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Abstract 

This article is part-I of a review of density-functional theory (DFT) that is the most widely used 
method for calculating electronic structure of materials.  The accuracy and ease of numerical 
implementation of DFT methods has resulted in its extensive use for materials design and 
discovery and has thus ushered in the new field of computational material science.  In this article 
we start with an introduction to Schrödinger equation and methods of its solutions.  After 
presenting exact results for some well-known systems, difficulties encountered in solving the 
equation for interacting electrons are described.  How these difficulties are handled using the 
variational principle for the energy to obtain approximate solutions of the Schrödinger equation 
is discussed.  The resulting Hartree and Hartree-Fock theories are presented along with results 
they give for atomic and solid-state systems.  We then describe Thomas-Fermi theory and its 
extensions which were the initial attempts to formulate many-electron problem in terms of 
electronic density of a system.  Having described these theories, we introduce modern density 
functional theory by discussing Hohenberg-Kohn theorems that form its foundations.  We then 
go on to discuss Kohn-Sham formulation of density-functional theory in its exact form.  Next, local 
density approximation is introduced and solutions of Kohn-Sham equation for some 
representative systems, obtained using the local density approximation, are presented.  We end 
part-I of the review describing the contents of part-II. 
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1. Introduction:  Motivation for Density Functional Theory (DFT) 

Properties of materials are determined by how their constituents – electrons and ions – respond 
to different stimuli applied to them.  For example, bulk modulus of a system is determined by 
how much the underlying arrangement of the constituent atoms or molecules in the 
corresponding crystal change when it is subjected to pressure; colour of a substance depends on 
how its electrons change their state when light interacts with it.   Similarly, electric properties of 
matter are based on the response of its electronic charge to an electric field and its magnetic 
properties on the sum of magnetic moments (orbital or spin) of electrons in it when subjected to 
a magnetic field.  Thus, theoretical understanding of properties of different materials requires a 
knowledge of how the atoms, ions and electrons forming it are arranged and how their 
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distribution responds to an external stimulant.  The problem is thus solved in two stages:  we first 
calculate the structure of a given system without any external influence and then build up on it 
to calculate the response of the system to an applied field.  Both are described by the 
wavefunction of the system.  The wavefunction in turn is obtained by solving the Schrödinger 
equation [1, 2].  Thus, an understanding of what a wavefunction represents and how properties 
of interest are calculated from it is important for a theoretical material scientist.  Furthermore, 
the Schrödinger equation is a complicated differential equation and can be solved exactly only 
for a limited number of systems.  It is therefore equally important to understand how its solution 
can be facilitated by making reasonable approximations or by some other methods, and how 
these are solved on computers numerically.   These methods and the associated numerical 
techniques have been developed ever since the Schrödinger equation was discovered and have 
evolved to become more and more accurate with time.  Among all these, the method of choice 
for material scientists is the subject matter of this article and is known as density-functional 
theory (DFT).   

In the following we start with a discussion of the Schrödinger equation and the 
wavefunctions.  We then present the difficulties faced in solving the many-particle Schrödinger 
equation and describe some methods of solving it to obtain approximate wavefunctions.  This is 
followed by a brief description of the initial attempts made to bypass solving the Schrödinger 
equation for the wavefunction by recasting the problem in terms of the density.  Next, we discuss 
how these seminal efforts culminate in the exact reformulation of many-body Schrödinger 
equation in terms of density and make it possible to apply it to a range of systems with equal 
ease.  This to a large extent has also been aided by the increase in computational power, since 
the corresponding equations can be solved only numerically.  Thus, numerical techniques form 
an essential component of any theory of material design and are discussed along with the 
formulation of DFT.   The paper is concluded by presenting different possible directions that can 
be taken in applying DFT to obtain properties of material. 

 

1a.  Many-electron Schrödinger equation 

Materials of interest in this article are made up of positively charged nuclei or ions of atoms and 
electrons.  Consider a neutral system that has 𝑁! ions and 𝑁 electrons with their masses being 𝑀 
(for simplicity we have assumed that all the ions have the same mass) and 𝑚, respectively.  The 
position of ions is represented by 𝑹"(𝑖 = 1⋯𝑁!) and those of electrons by 𝒓"(𝑖 = 1⋯𝑁).  The 
corresponding stationary-state wavefunction Ψ-𝑹#⋯𝑹$!; 𝒓#⋯𝒓$/	is a function of both the 
nuclear and the electron coordinates.  It  is a solution of the time-independent Schrödinger 
equation 
 

𝐻Ψ = 𝐸Ψ,																																																																										(1)	 
 

where 
 

𝐻

=				−5
ℏ%

2𝑀∇𝑹"
%

$!

"'#

−5
ℏ%

2𝑚∇𝒓"
%

$

"'#

+	𝑉!!-𝑹#⋯𝑹$!/ +5𝑣)*+-𝑹#⋯𝑹$!; 𝒓"/
$

"'#

+
1
2
𝑒%

4𝜋𝜖,
5

1
@𝒓" − 𝒓-@",-

"/-

																																																																																																											(2) 

 

with	ℏ being Planck’s constant divided by 2𝜋, is the Hamiltonian operator and referred to simply 
as the Hamiltonian and contains second-order derivatives with respect to both sets of 
coordinates, i.e.  {𝑹"} and {𝒓"}.  These derivatives represent the kinetic energy operators for the 
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corresponding particles.  Additionally, the Hamiltonian contains the potential energy of the 
system (as operators, these are multiplicative operators in contrast to the kinetic energy operator 
that is a differential operator) that consists of the energy of interaction 𝑉!!"𝑹"⋯𝑹#!% between 
the ions, 𝑣$%&"𝑹"⋯𝑹#!; 𝒓'% between the nuclei and the electrons (it will be referred to it as the 
external potential in the manuscript, as is done in the literature) and the last term which is the 
energy of interaction between the electrons.  Notice that because of the external potential, the 
motion of the constituent ions and the electrons is coupled.  The first simplification in the 
equation comes by decoupling this motion.  The simplest way to do it is to make the static 
approximation [3] and take the ionic positions to be fixed at their equilibrium positions {𝑹",} in 
the system – this effectively amounts to taking the mass of the ions to be infinitely large.  Then 
their kinetic energy vanishes and the corresponding potential energy 𝑉!!"𝑹"⋯𝑹#!% is a constant.  
As a result, only the electronic degree of freedom is to be considered and one solves the 
Schrödinger equation for the Hamiltonian 
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Using the electronic wavefunctions 𝜓-𝑹#,⋯𝑹𝑁𝐼
, ; 𝒓#⋯𝒓$/ so obtained, one can then build up the 

complete wavefunction as a product 
 

Ψ-𝑹#⋯𝑹$!; 𝒓#⋯𝒓$/ = 𝜓-𝑹#,⋯𝑹𝑁𝐼
, ; 𝒓#⋯𝒓$/𝜒-𝑹1⋯𝑹𝑁𝐼/																				(4) 

 

of the electronic and the ionic wavefunctions 𝜒-𝑹1⋯𝑹𝑁𝐼/.  The wave-equation for the latter is 
obtained by substituting the wavefunction of Eq. (4) in the full Schrödinger equation of Eq. (1) 
and taking its expectation value with respect to 𝜓-𝑹#,⋯𝑹𝑁𝐼

, ; 𝒓#⋯𝒓$/.  A variant of static 
approximation is the Born-Oppenheimer approximation or the adiabatic approximation [3] 
where the electronic wavefunction is calculated with the external potential determined by the 
instantaneous position of the ions and the total wavefunction is written as the product of the 
electronic function so determined and the ionic wavefunction.  Again, the latter is obtained by 
solving the equation that is derived from the full Schrödinger equation of Eq. (1).  The ionic and 
electronic wavefunctions can be separated because of the enormous difference between the 
masses of the ions and electrons (keep in mind that proton’s mass is about 1800 times that of an 
electron). This is explained in the box below on the basis of the uncertainty principle.   

The adiabatic approximation 

Imagine a collection of electrons and ions which move over the length scale 𝑙.  Then by the 
uncertainty principle, momentum of each of these is of the order of ℏ 𝑙⁄ .  However, since ions 
are of much larger mass than the electrons, variance of their speeds will be significantly smaller 
in comparison to those of electrons.  Hence, as the zeroth level approximation, movement of ions 
about their centre of mass can be ignored and electronic movement can be decoupled from it.  

In either case, one must first solve the electronic Schrödinger equation and then use the 
corresponding wavefunction to determine ionic motion; the latter is described approximately 
even if the electronic part is known exactly.  For a critical discussion of the adiabatic 
approximation and its applicability, we refer the reader to ref. [4].  It suffices here to say that in 
applying the adiabatic approximation, motion of nuclei is restricted to small regions around their 
equilibrium position [4].    In this article, however, we will be concerned with solving the 
electronic problem assuming a given position of ions.    

For a given position of ions, the Schrödinger equation for the electrons is  
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𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$) = 𝐸𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$)		,				(5) 

where for brevity, we have not shown the dependence of 𝑣)*+(𝒓") or the electronic wavefunction 
𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$) on the ion coordinates explicitly.   Furthermore, we have also taken ℏ = 𝑚 = |𝑒| =

1	and		 )#

123$
= 1.	 These are known as atomic units (a.u.), and the unit of length is 0.529A° in 

terms of these, which is the Bohr radius of an electron in hydrogen atom, and the unit of energy 
is 27.21 eV.  Notice that if the electrons were not interacting, the last term in the square brackets 
in Eq. (5) will not be there.  The wavefunction is required to satisfy certain mathematical 
properties [1, 2] related to its continuity and integrability. The equation is solved with appropriate 
boundary conditions for the wavefunction.  These conditions and the required mathematical 
properties can be satisfied only for certain values of 𝐸.  These are known as the eigenvalues for 
the energy and the corresponding wavefunctions as the eigenfunctions.  We refer the reader to 
[1, 2] to review how the single-electron Schrödinger equation  
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is solved analytically for some specific systems and numerically for general external potentials. 

A note before further discussion 

For brevity, right now we will take the wavefunction to depend only on the space coordinates 
and postpone the inclusion of spin in it to little later.  The electronic wavefunction is 
antisymmetric with respect to the exchange of all coordinates (space and spin) of any two 
electrons.  Therefore, if the space and spin components of a wavefunction can be separated, one 
of them will be symmetric and the other antisymmetric with respect to such an exchange.  

The wavefunction 𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$) is in general complex and its absolute square is 
proportional to the probability density 𝑝(𝒓#⋯𝒓$) of finding electrons at positions (𝒓#⋯𝒓$).  
Therefore, the wavefunctions is normalized so that 
 

\|𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$)|%𝑑𝒓#⋯𝑑𝒓$ = 1		.																																													(7) 

 

and the probability density  
 

𝑝(𝒓#⋯𝒓$) = |𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$)|%				.																																														(8) 
 

As a result, the density 𝜌(𝒓) of electrons is given as 
 

𝜌(𝒓) = 𝑁\|𝜓(𝒓# = 𝒓;	𝒓%⋯𝒓$)|%𝑑𝒓%⋯𝑑𝒓$ 				.																																				(9) 

 

In writing the expression for the density above, use has been made of the property of the space 
component of the wavefunction for electrons that it is either symmetric or antisymmetric, which 
makes |𝜓(𝒓#⋯𝒓$)|% symmetric, with respect to the exchange of coordinates of any two 
electrons.  Any property of interest for a given system is represented by an operator 𝑂b  and is 
calculated from the wavefunction as the expectation value  
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of this operator;  it is also denoted as 〈𝑂b〉 in short.  For example, the operator for the density is 
[5] 
 

𝜌g(𝒓) =5𝛿(𝒓 − 𝒓")					.																																																															(11)
$

"'#

 

 

It is easily verified that expectation value of 𝜌g(𝒓) leads to Eq. (9) for the density.  Notice that the 
expectation value of an operator will come out to be equal to the eigenvalue if the wavefunction 
is an eigenfunction of the operator. 

To illustrate various ideas discussed in this article, we will make use of two simplest many-
electron systems which contain two electrons.  In both of these, we consider the ground-state of 
electrons for which the space-dependent wavefunction is symmetric with respect to the position 
of the electrons.  One of the examples is that of two electrons moving in a potential proportional 
to the square their distance from the origin.  This is known as the Hookium atom.  The Schrödinger 
equation for the Hookium [6, 7] 
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is exactly solvable analytically [6] for 𝜔 = #
%
 .  On solving it, the energy of the system comes out 

to be exactly 2.  The corresponding wavefunction is 
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where 

𝐶$ =
𝜋: 1⁄

o8 + 5𝜋# %⁄
																		.																																										(13𝑏) 

 

The expression for the density of the system can be worked out using Eq. (9) and is given in ref. 
[4].  Let us compare the wavefunction given in Eq. (13a) with that obtained if interaction between 

electrons was not there.  In that case the wavefunction will be proportional to 𝑒5
%
&67%

#87##9.  Thus, 
the effect of interaction on the wavefunction is to make it larger as the distance |𝒓# − 𝒓%| 
between the electrons increases, thereby increasing the relative probability of them being farther 
apart from each other.  Evidently, for 𝑟# = 𝑟% electrons have much higher probability of being on 
the opposite sides of the origin than for being on the same side; if they were not interacting, 
these probabilities would be equal.  The wavefunction thus keeps the electrons correlated. 

