, albeit being obtained with the infe-
rior Rosenfeld approximation for Fexc[ρ]. In the vicinity
of the first density maximum, the hybrid route is still
not capable of mitigating the well-known shortcomings
of standard FMT completely. Surprisingly, however, the
density profile calculated via eq. (10) match the numer-
ical density profile equally well as both the White-Bear
and the White-Bear MkII functionals employed in stan-
dard DFT. Close to the first maximum, the agreement
to simulation is even better for the former than in the
standard White-Bear and White-Bear MkII treatment.
This shows that an appropriate combination of standard
and force-DFT via eq. (10) to yield a hybrid method is a
viable means to improve deficiencies of an approximate
excess free energy functional. A tangible choice of the
interpolation parameter in eq. (10) may be obtained via
known results for bulk fluids, e.g. by comparison of as-
sociated equations of state. While this choice was made
analytically with eq. (12) for the hard sphere fluid above,
bulk simulation results might provide guidance to go be-
yond Carnahan-Starling results or to apply the hybrid
scheme to other particle models.

For the dynamical case, the evolution of ρh(z, t) in the
switched harmonic potential is shown in fig. 5. We ob-

serve that the initial state is captured via the hybrid
method much more accurately than by the individual
DFT-routes. This trend transfers to the relaxation dy-
namics, where arguably better results can be achieved
than with standard and force-DDFT alone. Still, hybrid
DDFT remains adiabatic, such that effects beyond the
adiabatic assumption are not incorporated by construc-
tion. In the considered case, however, this approximation
turns out to be reasonable, and the resulting density evo-
lution calculated within DDFT can hence be improved by
the combination procedure (10) as we had shown before
for equilibrium DFT.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, the recent force-DFT method developed
by Tschopp et al. [1] was compared in-depth to stan-
dard DFT and simulation results. For this, we have re-
examined the results of Ref. [1] for a hard sphere fluid
both in equilibrium at a hard wall as well as for its re-
laxation dynamics in a switched harmonic trap. Numeri-
cally exact many-body simulations have been carried out
to enable the comparison of density profiles from stan-
dard and force-DFT calculations with reference data.

We first turned to the prototypical case of subjecting
the hard sphere fluid to a hard wall, thereby inducing
large density modulations. As shown by Tschopp et al.
[1] standard and force-DFT are connected via the hard
wall contact theorems (6) and (7) to the compressibility
and virial expression of the pressure, respectively, which
was exemplified in their work with the Rosenfeld FMT
functional and the corresponding Percus-Yevick equation
of state. Here, we have augmented this investigation with
numerically accurate density profiles from GCMC simu-
lations, which have been adjusted to replicate the same
bulk density as used in both DFT methods. As expected
from the theoretical results of Ref. [1], the numerical con-
tact density is enclosed by the results from standard and
from force-DFT and fits more accurately to the former.
More importantly, however, with the GCMC data be-
ing available, the comparison could be carried out in this
work for the complete inhomogeneous structure of the
density profile. For intermediate distances from the wall,
the numerical density profile shows discrepancies to the
numerical results for both DFT routes. In large parts
of the system, the GCMC density profile is bracketed by
standard and force-DFT results. In the vicinity of the
first density maximum, which is difficult to reproduce in
standard DFT [11], force-DFT yields no systematic im-
provement.

We next considered the dynamical relaxation of the
hard sphere fluid in a harmonic potential when its
strength is instantaneously decreased. In order to com-
plement the force-DDFT results of Ref. [1] with numer-
ical data, we have employed EDBD as an accurate dy-
namical simulation method for hard sphere fluids under
nonequilibrium conditions. Hence, we have initialized
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104 EDBD runs with particle configurations obtained via
canonical MC simulations and have reproduced the relax-
ation dynamics after the switching of the harmonic trap.
The system parameters have been chosen to match the
DDFT calculations. We observed that the inaccuracies
of the Rosenfeld FMT functional transfer to the dynam-
ical case, such that the numerical density profile lies in
between the results of both DDFT routes. At the cen-
ter of the trap, force-DDFT overestimates the local value
of the density while standard DDFT yields values that
are slightly too low. As the dynamical description with
force-DDFT is still adiabatic by construction, the rela-
tive relaxation dynamics differs only marginally to that
in standard DDFT.