The other example is that of the Helium atom, which has two electrons with a nucleus 
made of two protons and two neutrons.  The corresponding Schrödinger equation satisfied by 
the electrons is  
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This equation cannot be solved analytically.  However, highly accurate numerical solutions [8-11] 
exist for it and we will take them to be equivalent to exact results.   To facilitate faster 
calculations, very accurate semi-analytic wavefunctions for these systems have also been 
developed over the years [12-14]. 

From the examples above, we see that even for the simplest systems, exact solution exists 
only for a specific case.  In general, exact solution of the many-electron Schrödinger equation (Eq. 
5) cannot be obtained.  This difficulty arises because the electron-electron interaction energy 
term in the Schrödinger equation does not allow separation of variables.  As a result, the 
wavefunction cannot be written as a product of single particle wavefunctions, which are solutions 
of single particle Schrödinger equation like that of Eq. 6.   Furthermore, purely numerical solution 
may also not be possible because of the enormous requirement of memory.  Therefore, methods 
to obtain accurate solutions have to be developed to make further progress.  This is done using 
the variational principle for the energy and is described next. 
 

1b. The variational method of obtaining approximate solutions [2] 

The ground-state (the lowest energy state) of any system has the following property.  If the 
expectation value of the Hamiltonian for a system is taken with respect to a normalized 
wavefunction satisfying the appropriate boundary conditions, it will always be greater than or 
equal to the exact ground-state energy 𝐸, .  Thus 

⟨𝜓|𝐻|𝜓⟩ ≥ 𝐸,		,																																																														(15) 
 

where the equality holds if the wavefunction is exact.  This property of the ground-state can be 
used to find an approximate ground-state wavefunction for the system.  The procedure for this 
is as follows.  

 First, we choose an approximate wavefunction appropriate for the given system.  The 
wavefunction can be chosen as a function with its analytical form appropriate for the system 
under consideration.  In the examples discussed below, we follow this path.   In a different 
approach, the wavefunction is written as a linear combination of a set of functions with the 
expansion coefficients treated as parameters of the wavefunction; the basis-functions employed 
for this are according to the system one is dealing with.  For example, in performing calculations 
on solids, often the wavefunction is expanded in terms of plane waves or related functions [15]. 
Having chosen a wavefunction, it is normalized and the expectation value 〈𝐻〉 of the Hamiltonian 
is calculated using it.  The wavefunction is then varied until 〈𝐻〉 achieves its minimum value.  This 
can be done in two following ways.  First, we can choose a functional form with some parameters 
in it that are varied to minimize 〈𝐻〉.  Wavefunctions written as a linear combination 
automatically fall in this category.  Secondly, we can derive a variational equation for the 
wavefunction and solve it.  In either case, the wavefunction obtained is an approximation to the 
true ground-state wavefunction and the minimum expectation value gives approximate energy 
of the ground-state.  The energy obtained is always above the true ground-state energy and thus 
represents an upper bound to it.  A nice feature of the variational method is that it offers a way 
of systematically improving the wavefunction by including more and more parameters in it.  As 
this is done, the expectation value becomes lower and lower, and it approaches the exact value 
of the energy from above.  Let us illustrate this by applying the method to the examples of two-
electron systems considered earlier. 

 For two-electron systems, the simplest wavefunction that we can choose [2] is the 
product wavefunction of two single-electron wavefunctions 𝜑(𝒓), i.e.: 
 

𝜓(𝒓#, 𝒓%) = 𝜑(𝒓#)𝜑(𝒓%)				.																																												(16) 
 

The full wavefunction  
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Ψ(𝒓#, 𝑚<#; 	𝒓%, 𝑚<%) = 𝜓(𝒓#, 𝒓%)𝑆(𝑚<#, 𝑚<%)		,																												(17) 
 

where 𝑚< v= ± #
%
x denotes the z-component of electron spin, is the product of the space part 

and the spin part.  We note that choosing direction 𝑧 for specifying the component of spin is 
arbitrary.  For the ground-state, the spin part is the antisymmetric function 
 

𝑆(𝑚<#, 𝑚<%) =
1
√2

[𝛼(𝑚<#)𝛽(𝑚<%) − 𝛼(𝑚<%)𝛽(𝑚<#)]			,																					(18) 

 

where 𝛼/𝛽 are the spin wavefunctions with 𝛼 v#
%
x = 1, 𝛼 v− #

%
x = 0, 𝛽 v#

%
x = 0, 𝛽 v− #

%
x = 1.  

Note that the full wavefunction is antisymmetric with respect to the exchange of all (including 
spin) coordinates of two electrons, as it must be because electrons are indistinguishable 
Fermions.   

From now onwards, we will refer to the single-electron wavefunctions 𝜑(𝒓) as orbitals.  
The functional form for orbitals in Eq. (16) is taken to be the same as the solution of the single-
particle Schrödinger equation corresponding to the respective systems.  Thus, for the Hookium 
 

𝜑(𝒓) = v
𝑎
𝜋x

: 1⁄
𝑒5	

>7#
% 								,																																										(19𝑎) 

 

and for the Helium atom 
 

𝜑(𝒓) = �
𝑎:

𝜋 �
# %⁄

𝑒5	>7 							,																																									(19𝑏) 

 

where 𝑎 is the variational parameter that is varied to minimize the expectation value of the 
Hamiltonian.  Note that if the electron-electron interaction (𝑉))) was not present, the value of 𝑎 

will come out to be equal to 𝜔 for the Hookium and 2 for the Helium atom; these are the exact 
answers [1,2] for the corresponding non-interacting systems.  However, because of 𝑉)), electrons 
will repel each other that makes them less tightly bound.  Therefore, when expectation value of 
the true Hamiltonian is minimized, 𝑎 should come out to less than 𝜔 (Hookium) and 2 (Helium), 
as it indeed does.   

 To calculate the expectation value of the Hamiltonian for each system, one can either do 
a fully numerical calculation or employ numerical tools after obtaining analytical forms for the 
expectation value as far as possible.   For the wavefunctional form given above, analytical 
calculation can be performed for Helium and He-like ions.  For the Hookium atom, calculations 
are performed numerically.  Results obtained by minimizing 〈𝐻〉 with respect to 𝑎 are shown in 
Table 1 in comparison to the exact ones. 

Table 1.  Value of parameters a/(a	and	b) for wavefunctions of Eq. (19)/Eq. (20) that minimize the 
expectation value 〈H〉 of the Hamiltonian and the corresponding 〈H〉.  These are compared with 
the exact values E0 given in the last column.  Note that for the Hookium, inclusion of one more 
parameter does not affect the result. All the numbers are in atomic units. 
 

Atom/Ion 𝒂 [2] 〈𝑯〉 a b 〈𝑯〉 𝑬𝟎[10] 
H5 0.6875 -0.4727 1.01392 0.2832 -0.5133 -0.5277 
He 1.6875 -2.8477 2.1832 1.1885 -2.8756 -2.9037 

Be𝟐8 3.6875 -13.5977 4.3872 2.9853 -13.6180 -13.6555 
Ne𝟖8 9.6875 -93.8477 10.7912 8.5795 -93.8476 -93.9068 

Hookiumv𝝎 = 𝟏
𝟐
x 0.4211 2.0405 0.4211 0.4211 2.0405 2.0000 
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 It is clear from the Table 1 that variational calculation with even a single parameter leads 
to reasonable values for the energy.  However, the wavefunction itself may not be as accurate as 
the energy.  The reason for this is that in a variational calculation, energy has an accuracy which 
is one order higher than the accuracy of the wavefunction [2].  Thus, if deviation of a variational 
wavefunction from the exact one is of 𝑂(𝛿), the difference in the corresponding energies is of 
𝑂(𝛿%).   

 In the wavefunction considered above, both the electrons are in the same orbital.  
However, for interacting electrons, the orbital extends much more in regions away from the 
nucleus than the corresponding orbital for the non-interacting system because of the electron-
electron interaction.  The effect of this interaction on the wavefunction has therefore been taken 
into account to some extent, but only in the average sense:  the potential that the electrons are 
moving in has been modified by adding to the external potential the electrostatic potential that 
is given by the electron density.  Thus, electrons are assigned to an orbital determined by a mean 
field.  This scheme, where electrons are taken to be in individual orbitals, is therefore known as 
the mean field approximation.  However, in reality something more than this happens.  As 
discussed in the context of the Hookium atom, electrons tend to avoid coming near each other 
because of their mutual repulsion.  As such, when one electron is near the nucleus, the other one 
will be as far from it as possible while remaining bound to the nucleus so that the total energy is 
minimized.  This makes their motion correlated and this interdependence should be incorporated 
in the wavefunction, making it a correlated wavefunction.    This is certainly not the case if both 
electrons are in the same orbital resulting from an average potential.  Correlation effects can be 
represented in the wavefunction directly by having terms that are proportional to inter-
electronic distance, as in the exact solution (Eq. 13a above) for the Hookium atom.  An example 
for this type of variational wavefunctions is the Hylleraas wavefunction [16] for two-electron 
atoms and ions forming the He-isoelectronic series.   

 It is also possible to account for correlations in other ways motivated by physical insight 
[17].  For example, in the two-electron systems we are discussing, when one electron is near the 
nucleus, the other one is far from it.  Thus, although the orbitals for the two electrons can be 
taken to have the same exponential form, their coefficient should be different.  So, the product 

wavefunction will be proportional to 𝑒5	
'(%
#

# 𝑒5	
)(#
#

#  (𝑎 ≠ 𝑏) for the Hookium and  𝑒5	>7%𝑒5	C7# 	(𝑎 ≠
𝑏) for He-like systems, where we now have two variational parameters 𝑎 and 𝑏.  However, 
because electrons are indistinguishable, we cannot differentiate between electron 1 and electron 
2 and therefore the space part of the wavefunction is made symmetric with respect to exchange 
of 𝑟# and 𝑟%.  It is therefore taken to be 
 

𝜓(𝒓#, 𝒓%) = 𝐶$ �𝑒
5	>7%

#

% 𝑒5	
C7##
% + 𝑒5	

>7##
% 𝑒5	

C7%#
% �	,																																						(20𝑎) 

 

where 𝐶$ is the normalization constant, for the Hookium and  
 

𝜓(𝒓#, 𝒓%) = 𝐶$(𝑒5	>7%𝑒5	C7# + 𝑒5	>7#𝑒5	C7%)	,																																						(20𝑏) 
 

for He-like systems.  We remind the reader again that the full wavefunction is a product of the 
space part above and the spin part given by Eq. (18).  To understand how the wavefunctions in 
Eqs. (20) keeps two electrons separated, assume 𝑎 > 𝑏.  Then when one of the electrons is near 

the center or the nucleus (corresponding to the orbital 𝑒5	
'(#

# or 𝑒5	>7), the other electron is far 

from it (being in the orbital 𝑒5	
)(#

# or 𝑒5	C7).   For He-like systems, expressions for expectation 
values of different components of 〈𝐻〉 have been calculated [18] analytically for this 
wavefunction.  For Hookium, calculations are performed numerically.  The corresponding values 
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of 𝛼 and 𝛽 that minimize 〈𝐻〉 and the corresponding minimum value of 〈𝐻〉 are given in Table 1.  
Note that for the Hookium, values of 𝛼 and 𝛽 come out to be the same. 

 It is clear from the results above that taking a physically motivated parametrized 
functional form for the wavefunction and optimizing it to minimize 〈𝐻〉 leads to an upper bound 
for the ground-state energy.  The value of 〈𝐻〉 approaches the true energy as the number of 
parameters is increased.  Now we ask the question if instead of varying a few parameters in a 
chosen functional form, the function itself can be varied at each point in space to minimize 〈𝐻〉 
so that the best function describing an orbital is obtained.  This indeed is possible and leads to 
the Hartree and Hartree-Fock methods that we describe next.  
 

1c. Hartree and Hartree-Fock theories 

We learnt in the section above that with properly chosen approximate wavefunctions, variational 
method can be applied to estimate the ground-state energy of a system.  We now wish to do it 
systematically within the framework of mean field approximation. This means that we take the 
many-electron wavefunction to be a product wavefunction made up of single electron orbitals; 
the best orbitals are then found by minimizing 〈𝐻〉 calculated with this wavefunction. 

 In the Hartree method [19, 20], the ground-state wavefunction for 𝑁 electrons  
 

𝜓D(𝒓#, 𝒓%⋯𝒓"⋯𝒓$) = 𝜑#(𝒓#)𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝜑$(𝒓$)																										(21) 
 

is the product of 𝑁 single-particle orbitals; In writing the ground-state wavefunction in the 
manner given above, Pauli’s principle is taken into account by occupying each orbital by one 
electron (since 2 electrons can be accommodated in each orbital, there are actually 𝑁/2 
independent orbitals).  Thus, the wavefunction in Eq. (21) contains N distinct orbitals with lowest 
possible energy each.  We will refer to this as the Hartree wavefunction. 

The expectation value of the Hamiltonian with respect to the Hartree wavefunction, 
denoted as 𝐸[𝜑#, 𝜑%, ⋯	𝜑$], is  

 

𝐸[𝜑#, 𝜑%, ⋯	𝜑$] = 5�𝜑"�−
1
2∇

%�𝜑"�
$

"'#

+\𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 +	
1
2�

𝜌(𝒓)𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓

E	 

																		−
1
25�

|𝜑"(𝒓)|%|𝜑"(𝒓′)|%

|𝒓 − 𝒓′| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓E					 		,																																																			(22)
$

"'#

 

 

From now onwards we will refer to the expectation value of the Hamiltonian as energy also.  Here  
 

𝜌(𝒓) =5|𝜑"(𝒓)|%
$

"'#

																																																																		(23) 

 

is the electron density.  The notation 𝐸[𝜑#, 𝜑%, ⋯	𝜑$] indicates that the energy is a functional 
of the functions in the square brackets (meaning of a functional and its derivative is explained in 
supplemental material).  The first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (22) gives the kinetic energy 
of electrons and the second term is the energy of interaction with the external potential.  The 
last two terms in the expression arise due to electron-electron interaction.   The third term is the 
Coulomb energy of the electronic charge distribution with charge density 𝜌(𝒓); it is referred to 
as the Hartree energy and is written as 𝐸D[𝜌].   The last term arises from 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 term in the 
expression for electron-electron interaction energy in the Hamiltonian and is known as the self-
interaction energy of electrons.  It is understood as follows.  In writing the Hartree energy as 
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given above, it is assumed that the associated charge distribution is continuous.  However, 
electrons carry charge -1 (in a.u.) that cannot be divided any further.  Therefore, the self-energy 
of each electron, calculated from its charge density |𝜑"(𝒓)|%, gets subtracted from the Hartree 
energy to correct for the granular nature of electronic charge, and leads to the fourth term.  We 
will now apply the variational method to obtain the orbitals that minimize the energy.  

Assume 𝑁 electrons distributed uniformly inside a sphere of radius 𝑅 atomic units.  Calculate 
their Hartree energy and the total self-energy. 

 

Suppose the energy attains its minimum value for the set {𝜑#(𝒓#), 𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝜑$(𝒓$)}.  If 
orbitals are now varied arbitrarily about these to {𝜑#(𝒓#) + 𝛿𝜑#(𝒓#), 𝜑%(𝒓%) +
𝛿𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝜑$(𝒓$) + 𝛿𝜑$(𝒓$)}, while keeping each of them normalized up to the first order so 
that  

\𝛿𝜑"∗(𝒓)𝜑" (𝒓)𝑑𝒓 +\𝜑"∗(𝒓)𝛿𝜑"(𝒓) 𝑑𝒓 = 0																																						(24) 

 

for each 𝑖, the corresponding change 𝛿𝐸 in the energy calculated up to the first order in 
{𝛿𝜑#(𝒓#), 𝛿𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝛿𝜑$(𝒓$)} will vanish.  This change is given as 
 

𝛿𝐸 =5�\𝛿𝜑"∗(𝒓) �−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E −\
|𝜑"(𝒓E)|%

|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓
E�𝜑"(𝒓) 𝑑𝒓

$

"'#

 

+\𝜑"∗(𝒓) �−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E −\
|𝜑"(𝒓E)|%

|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓
E�𝛿𝜑"(𝒓) 𝑑𝒓�										(25) 

 

Since each of the variations {𝛿𝜑#(𝒓#), 𝛿𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝛿𝜑$(𝒓$)} is arbitrary and satisfies the 
normalization condition given by Eq. (24), 𝛿𝐸 will vanish if 
 

�−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E −\
|𝜑"(𝒓E)|%

|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓
E�𝜑"(𝒓) = 𝜖"𝜑"(𝒓)				,														(26) 

 

where 𝜖"  is a constant and is different for each orbital.  It is left as an exercise for the reader to 
show that this is the case using the fact that both 𝜑"(𝒓) and 𝜑"∗(𝒓) satisfy Eq. (26) and vanish as 
|𝒓| → ∞ for bound states.  We direct the reader to go to supplemental material to learn how this 
derivation is done using functional derivatives; In what follows, we will make use of it directly to 
minimize different functionals. 

 Let us now understand Eq. (26) physically.  To do this, we look at the effective potential  
 

𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E −\
|𝜑"(𝒓E)|%

|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓
E																																										(27) 

 

seen by the electron in orbital 𝜑"(𝒓).  The potential is the sum of the external potential and the 
Coulomb potential of the rest of the electrons.  The latter is obtained by subtracting the self-
interaction potential (third term in the equation above) from the Coulomb potential (second 
term in the equation and known as the Hartree potential) of the total electronic charge density 
𝜌(𝒓).  Thus, in Hartree theory the effect of electron-electron interaction is accounted for taking 
the electrons to be moving in a mean field given by Eq. (27), i.e., electrons are not moving in a 
correlated manner.  This is reflected in the wavefunction with the absence of terms dependent 
on distance between two electrons, and in the potential seen by the electrons being the average 
potential.  This potential is orbital-dependent because of self-interaction of an electron depends 
on its orbital.   
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 Equation (26) is known as the Hartree equation.  Since the effective potential in it 
depends on the orbitals themselves, the equation is solved self-consistently.  Let us understand 
what that means.  Suppose we choose a set {𝜑#(𝒓#), 𝜑%(𝒓%)⋯𝜑$(𝒓$)} of orbitals and use them 
as input to calculate the effective potential.  When the Hartree equation is solved with this 
potential, the resulting output orbitals will not necessarily be the same as the ones we started 
with.  Therefore, the new set of orbitals is again used to construct the effective potential and 
Hartree equation is solved again to get the next set of orbitals and this process is repeated until 
the input and output orbitals are the same. These orbitals represent the self-consistent solution 
of the Hartree equation.  As is clear, obtaining self-consistent solution is an iterative process.  A 
little reflection on the procedure of obtaining self-consistent solution clearly indicates that this is 
to be done numerically using a computer. An algebraic example of self-consistent solution is 
given in the box below. 
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An algebraic example of a self-consistent calculation 

Consider the quadratic equation  

𝑥% + 𝑥 − 6 = 0										, 

Which has the solution 𝑥 = −3 and 𝑥 = 2.  We now will get these solutions by starting with a 
guess for the solution and making it self-consistent iteratively.  For this we write the equation 
above as 

𝑥% = 6 − 𝑥 

and connect the solution in the 𝑖+F iteration to that in the (𝑖 + 1)+F iteration according to 

𝑥"8# = ±o6 − 𝑥"  

We start with a guess of 𝑥, = 1.  Then the series of answers one gets by keeping positive and 
negative solutions are, respectively, 

1, 2.236, 1.940, 2.015, 1.996, 2.001 

and 

1,−2.236,−2.870,−2.978,−2.996 

As one can see, the solutions are slowly converging towards the correct values.  One the other 
hand, one could have also rearranged the equation differently and do the iteration according to 

𝑥"8# = 6 − 𝑥"% 

Again, if we start with 𝑥, = 1, we find that the solution starts becoming larger and larger and 
does not converge.  In other words, the process is unstable.  To make it stable, the new input 
value of  𝑥 is taken to be a weighted mixture of 𝑥"  and 𝑥"8#.  In the present case, we will take it 
to be 

0.8𝑥" + 0.2𝑥"8# 

Now starting with 𝑥, = 1, we get a series of solutions as follows. 

 

𝑥"   𝑥"8#  𝑥"GHI+ = 0.8𝑥" + 0.2𝑥"8#   𝑥JI+HI+ = 6 − 𝑥"% 

             1                 5                               1.8                                             2.76 

             1.8                       2.76                               1.992                                        2.032 

             1.992                  2.032                               2.000                                        2.000 
 

On the other hand, the solution 𝑥 = −3 is not obtained using the formula 𝑥"8# = 6 − 𝑥"%  
iteratively.  So, the process remains unstable for this solution.  This example shows that in 
general, an iterative process is stable if the new input is taken to be a judicious mixture of the old 
input and the output from it.    Thus, performing a self-consistent calculation is as much an art as 
it is a technical skill. 

Exercise:  Write the Hartree equation for He-like two-electron systems.  Connection between this 
equation and the variational calculation done earlier can be seen as follows.  Calculate the 
potential for the Hartree equation using orbital of Eq. (19b).  Then take the trial wavefunction to 
be of the same form as that of Eq. (19b) with 𝑎 replaced by a different parameter 𝑏 and calculate 
the expectation value of the Hamiltonian of the Hartree equation.  Next, minimize this 
expectation value with respect to 𝛽, keeping 𝛼 fixed.  After this, take 𝑎 = 𝑏 in the resulting 
equation to make them self-consistent and solve for their value.  This will give 𝑎 = 𝑍 − K

#L
 . 
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 One system for which exact analytical solution of Hartree equation exists is the 
homogeneous electron gas (HEG).  HEG is a collection of electrons in the background of equal 
amount of positive charge spread uniformly with constant density 𝜌.  Explicit solutions for the 
HEG plays an important role in the development of energy functionals in density-functional 
theory.  Hence, we discuss it below in detail.  

 For free electrons (constant external potential and no interaction potential energy), it is 
well known that the solutions of the Schrödinger equation are plane waves.  When normalized 

over a large volume 𝑉 with periodic boundary conditions, these are given as �#
M
	𝑒"𝒌.𝒓	and various 

properties of free electron gas are obtained [15, 22] using them.  Self-consistent solutions of 
Hartree equation too are plane waves.  This can be easily seen as follows. Plane waves give rise 
to a uniform density of electrons equal to the background density.  Furthermore, the self-
interaction potential for each orbital is zero for an infinite system.  Thus, the net effective 
potential of Eq. (27) isa constant.  This then gives plane waves as the self-consistent solutions of 
Hartree equation.  In calculating the energy also, it is easily seen that the energy of interaction 
between the electrons and the uniform positive background cancels with the sum of electrostatic 
energy of the background charge and electronic charge densities.  The energy of HEG in Hartree 
theory is therefore the same as that for free electrons and equal to their kinetic energy.  For 
density 𝜌, its value per electron is (in atomic units) 
 

𝜖P(𝜌) =
3
10
(3𝜋%𝜌)

%
:								,																																																		(28𝑎) 

 

which is equal to 
 

3
5�
𝑘Q%

2 �					,																																																																			(28𝑏) 

 

where 𝑘Q = (3𝜋%𝜌)
%
*		 is the Fermi wavevector, i.e. the wavevector for the highest occupied 

quantum-state.  Thus, kinetic energy per electron for a HEG is three-fifths of the energy of the 
highest occupied state.  It is also expressed in terms of Wigner-Seitz radius 𝑟< as 
 

𝜖P(𝑟<) =
1.105
𝑟<%

								,																																																												(28𝑐) 

 

where 𝑟< is defined by the equation 
 

𝜌 = l
4𝜋
3 𝑟<:m

5#

		,																																																														(29) 

 

and gives the radius of the sphere containing one electron. 

  The question we now ask if the Hartree wavefunction is the best possible product 
wavefunction or can it be improved further?  The answer is that the wavefunction can be made 
better.  It is done by considering all possible ways of distributing N electrons among N orbitals 
and then taking linear combination of these products so that the final wavefunction is 
antisymmetric with respect to exchange of the coordinates (including spin) of any two electrons.  
The best orbitals are then found by applying the variational principle.  The wavefunction thus 
obtained is known as the Hartree-Fock (HF) wavefunction, and the method as Hartree-Fock 
theory [3,15,23,24].  It gives the best possible mean-field wavefunction and energy for a system.  
We now discuss the theory in detail. 
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 The wavefunction in HF theory is constructed from spin-orbitals  
 

𝜒",<(𝑥) = 𝜑",<(𝒓)𝑠(𝑚<)			,                                                             (30) 
 

where 𝑥 = (𝒓,𝑚<) is the coordinate of an electron including the spin-variable 𝑚< that gives the 
z-component of its spin and takes values ± #

%
 . The spin wavefunction 𝑠(𝑚<) could be either 

𝛼(𝑚<) or 𝛽(𝑚<).  As indicated earlier, the values taken by the spin wavefunction are 
 

𝛼 v+ #
%
	x = 1	,									𝛽 v− #

%
	x = 0	,										𝛼 v+ #

%
	x = 0	,										𝛽 v− #

%
	x = 1		,	                (31a) 

 

 

It is evident that products of two spin wavefunctions for different combinations of spin quantum 
number 𝑠 and spin variable 𝑚< are  
 

𝛼∗(𝑚<)𝛼(𝑚<
E ) = 𝛿

R+,
#
%
𝛿R+,R+

, 			, 

𝛽∗(𝑚<)𝛽(𝑚<
E ) = 𝛿

R+,5
#
%
𝛿R+,R+

, 			, 

𝛼∗(𝑚<)𝛽(𝑚<) = 0			,                                                                         (32) 
 

The integration ∫𝑑𝑥	with respect to 𝑥 is then equivalent to ∫𝑑𝒓∫ 𝑑𝑚< with the symbolic 
integration with respect to 𝑚< being the summation over its discreet values, i.e., 
 

∫ 𝑓(𝑚<) 𝑑𝑚< ≡ ∑ 𝑓(𝑚<)R+ = 𝑓 v+ #
%
x + 𝑓 v− #

%
x			.                                   (33) 

 

Using Eqs. (32) and (33), it is clear that spin wavefunctions are normalized.  Finally, by including 
index 𝑠 in the orbital 𝜑",<(𝒓), we have shown explicitly that besides other quantum numbers 
denoted by 𝑖, it may have a dependence on 𝑠.    

In terms of spin orbitals, the HF wavefunction for 𝑁 electrons is the determinant 
 

𝜓DQ(𝑥#, 𝑥%⋯𝑥$) = � #
$!