With the previous observations for both routes in equi-
librium and in the dynamical case, we have constructed
a hybrid method via an appropriate linear interpolation
of standard and force-results. For the hard sphere fluid
modeled with the Rosenfeld FMT functional, an interpo-
lation parameter could be found by considering the asso-
ciated Percus-Yevick results (8) and (9) and their well-
known combination (12) to yield the improved Carnahan-
Starling equation of state. We have shown that the appli-
cation of an analog combination procedure to standard
and force-results yields substantially improved density
profiles both in equilibrium and in the dynamical sce-
nario. In equilibrium at the hard wall, we have compared
the hybrid method with the Rosenfeld functional both to
GCMC data and to density profiles calculated with stan-
dard DFT when using the highly accurate White-Bear
and White-Bear MkII functionals. It was shown that
the hybrid Rosenfeld scheme mitigates many deficiencies
of the individual DFT routes. Its deviations from the
GCMC data are comparable to those of the standard
White-Bear and White-Bear MkII DFT treatments.

In the time-dependent problem, the hybrid implemen-
tation of DDFT captures the relaxation of the hard
sphere fluid much better than standard and force-DDFT
alone, which we attribute to the more accurate reproduc-
tion of the equation of state. Still, the hybrid scheme is
purely adiabatic by construction. This is an acceptable
approximation in the presented case, but will be inap-
propriate in other dynamical systems.

In the future, it would be interesting to use more ac-
curate functionals, such as White-Bear and White-Bear
MkII, in force-DFT and in the hybrid method. As hybrid
Rosenfeld DFT already significantly improves upon the

individual DFT routes, it is conceivable that a hybrid
White-Bear (MkII) DFT will lead to a further system-
atic gain in the accuracy of the resulting density profiles.
Moreover, the method could be useful in other systems
that may consist of different particle types than the hard
sphere fluid.

From a conceptual point of view, force-DFT opens up
the possibility to gain further insight into the inner work-
ings of DFT, especially by making the two-body density
correlation function directly accessible. This could be
used, e.g., in an investigation of the hard sphere pair
correlations at the contact shell. One could hope that
such studies shed light on the subtle yet clearly notice-
able deficiencies of FMT. Furthermore, one could obtain
one-body fluctuation profiles [54] such as the local com-
pressibility [55, 56] from integrating over the two-body
pair correlation function. This offers an alternative way
to access this information besides the common paramet-
ric differentiation of the density profile. Of course, stan-
dard DFT also allows to compute the pair structure via
the inhomogeneous OZ equation, see e.g. the work carried
out by Dietrich and coworkers [34, 37, 38].

When dynamics are considered, the prospects aris-
ing from the force-route are even more promising than
in equilibrium. A fundamental advantage of the force-
DDFT formalism is the possibility to include higher or-
ders in the many-body hierarchy. Recently, Tschopp and
Brader [49] exploited this idea by considering the dynam-
ics of the two-body density explicitly via its continuity
equation. Applying the adiabatic approximation only at
this higher order then yields a systematic extension of
standard DDFT that is no longer adiabatic on the one-
body level. This two-body DDFT can be considered in
the future as a possible means to break free of the inher-
ent restrictions of standard DDFT [50].
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Appendix A: Chemical potential from the
Percus-Yevick equation of state

We briefly give some classical results, as these are not
readily available in the standard references. The Percus-
Yevick equation of state

Pc,v =
ρb
β
fc,v(η) (A1)

can be obtained either via the compressibility (subscript
c) or the virial (subscript v) route. The explicit forms of
the functions fc,v(η) are given in eqs. (8) and (9) in the
main text.

We consider the Helmholtz free energy F and insert
eq. (A1), which yields

F = −
∫

dV P =
N

β

∫
dρb

f(η(ρb))

ρb
. (A2)

The chemical potential is then obtained via

µ =
∂F

∂N
=
∂F/V

∂ρb

=
1

β

(
f(η) +

∫
dρb

f(η(ρb))

ρb

)
.

(A3)

Thus,

βµc = ln(ρb) + fc(η) +
3

2(1− η)2 − ln(1− η)− 5

2
,

(A4)

βµv = ln(ρb) + fv(η) +
6η

1− η + 2 ln(1− η)− 1. (A5)
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