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡𝜒#

(𝑥#)
𝜒%(𝑥#)

𝜒#(𝑥%) ⋯
𝜒%(𝑥%) ⋯

𝜒#(𝑥$)
𝜒%(𝑥$)

⋮
⋮

⋮
⋮

⋮
⋮

𝜒$(𝑥#) 𝜒$(𝑥%) ⋯ 𝜒$(𝑥$)⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

				,                          (34) 

 

and is known as the Slater determinant.  Like the product wavefunction of Eq. (21), in HF 
wavefunction also each spin orbital is occupied by one electron.  However, unlike the 
wavefunction of Eq. (21), HF wavefunction does not assign a specific electron, identified by the 
subscript on coordinate 𝑥, to a given spin orbital.  This is reflected in the wavefunction being a 
linear combination of products of orbitals with each product having a different permutations of 
electron labels distributed among the orbitals. Therefore, quantum numbers associated with a 
spin orbital in the determinant above cannot be assigned to a particular electron, consistent with 
the indistinguishability of electrons.    

Next, we take the expectation value of the Hamiltonian with respect to the HF 
wavefunction.  For this we make use of the following relation [23, 24]: 
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c𝜓DQ@𝑂b	@𝜓DQd = ⟨𝜒#(𝑥#)𝜒%(𝑥%)⋯𝜒$(𝑥$)@𝑂b@

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡𝜒#

(𝑥#)
𝜒%(𝑥#)

𝜒#(𝑥%) ⋯
𝜒%(𝑥%) ⋯

𝜒#(𝑥$)
𝜒%(𝑥$)

⋮
⋮

⋮
⋮

⋮
⋮

𝜒$(𝑥#) 𝜒$(𝑥%) ⋯ 𝜒$(𝑥$)⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

		�				,     (35) 

 

where in general the operator 𝑂b = 𝑂b(𝑥#, 𝑥%⋯𝑥$) may also depend on spin of electrons.  
Therefore, the expectation value is taken by integrating over the spatial as well as spin 
coordinates of the electrons. Notice that the factors involving 𝑁! do not appear in the expression 
above.  Of our interest right now are the one-particle operators and two-particle operators.  One-
particle operators are written as 
 

𝑂b#(𝑥#, 𝑥%⋯𝑥$) = ∑ 𝑂b#(𝒓𝒊)$
"'# 				.                                             (36) 

 

and include the density, the kinetic energy and the external energy operators.  Expectation value 
of these operators is given, using Eq. (35), as [23, 24] 
 

c𝜓DQ@𝑂b#	@𝜓DQd = ∑ ∫𝜒"∗(𝑥")𝑂b#(𝑥")𝜒"(𝑥")𝑑𝑥"$
"'# 					.                      (37a) 

  

Since the integration variable can be written by any symbol, we write the equation above as 
 

c𝜓DQ@𝑂b#	@𝜓DQd = ∑ ∫𝜒"∗(𝑥)𝑂b#(𝑥)𝜒"(𝑥)𝑑𝑥$
"'# 					.                      (37b) 

 

We now use the explicit form of the spin orbitals and separate the spin and other quantum 
numbers to write the expression in Eq. (37b) as 
 

c𝜓DQ@𝑂b#	@𝜓DQd = ∑ ∫ 𝑠∗(𝑚<)𝑠(𝑚<)𝑑𝑚< 	∑ ∫𝜑",<∗ (𝒓)𝑂b#(𝒓)𝜑",<(𝒓)𝑑𝒓"
U
<'V 		.			        (37c) 

 

Finally, using Eq. (32), or equivalently the normalization condition for the spin wavefunctions, the 
expectation value of the single-particle operator of Eq. (36) is 
 

c𝜓DQ@𝑂b#	@𝜓DQd = ∑ ∑ ∫𝜑",R+
∗ (𝒓)𝑂b#(𝒓)𝜑",R+(𝒓)"R+ 𝑑𝒓			.	                       (38) 

 

(Note that we have replaced 𝑠 by 𝑚< in the labels for the orbitals employing Eq. (32)).  For 
example, using Eq. (38), electron density is given as 
 

𝜌(𝒓) = ∑ ∑ 𝜑",R+
∗ (𝒓)𝜑",R+(𝒓)"R+ 				.                                           (39) 

 

We now consider two-particle operators. These involve coordinates of two electrons and have 
the following form 
 

𝑂b%(𝑥#, 𝑥%⋯𝑥$) =
#
%
∑ 𝑂b%-𝒓𝒊	, 𝒓𝒋/$
",-'#
("/-)

				.			                                        (40) 

 

Using Eq. (35) and following the steps involved in obtaining the expectation value for single-
particle operators, we get [23, 24] 
 

c𝜓DQ@𝑂b%	@𝜓DQd =
#
%
∑ ∑  ∫ ∫𝜑",R+

∗ (𝒓)𝜑-,R+
,

∗ (𝒓E)𝑂b%(𝒓, 𝒓E)𝜑",R+(𝒓)𝜑-,R+
,(𝒓E)𝑑𝒓 𝑑𝒓E¡",-R+,R+

, 	 		   
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− #
%
∑ ∑  𝛿R+R+

, ∫∫𝜑",R+
∗ (𝒓)𝜑-,R+

,
∗ (𝒓E)𝑂b%(𝒓, 𝒓E)𝜑",R+

,(𝒓E)𝜑-,R+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 𝑑𝒓
E¡",-R+,R+

, 	 	.   (41) 

 

Notice that now the sum over orbital quantum numbers does not have (𝑖,𝑚<) ≠ (𝑗,𝑚<
E ) terms.  

This condition is automatically satisfied since (𝑖,𝑚<) = (𝑗,𝑚<
E ) terms in the two expressions on 

the right-hand side of Eq. (41) cancel.  

The two-particle operator of our interest right now is the electron-electron interaction 
energy term with 
 

𝑂b%-𝒓𝒊	, 𝒓𝒋/ =
#

Z𝒓"5𝒓-Z
			.                                                   (42) 

 

Using the formula for the density given in (39) and the explicit form of Coulomb potential, 
the first expression in Eq. (41) is easily shown to be the Hartree energy, which was also a 
component of the energy in Hartree theory.  We call this the direct term.  The second expression, 
known as the exchange term, gives an additional component of electron-electron interaction 
energy and is referred to as the exchange energy.  This arises from that product in the 
determinant where the coordinates of electrons in orbitals 𝜒",<(𝑥) and 𝜒-,<,(𝑥′) have been 
swapped in the diagonal term while all the other coordinates remain the same.  This term 
therefore picks up a minus sign with respect to the direct term and these orbitals now appear as 
𝜒",<(𝑥′) and 𝜒-,<,(𝑥).  Because of this, integration over spin coordinates gives the Kronecker delta  
𝛿R+R+

,  in the expression for the exchange energy.  What this means is that contribution to 
exchange energy comes only from interaction between electrons in orbitals with the same spin, 
or z-component of spin to be more precise.  When the sum over 𝑚<

E  is carried out and 𝑂b%(𝒓, 𝒓E) 
is replaced by #

|𝒓5𝒓,|
 , explicit expression for the exchange energy	𝐸* comes out to be 

 

𝐸* = −
1
255��

𝜑",R+
∗ (𝒓)𝜑-,R+

∗ (𝒓E)𝜑",R+
(𝒓E)𝜑-,R+

(𝒓)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓E�

",-R+

				,												(43)	 

 

where the sum in the expression above is over the occupied orbitals.  Note that the spin quantum 
number of all the orbitals in the expression above is the same.  In addition, as right after Eq. (41), 
self-energy of electron in each occupied orbital is included in the exchange energy. 

 Collecting all the terms together, the expression for energy in HF theory is 
 

𝐸DQ =55\𝜑",R+
∗ (𝒓) l−

1
2∇

%m𝜑",R+(𝒓)
"R+

𝑑𝒓 + \𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 +	
1
2�

𝜌(𝒓)𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓
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−
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∗ (𝒓)𝜑-,R+
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(𝒓E)𝜑-,R+

(𝒓)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓E�

",-R+

	.			(44) 

 

Taking the functional derivative (see supplemental material ) of 𝐸DQ  with respect to complex 
conjugate of an orbital and setting it to zero with the constraint that each orbital is normalized 
gives the Hartree-Fock equation 
 

	�−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E�𝜑",R+(𝒓) −5\
𝜑-,R+
∗ (𝒓E)𝜑",R+

(𝒓E)𝜑-,R+
(𝒓)

|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓E
-

 

= 𝜖",R+𝜑",R+(𝒓)				,				(45𝑎) 
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for that orbital.  As is the case with the Hartree equation, HF equation also is solved self-
consistently since the potential depends on the solution itself.  Substitution of the solution of HF 
equation in Eq. (44) gives the HF energy.   

The effective potential in HF theory consists of two parts:  the Hartree potential and the 
exchange potential.  The exchange potential is a non-local potential in that it acts on the orbital 
as an integral operator.  Furthermore, it also depends on the spin of the orbital that it is acting 
upon.   

Comment: General operation of a non-local potential 𝑣(𝒓, 𝒓E) on a function 𝑓(𝒓) is given as 
 

\𝑣(𝒓, 𝒓E)𝑓(𝒓E)𝑑𝒓E	.																																																																	 

 

For multiplicative potentials, like 𝑣)*+(𝒓) or the Hartree potential, 𝑣(𝒓, 𝒓E) ∝ 𝛿(𝒓 − 𝒓E).   

We write the exchange potential as 
 

𝑣*,R+	(𝒓, 𝒓
E) = −5

𝜑-,R+
∗ (𝒓E)𝜑-,R+

(𝒓)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E|

-

							,																																			(46) 

 

where, as noted earlier, the sum in the expression above is over the occupied orbitals.  It is 
evident that the exchange potential includes in it the self-interaction potential of Hartree 
equation and additional terms, making it more general.  The additional terms give the interaction 
between electrons in different orbitals.  Using expression of Eq. (46), the Hartree-Fock equation 
is rewritten as 
 

�−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E�𝜑",R+(𝒓) + \𝑣*,R+	(𝒓, 𝒓
E)𝜑",R+(𝒓

E)𝑑𝒓E 

= 𝜖",R+𝜑",R+(𝒓)								(45𝑏) 
 

For a general discussion on the physical interpretation of the exchange energy and potential and 
how the exchange potential can be made local on the basis of this interpretation, we refer the 
reader to reference [25].   

 Some general features of HF theory are listed below:  

(i) HF theory is the best mean-field theory as no other product wavefunction can give a 
lower energy than the HF energy;    

(ii) Negative of the eigenvalues 𝜖",R+  of HF equation can be shown to approximate the 
removal energy of an electron from the corresponding orbital.  This is known as 
Koopmans’ theorem [24,26];   

(iii) For a single electron system, the direct and the exchange terms cancel in both the 
total energy and in the effective potential. This clearly indicates that the theory is free 
of self-interaction of electrons; 

(iv) For homogeneous electron gas (HEG), self-consistent solutions of HF equation also 
are plane waves.  This is so because, like in Hartree theory, when these solutions are 
substituted in the expression for the potential, all the terms in it come out to be 
constants.  However, the energy now has the additional component of exchange 
energy.  Its value per electron in terms of the density is [15] 
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𝜖*(𝜌) = −
1
4l
3𝜌
𝜋 m

#
:
								,																																																					(47𝑎) 

 

or equivalently 
 

𝜖*(𝑟<) = −
0.456
𝑟<

																																																																(47𝑏) 

in terms of the Wigner-Seitz radius 𝑟<; 
 

(v) The total average energy per electron in Hartree-Fock theory is [15] 

 

𝜖(𝑟<) =
1.105
𝑟<%

−
0.456
𝑟<

									.																																																						(48) 

 

Next, we present some representative results obtained in Hartree-Fock theory and 
compare them with experimental values.  We start with the results for atoms.  Hartree-Fock 
equation for atoms has been solved [27, 28] fully numerically and also by expanding the orbitals 
in terms of basis functions known as Slater orbitals.  The HF orbitals obtained using the latter 
method have been tabulated [29].  These semi-analytical orbitals are quite useful when we wish 
to perform any calculations for atoms by employing HF wavefunctions. 

Exercise: Write a computer program to calculate for atoms the total energy and its different 
components employing their HF orbitals given in ref. [29].   

Given in Table 2 are the total energies and negative −𝜖R>* of the energy eigenvalues for 
the highest occupied orbital (HO) in HF theory [29] for the hydrogen anion and some noble gas 
atoms along with the experimental [30,31] total energies and ionization potential.  It is seen that 
the Hartree-Fock energies always lie above the experimental values.  The difference arises 
because HF wavefunction is not the exact wavefunction.  Since this wavefunction is calculated 
from an average potential, it does not have terms dependent on interelectronic distances and 
therefore neglects correlation between electrons arising due to their Coulomb interaction.  
Inclusion of these effects will lower the energy and bring it closer to the true ground-state energy.  
Furthermore, for heavy atoms, relativistic effects also contribute the difference.  We define the 
correlation energy 𝐸\  of a system as 
 

𝐸\ = 𝐸DQ − 𝐸)*>\+GJG57)0>+"]"<+"\ 													.																																			(49) 
 

It follows from the definition that correlation energies will always be negative. Since relativistic 
effects are negligible for atoms shown in Table 2, their correlations energies can be calculated 
from the numbers given in the Table.  

Table 2.  Total energy and eigenenergy of the highest occupied (HO) orbital of H- and three noble 
gas atoms as calculated in HF theory.  These are compared with the experimental total energies 
and ionization potentials. All numbers are given in atomic units. 

 
Atom 

Total energy Eigenvalue (HO) and Ionization 
potential 

EHF [29] Eexpt[30, 31] −𝛜𝐦𝐚𝐱 [29] Iexpt [30, 31] 
H5 -0.4879 -0.5277 0.0462 0.0277 
He -2.8617 -2.9034 0.9179 0.9035 
Ne -128.5471 -129.0600 0.8504 0.7925 
Ar -526.8174 -529.2490 0.5910 0.5790 
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Exercise: Calculate what percent of the total energy is the correlation energy in the atomic 
systems shown in Table 2?  Whys does this percentage become smaller with increasing atomic 
number?  

A look at the numbers in Table 2 indicates that HF method is a good approximation for 
calculating total energies and also gives reasonable estimates of the ionization energies.  Why 
should we then be concerned with correlation energy?  The answer is provided by the value of 
energy for H5 and when we compare it with the energy of hydrogen atom, which is −0.5 atomic 
units.  Since in HF theory the energy of H5 is above the energy of hydrogen atom, the anion 
should spontaneously release one electron and become neutral so that the total energy is 
lowered, if the HF energy were its true energy.  However, correlation makes the true energy of 
H5 lower than that of hydrogen atom.  Although the correlation energy is numerically small here, 
it plays a key role in making the ion stable.  This is only one of many examples where the character 
of a system will be totally different if correlation is not taken into account.   

 Now we present the example of extended systems when HF theory is applied to them.  
We first discuss the results for HEG.  HEG is best suited to metals where the ionic potential is 
screened by the electrons and the resulting background potential can therefore be approximated 
as uniform.  Energy of HEG in HF theory has already been given.    Here our focus is on results for 
some properties other than the energy.  These are not given [15] correctly by HF theory for 
metals.  First the bandwidth of the conduction band comes out to be much larger than seen in 
experiments.  Secondly, the density of states for electrons becomes infinitely large at the Fermi 
level and that leads to wrong temperature dependence of specific heat at low temperatures.   

Let us next discuss what are the results when HF theory is applied to other systems, with 
the potential of the ions replacing the constant background potential of HEG.  In Table 3, we 
present the results for lattice constants, bulk moduli and energy band gaps of some non-metallic 
systems.   

Table 3.  Lattice constants, bulk modulus and energy band gap for some non-metallic systems 
calculated in HF theory.  These are compared with the corresponding experimental numbers. 

Solid aHF  
[Å] 

aExpt  
[Å] 

BHF  
[GPa] 

BExpt 
[GPa] 

𝑬𝑮𝒂𝒑𝑯𝑭 	[eV] 𝑬𝑮𝒂𝒑
𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒕 [eV] 

C 3.55 [32] 
3.57 [33] 

3.57 [22] 438 [32] 
464 [33] 
476 [33] 

442 [34] 12.1 [35,36] 5.5 [22] 

Si 5.46 [33] 5.43 [22] 109 [33]  99 [34] 5.6 [36] 1.2 [22] 

Ge 5.79 [33] 5.65 [22] 85 [33] 76 [34] 4.2 [36] 0.7 [22] 

Ne 4.43 4.46[37] 1.2 1.1[38] 25.4 [39] 
25.2[40] 

21.4 [41] 

Ar 5.15 5.30[42] 4.4 2.9[38] 18.5 [39] 
18.5[40] 

14.3 [41] 

Kr 5.50 5.65[43] 5.1 3.3[38] 16.4[40] 11.6[41] 

Xe 6.01 6.13[44] 5.4 3.7[38] --- 9.8 [41] 

 

It is clear from the Table 3 that lattice constants of the materials considered calculated 
with HF theory are close to the experimental results.  However, the bulk modulus is reasonable 
for some of these and is overestimated for others.  On the other hand, the band gaps in HF theory 
are consistently larger than the experimental band-gaps for all systems.  Overestimation of band 
gaps is easily understood when we look at Eq. (45b) for the unoccupied orbital 𝜑i(𝒓) at the 
bottom of the conduction band and the operation of the exchange potential of Eq. (46) on this 
orbital.  It is first noted that in calculating the exchange potential, the sum is over only the 
occupied orbitals and the Hartree potential is calculated from the density of electrons occupying 
these orbitals.  However, we can add the density |𝜑i(𝒓′)|%of the unoccupied orbital to 𝜌(𝒓E) and 
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extend the sum in the exchange term to include 𝜑i(𝒓) without affecting the equation.  But 
looking at the equation in this manner shows the HF equation for 𝜑i(𝒓) to be for a system that 
has an additional electron.  This makes the resulting sum of the Hartree and exchange potential 
more positive for 𝜑i(𝒓) and gives the orbital energy for it also to be more positive, corresponding 
to the system with an additional electron.  This gives a larger gap between the bottom of the 
conduction band and top of the valence band than expected for the system with a fixed number 
of electrons. 

1d. Going beyond Hartree-Fock theory 

As must be clear by the presentation above, HF theory is a good first approximation to the true 
many-body solution but also fails considerably in predicting certain properties.  This happens 
because HF wavefunction neglects Coulomb correlations among electrons.  The example we saw 
above in this connection is that of H5 ion.  In such two electron systems, because of Coulomb 
correlations among the electrons, the wavefunction has in it a term dependent on 𝑟#%.  This 
makes the charge cloud of one electron shift away from the nucleus resulting in bringing the 
nucleus closer to the second electron and leading to an attraction between them.  That makes it 
possible for the second electron to get bound to the system.  Without such a correlation between 
the electrons, it will not be possible to bind the extra electron to a neutral hydrogen atom 
rendering the  H5 ion to be unstable.   This is shown schematically in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1.  (a) A neutral hydrogen atom shown schematically by a nucleus, depicted by the large 
dark circle, and a spherically symmetric electron charge cloud around it.  The picture shows an 
imaginary situation where the charge cloud of the electron in the atom remains unaffected as 
another electron, shown by small dark circle, approaches it.  In such a case there is no attraction 
between the atom and the approaching electron. This happens if correlation between the 
electrons is neglected; (b) In contrast to the situation in (a), the charge cloud around the nucleus 
is distorted because of electron-electron interaction showing that the correlation between them 
has been taken into account.  Because of the resulting asymmetric charge distribution in the atom 
the second electron is attracted to it. 

 

 In metals, the long-range component of Coulomb interaction among the electrons gives 
rise to collective motion of electrons.  The residual interaction between individual electrons is 
thus reduced to being short-range and, therefore, weak.  This implies that electrons can be 
treated as effectively free, which removes the problems arising in HF theory.  Separating the 
motion of electrons into collective and individual coordinates and dealing with these differently 
is then one way [3, 45] of taking care of correlation effects in metals.  This method of obtaining 
the correlation energy has been applied making an approximation known as the random phase 
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approximation [45], or simply the RPA.  An equivalent way of calculating the correlation energy 
within the RPA is by integrating the frequency-dependent response function of HEG [46,47]. 

 Notwithstanding the discussion in the paragraphs above, the question arises as to how 
does one go beyond Hartree-Fock theory and account for Coulomb correlations in the 
wavefunction in general? We discuss this qualitatively in the following paragraphs without doing 
any derivations or performing any rigorous calculations.  The idea is to convey that 
wavefunctional calculations become complicated when one goes beyond mean-field theories.  
This suggests need to develop alternatives to wavefunctional theory, and density-functional 
theory provides precisely that. 

 One approach to account for Coulomb correlations in a wavefunction is to explicitly 
incorporate in it terms that depend on distance between electrons.  Hyllerass wavefunctions [16] 
for two-electron atomic systems, alluded to in section (1b), are an example of this.  These 
wavefunctions have explicit dependence on 𝑟#% and give highly accurate energies for two-
electron systems.  Other correlated wavefunctions in section (1b) were given by Eqs. (20a) and 
(20b).  These were constructed in such a way that when one electron was near the nucleus, the 
other one stayed far from it.   However, when number of electrons becomes more than two, it is 
not practically possible to include in the wavefunction terms dependent on all inter-electronic 
distances nor is it easy to construct functions like those given in Eqs. (20a) and (20b).  How does 
one then make further progress? 

An obvious path to go beyond Hartree-Fock theory is to expand the wavefunction in terms 
of Slater determinants constructed from the ground- and excited-state orbitals.  The first term in 
such an expansion is the Hartree-Fock wavefunction.   The wavefunction so constructed therefore 
involves many more orbitals than the number of electrons and also a large number of expansion 
parameters.  This makes evaluation of various expectation values and optimization of these 
parameters difficult and numerically cumbersome.  The methods based on this approach are the 
multi-configuration Hartree-Fock (MCHF) and configuration-interaction (CI) methods [23].  
Readers are requested to go to the literature to learn more about these. 

The model Hamiltonian approach is another way to account for the Coulomb correlations. 
The Pariser-Parr-Pople [48-50] or equivalently the Hubbard Hamiltonian [51] is one such model 
Hamiltonian.  The former was proposed to deal with electron-electron correlations in 
unsaturated molecules and the latter with electrons in solids. These have been extended further 
to develop model Hamiltonians according to the problem to be addressed. 

As a demonstration of the calculation of correlation energy, we take the example of 
Wigner crystal [52,53] where it can be calculated analytically.  Wigner observed that for 
extremely low density (𝑟< → ∞) HEG, electrons settle to form a body-centered-cubic (BCC) 
crystal, known as the Wigner crystal.   Using this information, we can calculate the correlation 
energy per electron for HEG in the limit of 𝑟< → ∞ as follows. We consider the Wigner crystal 
made up of neutral spheres of radius 𝑟< with an electron at the centre of the sphere and the 
background positive charge spread uniformly over the sphere.  Since each sphere is neutral, there 
is no energy of interaction between the spheres.  Therefore, the total energy per electron in this 
system will be the sum of the interaction-energy between the electron and the positively charged 
sphere and the self-energy of positive charge sphere.  It is equal to 
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									.																																											(50) 

 

Exercise: Check from reference [54] that the relative difference between the ground state energy 
for paramagnetic state of HEG and the value given by Eq. (50) becomes smaller with increasing 
𝑟<. 
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Using Eqs. (48) and (49), we get the correlation energy per electron (neglecting the kinetic energy 
term 1.105 𝑟<%⁄  as 𝑟< → ∞) for very low density HEG with equal number of electrons of both spins 
as 
 

𝜖\(𝑟<) = −
0.444
𝑟<

												.																																												(51𝑎) 

 

Based on this, Wigner interpolation formula [55], which is an approximate formula valid for a 
range of spin-compensated electron densities is given as 

 	

𝜖\(𝑟<) = −
0.440

𝑟< + 7.85
												.																																												(51𝑏) 

 

With this we conclude the introduction to wavefunctional methods.  We have pointed out 
the difficulties that finding solutions of many-electrons Schrödinger equation poses.  In 
particular, since the wavefunction is a function of 3𝑁 spatial variable for an 𝑁 electron system, 
difficulty of calculating it – even approximately – increases with the increasing number of 
electrons.  Thus, attempts were made since the very early days of Quantum Mechanics to develop 
methods that bypass such calculations in favor of the electronic density 𝜌(𝒓) because density-
based methods require only three space variables irrespective of the number of electrons. This 
greatly eases the numerical implementation of these methods. The first such method was the 
Thomas-Fermi method that we discuss next. 
 

2. Working in terms of electron density: Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions [56-59] 

We are now moving towards the use of electronic density instead of wavefunction to develop a 
theory of materials.  For this we need to express different quantities of interest in terms of the 
density.  An important question therefore is whether it is possible to formulate a quantum-
mechanical theory of materials in terms of electronic density.  We will defer answering this 
question to the next section when we present modern density functional theory.  Right now, we 
focus our attention on the earliest theory of electronic structure in terms of density, known as 
the Thomas-Fermi theory, and its extensions.  Mathematical tools in formulating this theory are 
the same as those employed in developing modern density-functional theory.  This subsection 
therefore provides the reader a good background for understanding density-functional theory 
discussed in the rest of the article. 

 In Thomas-Fermi theory, kinetic energy per electron for any system with space-
dependent inhomogeneous density 𝜌(𝒓) is approximated by the formula of Eq. (28a) for HEG.  
Thus, the total energy of electrons in this theory is a functional of density and is given as 
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To get the equation for the density, the energy above is minimized with respect to the density 
under the condition  
 

\𝜌(𝒓) 	𝑑𝒓 = 𝑁			,																																																												(53) 

 

i.e., the density integrates to 𝑁, the total number of electrons.  This leads to the Euler-Lagrange 
equation (see supplemental material ) 
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𝛿𝐸[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) = 𝜇					,																																																										(54) 

 

where 𝜇, a constant, is the Lagrange multiplier used to satisfy the condition of Eq. (53).  Using the 
Thomas-Fermi expression for the energy in Eq. (54) gives the equation 
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for the density.  This is known as the Thomas-Fermi equation and is to be solved self-consistently 
to obtain the density.  

Let us now understand what physics is implied by the equation above.  For this we identify 

-3𝜋%𝜌(𝒓)/
%
* as the local Fermi wavevector [15,22] 𝑘Q(𝒓) at position 𝒓 and write the Thomas-

Fermi equation as  
 

𝑘Q%(𝒓)
2 + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \

𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E = 𝜇									,																												(55𝑏) 

 

From Eq. (55b) it is clear that although the kinetic energy of an electron in the highest occupied 
orbital varies over different points, its total energy – which is the sum of its kinetic, external and 
Coulomb energies in presence of other electrons – is a constant throughout the system and is 
equal to 𝜇.  If it was not a constant, the system could lower its energy by reducing the electrons 
in the regions of higher total energy per electron to the regions of lower energy, making it equal 
throughout the system when the energy minimum is achieved.  Eq. (55b) also leads the physical 
meaning of 𝜇:  it is the energy of the highest energy electrons.  Furthermore, negative of 𝜇 is the 
removal energy of an electron from the system, i.e., 𝜇 is the chemical potential.  This is because 
if we multiply Eq. (54) by a small change ∆𝜌(𝒓) in the density - corresponding to a change ∆𝑁 =
∫∆𝜌(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 in the number of electrons - and integrate over the volume, we get  
  

∆𝐸 = 𝜇∆𝑁					,																																																														(56𝑎) 
 

  or 
 

𝜇 = l
𝜕𝐸
𝜕𝑁m]./0

						.																																																								(56𝑏) 

 

Notice that in the equation above, the external potential is kept fixed in taking the derivative.  
This is a requirement in applying the variational principle and we will come back to this point 
again in later sections.  Equations (55b) and (56b) also indicate that the energy of the highest 
energy electron is equal to the chemical potential of the system. What is the value of chemical 
potential itself?  That answer is obtained by taking ∆𝑁 = ±1 and gives 
 

𝜇 = ∓(𝐸$±# − 𝐸$) = «
−𝐼	for	∆𝑁 = −1

−𝐴	for	∆𝑁 = +1
												,																												(57) 

 

where 𝐼 is the ionization potential and 𝐴 is the electron affinity of the system.  This is similar to 
Koopmans’ theorem in Hartree-Fock theory.    Our discussion here is depicted schematically for 
a HEG and an inhomogeneous electron gas in one dimension in Figure 2.  Since the system taken 
is very large – like a bulk metal – the orbital energies are almost continuous, and the ionization 
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potential and electron affinity of the system are the same and equal to the work function 𝑾.  We 
remark on the calculation of chemical potential in Eq. (57) that we have done it using finite 
difference ∆𝑁 = ±1 while varying the electron number.  In part-II of this article, it will be shown 
rigorously that calculation can also be performed using ∆𝑁 → 0 and that leads the same result. 

Exercise: Taking a system of bound electrons to be neutral (due to the background positive 
charge binding the electrons), evaluate the left-hand side of Eq. (55a) at infinitely large distance 
from it to obtain the chemical potential of the system in Thomas-Fermi theory.  Hence 
comment on what will the ionization potential of a neutral atom or molecule in Thomas-Fermi 
theory.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  (a) Schematic depiction of electrons in a constant potential.  The shaded region shows 
the energy levels filled with the electrons and the dotted line shows the corresponding density 
of electrons. Note that the kinetic and potential energies of an electron are constant throughout 
the system; (b) Electrons confined in a varying potential with shaded regions showing the filled 
levels and dotted line showing the electron density.  Notice that the kinetic and potential energies 
of the highest energy electron now depend on its position in the system.  However, its total 
energy is constant throughout the system. 

 After doing the exercise in the box above, the reader will realize immediately that 
Thomas-Fermi theory is missing some essential physics.  First, the Hartree potential is 
calculated for all the electrons and, therefore, an electron has self-interaction in this theory.  
This can be corrected by subtracting from Thomas-Fermi energy a term which is 𝑁 times the 
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average self-interaction energy for each electron.  This is known as Fermi-Amaldi correction 
[60] and the total energy with this correction is given as 
 

𝐸jQ[𝜌] −	
1
2𝑁�

𝜌(𝒓)𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓

E 									.																																							(58) 

 

However, as we learnt in going from Hartree theory to Hartree-Fock theory, Coulomb interaction 
energy between the electrons is better given by the sum of the Hartree energy and the exchange 
energy.  Considering this, Thomas-Fermi theory is extended more appropriately by including the 
exchange energy in 𝐸jQ[𝜌].  For this purpose, the exchange energy is calculated approximately 
[61] by using expression (47a) for the exchange energy per electron for HEG and replacing the 
constant density in it by the space-dependent density 𝜌(𝒓) for an inhomogeneous electron gas. 
The approximation is similar to that made for the kinetic energy.  It is known as the local-density-
approximation (LDA).   In this approximation, inhomogeneous electron gas is treated as if it is 
locally homogeneous and any variation in the density at a point does not have significant effect 
the quantity (kinetic or exchange energy) being approximated.  The expression for the exchange 
energy within the LDA is therefore 
 

𝐸*lmn[𝜌] = −
1
4l
3
𝜋m

#
:
\𝜌

1
:(𝒓)𝑑𝒓													.																																					(59) 

 

The theory based on inclusion of exchange energy in Thomas-Fermi energy is known as Thomas-
Fermi-Dirac (TFD) theory.  The total energy in TFD theory is given as  
 

𝐸jQm[𝜌] = 𝐸jQ[𝜌] +	𝐸*lmn[𝜌]								.																																							(60) 
 

Further improvement in the energy is made by including the correlation energy in the expression 
above within the LDA by using equation (51b). 

 

 A significant shortcoming of Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions discussed above is 
the lack of shell structure when density is calculated for atoms.  Keep in mind that properties of 
materials depend on how electrons are distributed among different shells in its constituent 
atoms.  Therefore, shell structure of atoms is important for understanding properties of materials 
correctly.  To get the shell structure, it is necessary to treat kinetic energy of a system in a much 
better way.  This is done by incorporating in the kinetic energy expression terms that depend on 
the gradient of the density, thus going beyond the LDA and taking into account the 
inhomogeneity of electron gas.  The first such modification to the kinetic energy functional of TF 
theory is the von-Weizsäcker correction [62] 
 

𝑇o[𝜌] =
1
8\

|∇𝜌(𝒓)|%

𝜌(𝒓) 𝑑𝒓																					.																													(61) 

 

The total energy is now written as the sum of the Thomas-Fermi energy, the exchange energy, 
the correlation energy and the von-Weizsäcker correction, and the corresponding equation for 
the density is obtained by applying the variational principle.  This theory is known as extended 
Thomas-Fermi theory.  It can be improved further by adding more correction terms to the energy 
expression.   

Exercise: Obtain the equation for density in extended Thomas-Fermi theory as more and more 
energy terms are added to the energy functional. 
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 For an extensive review and application of Thomas-Fermi theory to a variety of systems, 
the reader is directed to references [58, 59].  As an example of applying extended Thomas-Fermi 
theory by employing an approximate variational form of the density, we refer the reader to 
references [63, 64].  Applications of the theory to understand behaviour of bulk materials will be 
found in references [65, 66]. 

 Having discussed the many-body Schrödinger equation, its solutions and density-based 
Thomas-Fermi theory, we are now ready to present modern density-functional theory (DFT) [66-
74], which is an exact formulation of the many-electron problem in terms of the ground-state 
density of electrons.  The significance of DFT in theory of material design is that it makes solution 
of the problem much easier than solving the Schrödinger equation.  Its implementation, however, 
requires approximating exchange and correlation energies.  Starting from the local-density 
approximation, these approximations have evolved [75, 76] since the inception of DFT to a high 
degree of accuracy.  This coupled with the ease of employing DFT has made it the most widely 
used theory of materials.  Research in theory of materials therefore delves into understanding 
fundamental aspects of DFT and developing computational methods of implementing it over a 
range of materials.   

In the next section we begin our discussion of theory of materials by presenting basic 
formulation of DFT and how it is applied by using the LDA.  Numerical techniques to employ it in 
a variety of systems are also discussed.   This will bring us to the end of part-I of the article.  Part-
II of the article will be devoted to going beyond the LDA with proper understanding of 
fundamentals of DFT.  Section 3 after that is devoted to discussion of some important exact 
results in DFT.   
 

2. Modern DFT 

2a.  Hohenberg-Kohn theorem and connection with approximate density-based theories 

In the above, we have discussed Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions.  The theory is based 
on expressing different energy components in terms of the density of electrons, using mainly the 
results of HEG.  The question arises if the formulation in terms of density is an approximate 
method only or is it approximation to an exact quantum-mechanical theory in terms of the 
density.   It turns out that one can reformulate many-electron problem in terms of the ground-
state of electron density based on Hohenberg-Kohn (HK) theorems [77] that we now discuss. 

Theorem I:  For 𝑁 electrons in a multiplicative external potential 𝑣)*+(𝒓), there is one-to-one 
correspondence between the external potential and the ground-state density 𝜌(𝒓) of electrons. 

Before giving the proof of the theorem, let us explain the question the theorem gives answer to.  
To determine density of electrons one solves the Schrödinger equation and obtains the density 
from the resulting wavefunction using Eq. (9).   The question that arises is as follows:  if the 
Schrödinger equation is solved with two different multiplicative external potentials in the 
Hamiltonian, although the wavefunctions will be different, can the ground-state densities still be 
the same.  This question comes up because of the possibility that different antisymmetric 
functions, when substituted in Eq. (9), can still lead to the same density. 

Exercise: Show that two different external potentials differing by more than a constant cannot 
have any common stationary-state wavefunctions. 

We give the proof here for non-degenerate ground-states.  After that we comment on its 
generalization [73] for degenerate case. 

Proof:  The proof of the theorem is given by contradiction.  In giving the proof we restrict ourselves 
to non-degenerate ground-states.  We assume that two different potentials 𝑣)*+(𝒓) and 𝑣³)*+(𝒓), 
whose difference is not a constant, lead to the same ground-state density 𝜌(𝒓) and show that it 
leads to an absurd result.  To do this, assume that the Hamiltonian 𝐻 with external 𝑣)*+(𝒓) and 
�́� with external potential 𝑣³)*+(𝒓) have non-degenerate ground-state wavefunctions 𝛹 and �́�, 
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and the corresponding ground-state energies 𝐸 and 𝐸¶ , respectively.  However, both 𝛹 and �́� give 
the same density 𝜌(𝒓).  By the variational principle  
 

𝐸 = ⟨Ψ|𝐻|Ψ⟩ < cΨ́@𝐻@Ψ́d												.																																								(62) 
 

Note that the inequality above is strictly less than and not less than or equal to.  Now write 
 

𝐻 = 𝐻 +5-𝑣)*+(𝒓") − 𝑣³)*+(𝒓")/
$

"'#

							,																																						(63) 

 

so that we get 
 

𝐸 < cΨ́@𝐻@Ψ́d = cΨ́@�́�@Ψ́d + \-𝑣)*+(𝒓) − 𝑣³)*+(𝒓)/𝜌(𝒓)	𝑑𝒓		,																				 

 

𝐸 < 𝐸¶ + \-𝑣)*+(𝒓) − 𝑣³)*+(𝒓)/𝜌(𝒓)	𝑑𝒓						.																													(64𝑎) 

 

Now use 𝐸¶ = c�́�@�́�@�́�d < c𝛹@𝐻@𝛹d and follow the steps above to get 
 

𝐸¶ < 𝐸 −\-𝑣)*+(𝒓) − 𝑣³)*+(𝒓)/𝜌(𝒓)	𝑑𝒓																																				(64𝑏) 

 

Adding Eqs. (64a) and (64b) gives 
 

𝐸 + 𝐸¶ < 𝐸 + 𝐸¶																							.																																			(65) 
 

This is an absurdity since a quantity cannot be strictly less than itself.  Thus, our initial assumption 
that both the potentials lead to the same ground-state densities is not correct.  In other words, 
each external potential gives a unique ground-state density. 

 The theorem is easily generalized [73] to degenerate case by showing that two degenerate 
ground-states belonging to two potential that differ by more than a constant cannot be the same.  
This is done following exactly the same steps as taken in the non-degenerate case.  A special 
situation can, however, also arise in the degenerate case whereby two degenerate wavefunctions 
give the same density, for example in the non-interacting lithium atom.  We will comment on this 
aspect further in the following.   

With this theorem it is clear that a system with a given number of electrons is fully 
specified either by the external potential or its ground-state density.  As a result, we should be 
able to obtain any property of an electronic-system from its ground-state electron density.  
However, the theorem above does not give a prescription for doing this.  Contrast this with the 
case when the external potential is given for a system.  In that situation, the path to find any 
property is straightforward: solve the Schrödinger equation to get the wavefunction and use it 
to obtain the expectation values of the corresponding operator.  So, while the theorem above 
provides the basis for electronic-structure theory in terms of the density, more work is needed 
for development of the theory.  First step in this direction is the second HK theorem that 
establishes the variational principle in terms of ground-state density.  Before we state and prove 
this theorem, some mathematical consequences of theorem I are presented below. 
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Because of theorem I, the wavefunction of a many-electron system is a functional Ψ[𝜌] 
of its ground-state density 𝜌(𝒓), which means that the ground-state energy is also a 
functional	𝐸[𝜌] of the density.  We write the energy functional as 

 

𝐸]./0[𝜌] = cΨ[𝜌]@𝑇b + 𝑉b))@Ψ[𝜌]d + \𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓															,																		(66) 

 

where subscript 𝑣)*+ is written explicitly to indicate that that energy is being calculated for the 
Hamiltonian with external potential 𝑣)*+(𝒓).  Notice that in the energy functional above, we have 
not written 𝑣)*+(𝒓) as dependent on the density.  This is to be able to apply the variational 
principle in terms of the density whereby the Hamiltonian is to be kept fixed when the density is 
varied.  The first term in the expression for energy above is the sum of the kinetic and electron-
electron interaction energy and depends on density alone. It is therefore a universal functional 
of the density and its form should be the same for all systems.  In the following we will write this 
functional as 𝐹[𝜌].  Thus, 
 

𝐹[𝜌] = 𝑇[𝜌] + 𝐸D[𝜌] + 𝐸*\
pq[𝜌]																				,																											(67) 

 

where the three terms on the right-hand side of the equation above represent, respectively, the 
kinetic energy, the Hartree energy and the exchange-correlation energy of electrons.  We recall 
that by definition the exchange-correlation energy is 
 

𝐸*\
pq[𝜌] = cΨ[𝜌]@𝑉b))@Ψ[𝜌]d − 𝐸D[𝜌]																,																											(68) 

 

In Thomas-Fermi theory, 𝐹[𝜌] is taken to be the sum of the kinetic and Hartree energies (the first 
and the third terms in Eq. (52)), with the kinetic energy approximated in terms of the density.   

 For the degenerate case, we want to emphasize that the wavefunction cannot in general 
be written as a functional of the ground-state density (refer to the example of Li atom above).  
However, the ground-state energy is still a functional of the density [73] and can be written as 
the sum of the universal functional of the density and the external energy term.   

Next, we present theorem II.  

Theorem II:  The ground-state energy functional attains its minimum value, which is the true 
ground-state energy, for the correct ground-state density. 

Proof:  Consider a system which has external potential 𝑣)*+(𝒓) and ground-state density 𝜌(𝒓).  
Its ground-state wavefunction is  𝛹[𝜌].  If we now consider some other ground-state density 𝜌E(𝒓) 
with the corresponding wavefunction 𝛹E[𝜌E].  Then by the variational principle for the energy (see 
Eq. (62)), it follows that 
 

𝐸]./0[𝜌] = cΨ[𝜌]@𝑇b + 𝑉b))@Ψ[𝜌]d + \𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓																																																			 

																< cΨE[𝜌E]@𝑇b + 𝑉b))@ΨE[𝜌E]d + \𝜌E(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓	 = 𝐸]./0[𝜌
E]						.					(69) 

 

The theorem above along with its proof shows that 𝐸]./0[𝜌] attains its minimum value, which is 
the true ground-state energy, when the correct ground-state density corresponding to 𝑣)*+(𝒓) is 
substituted in Eq. (66).  For any other density, the value of this expression will be higher.  We 
explicitly mention that in obtaining the inequality above, energy for every density is calculated 
by keeping 𝑣)*+(𝒓) - and therefore the Hamiltonian - fixed, as should be done in applying the 
variational principle. 
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 Theorem II provides the way to use theorem I to develop density-functional theory 
further.  Because the ground-state energy is minimum for the correct ground-state density, we 
can get the latter by minimizing the energy functional with respect to the density under the 
constraint of Eq. (53) that the total number of electrons remain unchanged.  This leads to the 
equation  
 

𝛿𝐸]./0[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) = 𝜇										,																																																			(70𝑎) 

 

for the ground-state density, where 𝜇 is the Lagrange multiplier used to ensure that the 
constraint electron number is fixed.  Here again, the subscript 𝑣)*+ indicates that when the 
density is varied in search of the ground-state energy, the external potential is kept fixed, as was 
noted after presenting the proof of theorem II.  Eq. (70a) is now written in terms of the functional 
derivative of the universal functional as 
 

𝛿𝐹[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) + 𝑣)*+

(𝒓) = 𝜇												.																																											(70𝑏) 

 

What we have presented in Eq. (70b) applies equally well to the degenerate ground-states as 
both the energy and universal functional for these can be written in terms of the density. 
 

We have already come across an approximation to Eq. (70b) in the form of Thomas-Fermi 
equation: when the universal functional is approximated in Thomas-Fermi theory, Eq. (70b) leads 
to this equation.   The two Hohenberg-Kohn theorems presented above thus provide a rigorous 
foundation for developing theory of electronic-structure in terms of density and show that 
Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions indeed stand on sound mathematical principles.  We 
now comment on the interpretation of the Lagrange multiplier 𝜇 in exact DFT. 

 Since we have already shown that 𝜇 in Thomas-Fermi theory comes out to be the chemical 
potential which is equal to the removal energy of an electron from the system, it is no surprise 
that 𝜇 in the exact theory also has the same meaning.  Furthermore, since the theory is exact, 
the chemical potential of Eq. (70a) or (70b) will be equal to the experimental ionization potential.  
The proof is exactly the same as given for Thomas-Fermi theory and we urge the reader to go 
over it once more replacing the approximate energy functionals of Thomas-Fermi theory by the 
exact ones.     

 Let us now summarize what has been established.  It has been shown that ground-state 
density of a system can be used as a fundamental variable to describe it.  Furthermore, the energy 
of a system can be written as a functional of this density and is the sum of a universal functional 
𝐹[𝜌] and energy of interaction ∫𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 with the external potential.  Next, the equation 
for the density has been obtained by applying the variational principle.  Solution of this equation 
gives both the ground-state density and the chemical potential of the system.  Thus, if the 
universal functional is known exactly, the ground-state density, the corresponding energy and 
the chemical potential of any system can be obtained by performing calculations entirely in terms 
of density, thereby bypassing the need to obtain the many-body wavefunction.  This is precisely 
what makes density-functional theory charming and operationally effective. 

 Having established that electronic structure calculation can in principle be performed in 
terms of density, we now discuss how it is done in practice.  One approximate way of applying 
the theory we have already described in detail is the Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions.  
However, as noted there, approximate treatment of kinetic energy leads to many shortcomings 
in a density-based theory.  How does one then treat kinetic energy better while employing 
density as the basis variable?  The answer is provided by Kohn-Sham reformulation of Eqs. (70a) 
and (70b).  We describe that next.  
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2b.  The Kohn-Sham Equation  

We now discuss the Kohn-Sham formulation [78] of density-functional theory that treats kinetic 
energy very accurately.  This theory is formulated in terms of orbitals of a non-interacting system, 
called the Kohn-Sham system, of the same density as the real system.  In this system, the non-
interacting electrons move in a multiplicative potential known as the Kohn-Sham potential.  In 
proposing such a system, it is assumed that such a potential exists.  This assumption is known as 
the density being noninteracting v-representable.  Uniqueness of this potential is guaranteed by 
the Hohenberg-Kohn theorem.  The potential can be obtained [79] from the many-electron 
wavefunction using the differential virial theorem and has a physical interpretation [80, 81] in 
terms of classical fields.   Orbitals of the KS system are then obtained by solving the corresponding 
Schrödinger equation, which is known as the Kohn-Sham (KS) equation.  Practical importance of 
the formulation, however, arises from the fact that the KS potential can in principle be written 
exactly in terms of the density.   Then the KS equation becomes like the Hartree equation and is 
solved self-consistently to get the orbitals and the density of a many-electron system.  We 
elaborate on this in the following. 

 Imagine a system of non-interacting electrons (particles with all properties the same as 
those of electrons except that they have no charge and are therefore non-interacting) that have 
the same density as the true system.   

Comment: This is an advantage of working with the density:  systems with different kinds of inter-
particle interaction can have the same ground-state density by adjusting the external potential 
appropriately.  Since the external potentials are different, wavefunctions for each system also 
differ.  A question may be raised:  if the external potentials are different, how can the ground-
state densities be the same?  Wouldn’t that be in violation of the Hohenberg-Kohn theorem I?  
The answer is in the negative since theorem I states that for a system of particles, different 
external potentials lead to different ground-state densities.  It is implicit in the theorem that 
inter-particle interaction is fixed, which became self-evident while proving the theorem. In the 
present case we are changing the inter-particle interaction and adjusting the external potential 
so that the density remains unchanged for each inter-particle interaction.  

Let the potential seen by non-interacting electrons be the Kohn-Sham potential 𝑣rs(𝒓).  Then 
the energy of the KS system is 
 

𝐸rs[𝜌] = 	𝑇<[𝜌] + \𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣rs(𝒓)𝑑𝒓										,																											(71) 

 

where 𝑇<[𝜌] is the kinetic energy of non-interacting electrons of the same density.   It will be 
different from the kinetic energy of interacting electrons with density 𝜌(𝒓) because their 
wavefunctions and therefore the expectation values of the kinetic energy operator for the two 
systems are different.  The equation for the ground-state density of this system is 
 

𝛿𝑇<[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) + 𝑣rs

(𝒓) = 𝜇												.																																											(72) 

 

Now we look at the corresponding equation for the true system and bring it to the form of Eq. 
(72).  For this the universal functional is written as follows 
 

𝐹[𝜌] = 𝑇[𝜌] + 𝐸D[𝜌] + 𝐸*\
pq[𝜌] 

= 𝑇<[𝜌] + 𝐸D[𝜌] + 𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]																	,																																(73) 
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where the difference 𝑇\[𝜌] = 	𝑇[𝜌] − 𝑇<[𝜌] between the true kinetic energy and the non-
interacting kinetic energy for density 𝜌(𝒓) has been absorbed in the exchange-correlation 
energy.  Thus exchange-correlation energy in density functional theory 
 

𝐸*\mQj[𝜌] = 𝐸*\
pq[𝜌] + 𝑇\[𝜌]																																																				(74) 

 

is different from that calculated from the many-body wavefunction and includes in it all the 
many-body effects.  With this, the equation for the density is 
 

𝛿𝑇<[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) + 𝑣)*+

(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E +
𝛿𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) = 𝜇												.																						(75) 

 

A comparison between Eqs. (74) and (75) gives 
 

𝑣rs(𝒓) = 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + \
𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓

E +
𝛿𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) 															.																					(76) 

 

As noted earlier, the second term on the right-hand side of the equation above is the Hartree 
potential and is obtained by taking the functional derivative of the Hartree energy with respect 
to the density.  From now on we will denote it as 𝑣D(𝒓).  The new term in the equation above is 
the last term which is the functional derivative of the exchange-correlation energy functional and 
is known as the exchange-correlation potential and denoted as 𝑣*\(𝒓).  Thus 
 

𝑣*\(𝒓) =
𝛿𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]
𝛿𝜌(𝒓) 															.																																														(77) 

 

Now Eq. (72) for the density is equivalent to solving the Schrödinger equation for non-interacting 
electrons and finding the density from the orbitals obtained using Eq. (23).  Therefore, Eq. (76) 
implies that the ground-state density of the interacting system can be found equivalently by 
solving the Schrödinger-like equation 
 

�−
1
2∇

% + 𝑣)*+(𝒓) + 𝑣D(𝒓) + 𝑣*\(𝒓)�𝜑"(𝒓) = 𝜖"𝜑"(𝒓)				,																			(78) 

 

to get orbitals {𝜑"(𝒓)}, filling the orbitals with lowest possible energies following Pauli’s exclusion 
principle and calculating the density using Eq. (23), i.e.  
 

𝜌(𝒓) =5|𝜑"(𝒓)|%
$

"'#

																													.																												(23) 

 

Eq. (78) is known as the Kohn-Sham (KS) equation, and the potential 𝑣rs(𝒓) and the orbitals 
{𝜑"(𝒓)} as the KS potential and KS orbitals, respectively.  Like the Hartree or the Hartree-Fock 
equations, KS equation is solved self-consistently since the Hartree and the exchange-correlation 
potentials depend on the density.  Thus, one starts self-consistency iterations with an 
approximate density, constructs the Hartree and exchange-correlation potentials from it and 
solve the KS equation to get the orbitals.  These orbitals are then used to get the new density 
using Eq. (23) and this density is used to get new Hartree and exchange-correlation potentials 
and solve the KS again.  These iteration cycles are repeated until the input and output densities 
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match within a chosen tolerance.  The density so obtained is the true ground-state density of the 
system.   

 Once the orbitals and the density have been obtained, these are used to calculate the 
energy.  The non-interacting kinetic energy of the system is  
 

𝑇<[𝜌] =5�𝜑"�−
1
2∇

%�𝜑"�
$

"'#

																.																																											(79) 

 

When substituted in the expression for energy, it gives 
 

𝐸]./0[𝜌] =5�𝜑"�−
1
2∇

%�𝜑"�
$

"'#

+\𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣)*+(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 + 𝐸D[𝜌] + 𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]										,										(80𝑎) 

 

The total energy can also be written in terms of the orbital eigen-energies as 
 

𝐸]./0[𝜌] =5𝜖"

$

#

−
1
2�

𝜌(𝒓)𝜌(𝒓E)
|𝒓 − 𝒓E| 𝑑𝒓𝑑𝒓

E −\𝜌(𝒓) 𝑣*\(𝒓)𝑑𝒓 + 𝐸*\mQj[𝜌]						.										(80𝑏) 

 

In passing we note that in terms of the orbital eigen-energies, the energy of the KS system given 
by Eq. (71) is 
 

𝐸rs[𝜌] = 	5𝜖"

$

#

								.																																																							(81) 

 

As noted earlier, structure of the KS equation and the self-consistent method of solving it 
are exactly like the Hartree equation (Eq. (26)) and the HF equation (Eqs. (45a) and (45b)).  
However, there are significant fundamental differences between the KS method and the other 
two methods.  In the KS equation, the exchange-correlation potential is exact while in Hartree 
theory it is approximated by the self-interaction potential of each orbital.  Furthermore, while 
the KS potential is the same for all orbitals, effective potential (Eq. (27)) in Hartree theory is 
orbital dependent.  Nonetheless, both the exchange-correlation potential and the self-
interaction potential are multiplicative.   Next, we compare the KS equation and the HF equation.  
Again, while the KS equation has the exact exchange-correlation potential in it, the HF equation 
has only the exchange potential.  In addition, while the exchange-correlation potential in KS 
equation is a local potential, i.e., it is multiplicative, the exchange potential in HF theory is non-
local.  Local nature of the exchange-correlation potential and its orbital-independence make 
solving the KS equation easier than the Hartree or the Hartree-Fock equations.  Finally, the most 
important difference between Hartree or Hartree-Fock theories and Kohn-Sham method is in 
their philosophy of solving the many-electron problem.  The former two are approximate 
methods based on wavefunctional approach and obtain an approximate wavefunction in terms 
of single-particle orbitals.  In contrast, KS formulation is an exact theory which in principle gives 
the true ground-state density of a many-electron system directly, circumventing thereby the 
requirement of first having to calculate its wavefunction; orbitals in KS theory are just a 
mathematical construct which lead to this density.  Consequently, whereas solutions of Hartree 
or Hartree-Fock equations can be thought of approximate orbitals of an electron in a many-
electron system, no such physical significance can be attributed to orbitals in KS theory.  Similarly, 
orbital eigen-energies in KS theory cannot be interpreted as removal energies - in contrast to 
orbital energies in Hartree-Fock theory that are approximately the removal energies from the 
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corresponding orbitals - except that for the highest occupied orbital.  We elaborate on it in the 
following. 

The Kohn-Sham system, by the way it is constructed, has the same chemical potential 𝜇 
as the real system.  From Eq. (81), the chemical potential for the KS system is also equal to the 
orbital eigen-energy 𝜖R>* of the highest occupied orbital.  Since 𝜖R>* is the removal energy for 
the KS system, it follows that 
 

𝜖R>* = −𝐼					.																																																																	(82) 
 

Thus, in addition to giving the ground-state density and energy, solution of KS equation also gives 
the ionization potential of a many-electron system.  This is known as the ionization potential (IP) 
theorem of DFT. 

 In the discussion so far, we have established the exact DFT formalism.  We have learnt 
that in principle the theory leads to the exact ground-state density, energy and the ionization 
potential.  However, implementation of DFT directly in terms of density requires that the kinetic 
and the exchange-correlation energy functional be approximated.   This, as we saw in the context 
of Thomas-Fermi theory, leads to results that are highly unphysical, primarily because of 
approximate treatment of kinetic energy in terms of density.  However, kinetic energy can be 
made very accurate if its non-interacting component is treated exactly.  This is done in terms of 
orbitals of an auxiliary system of non-interacting electrons and leads to KS formalism of DFT.   
Solving the KS equation requires only the exchange-correlation energy to be approximated.  As 
these approximations are made more and more accurate, KS formalism should lead to better and 
better results.  As such, since the inception of DFT, KS formalism has been the mainstay of 
electronic-structure calculations for material design.   In the beginning, KS formalism was applied 
[82 -84] by employing the LDA for exchange and correlation energies [see Eqs. (47a), (47b), (51b) 
and (59)] and is the zeroth order approximation which forms the foundation for better 
approximations developed as the theory evolved.  Even today, most of the times, it is the first 
calculations that is performed on a system before more sophisticated functionals are employed.  
Next subsection is therefore devoted to discussing the LDA for exchange and correlation and 
numerical methods employed to solve the KS equation using this approximation.   

2c. Solving the Kohn-Sham equation by employing the LDA  

In this subsection, we discuss how the KS equation is solved by employing the LDA for the 
exchange-correlation energy and therefore also the exchange-correlation potential.  The 
functional form for the exchange energy in the LDA has been given in Eq. (59).  In general, 
exchange-correlation energy in the LDA is written as  

 

𝐸*\lmn[𝜌(𝒓)] = 	∫ 𝜌(𝒓)𝜖*\Dtu(𝜌(𝒓)) 	𝑑𝒓																																				(83)	   

  

where 	𝜖*\Dtu(= 𝜖*Dtu + 𝜖\Dtu) is the exchange-correlation energy per electron for charge density 
𝜌 of homogeneous electron gas.   Exact expression for 𝜖*Dtu   is given in Eq. (47a) and a formula 
based on interpolation for  𝜖\Dtu  is given in Eq. (51b).  The potentials are calculated by taking the 
functional derivative (see supplemental material) of the corresponding functionals and are given 
as 

  

𝑣*lmn(𝒓) = −�
3𝜌(𝒓)
𝜋 �

# :⁄

								,																																			(84𝑎) 
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and 

𝑣\lmn(𝒓) = −
0.147

(𝑟<(𝒓) + 7.85)%
(4𝑟<(𝒓) + 23.55)								,																					(84𝑏) 

 

where 𝑟<(𝒓) is related to the density 𝜌(𝒓) through Eq. (29).  While we have used the Wigner 
interpolation formula for the correlation energy per electron in a HEG, other more accurate 
expressions for it exist.  These are parametrizations given by Hedin and Lundqvist [85], von Barth 
and Hedin [86], Vosko, Wilk and Nusair [87], and  Perdew and Zunger [88] parametrization of 
Monte-Carlo calculations of Ceperley and Alder [54].  For some recent work a different way of 
parametrizing the correlation energy for HEG, we refer the reader to ref. [89].  Furthermore, a 
critical investigation of different parametrization for correlation energy of HEG has been given in 
ref. [90]. 

A related approximation to the LDA is the local spin density approximation (LSDA) that 
calculates the exchange-correlation energy in terms of the densities 𝜌↑(𝒓) and 𝜌↓(𝒓) of electrons 

for spins + #
%
  and − #

%
 , respectively.  The energy expression in this approximation is given as 

 

𝐸*\lsmn[𝜌↑(𝒓), 𝜌↓(𝒓)] = 	∫ 𝜌(𝒓)𝜖*\Dtu(𝜌↑(𝒓), 𝜌↓(𝒓)) 𝑑𝒓																																				(85)	            

      

Exercise: Show that the exchange energy in terms of  𝜌↑(𝒓) and 𝜌↓(𝒓) can be written as 

𝐸*[𝜌↑(𝒓), 𝜌↓(𝒓)] =
1
2𝐸*

[2𝜌↑(𝒓)] +
1
2𝐸*

[2𝜌↓(𝒓)]															.																(86) 

Here the exchange energy on the right-hand side is calculated using the expression for system 
having equal number of electrons for both spins.  Furthermore, show that the non-interacting 
kinetic energy also follows the same relation. 

We note that the correlation energy cannot be split neatly into components dependent on 𝜌↑(𝒓) 
and 𝜌↓(𝒓) separately.  Nonetheless, in the LSDA the correlation energy too is written in a manner 
similar to the exchange energy as follows.  Since the correlation energy for HEG is calculated for 
systems where all electrons have the same spin (ferromagnetic and denoted with superscript 𝐹) 

or half of the electrons have + #
%
 and the other half have spin − #

%
 (paramagnetic and denoted 

with superscript 𝑃), the exchange-correlation energy per particle appearing in Eq. (86) is 
interpolated [77] in terms of density 𝜌 = 𝜌↑ + 𝜌↓ and spin polarization parameter 𝜁 = x↑5x↓

x↑8x↓
  as 

 

𝜖*\Dtu(𝜌, 𝜁) = 𝜖*\y (𝜌, 0) + [𝜖*\Q (𝜌, 1) − 𝜖*\y (𝜌, 0)]𝑓(𝜁)													,																(87𝑎) 

 

where  

 

𝑓(𝜁) =
1
2 �
(1 + 𝜁)1 :⁄ + (1 − 𝜁)1 :⁄ − 2

2# :⁄ − 1
�																	.																	(87𝑏) 
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The corresponding potential for electrons of spin 𝜎	(↑ or	 ↓) in the LSDA is also written following 
the exact form for the exchange potential and is given as [86,88]  

 

𝑣*\,zlsmn(𝒓) = 𝑣*\y (𝜌(𝒓), 0) + [𝑣*\Q (𝜌(𝒓), 1) − 𝑣*\y (𝜌(𝒓), 0)]𝑓(𝜁) 

+	[𝜖*\Q (𝜌(𝒓), 1) − 𝜖*\y (𝜌(𝒓), 0)][sgn(𝜎) − 𝜁]
𝑑𝑓(𝜁)
𝑑𝜁 									,															(88) 

 

where sgn(↑) = 1	and	sgn(↓) = −1	.  The LSDA is more accurate than the LDA and is necessary 
when we consider a magnetic system. 

Exercise: Show that relations given by Eq. (87a) and Eq. (88) are exact for, respectively, the 
exchange energy per electron and exchange potential in a HEG. 

Using potentials given by Eqs. (84), KS equation can be easily solved numerically for spherically 
symmetric systems such as atoms [82], jellium spheres [63,91,92] and Hookium [7].  A good guide 
to writing the numerical code to solve the KS equation self-consistently for spherical systems is 
in the book by Hermann and Skillman [93].  Solutions of the KS equation give the orbitals and 
their eigenvalues.  From these the density of the system is obtained from Eq. (23) and the total 
energy from Eq. (80a) or (80b).  Furthermore, eigenvalue for the highest energy orbital should 
give the ionization energy of the system.  Results obtained for noble gas atoms He, Ne and Ar by 
using the LDA are shown in Table 4. (within the LDA, the extra electron in the hydrogen negative 
ion – and other negative ions – does not bind [94, 95]).  

 

Table 4.  Total energy and eigenenergy of the highest occupied (HO) orbital of three noble gas 
atoms as calculated within the LDA in comparison with the experimental total energies and 
ionization potentials.  All numbers are given in atomic units. 

 
Atom 

Total energy Eigenvalue (HO) and Ionization 
potential 

ELDA  Eexpt[30, 31] −𝛜𝐦𝐚𝐱 Iexpt [30, 31] 
He -2.8335 -2.9034 0.5696  0.9035 
Ne -128.2210 -129.0600 0.4961  0.7925 
Ar -525.9280 -529.2490 0.3822  0.5790 

 Numbers for total energies in Table 4. show that the LDA is a reasonably good 
approximation and leads to total energies close to the experimental numbers.  Approximate 
treatment of exchange and correlation effects, however, makes them less negative than the 
corresponding Hartree-Fock energies given in Table 2, although correlation energy is included in 
the total energy calculation.   Nonetheless, it is clear that LDA based calculations can be used to 
obtain the total energies of a system.  Furthermore, accuracy of the energies indicates that better 
approximations for exchange and correlation can be developed with the LDA as the starting 
point. 

 In contrast to the total energies, the highest occupied orbital eigen-energies are much 
smaller in magnitude compared to the experimental ionization energies.  This means electrons 
in these orbitals are not as tightly bound as they should be.  The reason for this is that the 
eigenvalue for the uppermost orbital depends crucially on the potential in the outer regions of a 
system; the LDA potential in these regions is not as deep as the true potential (exact behaviour 
of KS potential in asymptotic regions of a system is discussed in part-II of this article).  This is 
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easily understood from the exchange potential which varies as 𝜌# :⁄  and therefore decays 
exponentially in the outer regions where the density itself varies exponentially with the distance 
from the system. This leads to weak binding of electrons in the highest occupied orbital.    

 Next, we present the results for some solids obtained from the solutions of the KS 
equation by applying the LDA.  As mentioned earlier in the article, plane-wave basis has been 
most popular [96-98] to solve Kohn-Sham equation for solids. Results of KS-LDA calculations are 
displayed in Table 5.   It is seen that the lattice constants for solids of C, Si and Ge are given quite 
accurately by the LDA whereas those for Ne, Ar, Kr and Xe do not have the same accuracy.  This 
is a reflection of the LDA not describing outer low-density regions of these atoms well.  The band-
gaps for all systems, on the other hand, are underestimated by a significantly large amount by 
the LDA.  We will learn in part-II of the article that underestimation of the gap is not limited to 
the LDA but even highly accurate approximations give a gap smaller than the true gap.  An 
understanding of why this happens will also be discussed there.  Finally, we point out that the 
difference in the values of energy gaps given in references [101] and [102] arise due to inclusion 
of relativistic effects in work of ref. [102]. 

 In this subsection we have given some representative results for finite and infinitely large 
systems by solving the KS equation employing the LDA.  These results show that reasonably 
accurate estimates can be made for many properties of these systems.  More importantly, they 
give the hope that with better approximations for the exchange-correlation energy functionals, 
more accurate results can be obtained.   

Table 5.  Lattice constants, bulk modulus and energy band gap for some non-metallic systems 
calculated in LDA.  These are compared with the corresponding experimental numbers. 

 

Solid aLDA  
[Å] 

aExpt  
[Å] 

BLDA  
[GPa] 

BExpt 
[GPa] 

𝑬𝑮𝒂𝒑𝑳𝑫𝑨	[eV] 𝑬𝑮𝒂𝒑
𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒕 [eV] 

C 3.55 [99] 3.57 [22] 458 [99] 442 [34] 4.10 [100] 5.50 [22] 

Si 5.41 [99] 5.43 [22] 95 [99]  99 [34] 0.47 [100] 1.17 [22] 

Ge 5.63 [99] 5.65 [22] 70 [99] 76 [34] 0.00 [100] 0.74 [22] 

Ne 3.86 [101] 4.46 [37]  -- 1.1[38] 11.32 [101] 
11.40 [102] 

21.48 [41] 

Ar 4.95 [101] 5.30 [42]  -- 2.9[38] 8.16 [101] 
8.10 [102] 

14.15 [41] 

Kr 5.36 [101] 5.65 [43]  -- 3.3[38] 6.47 [101] 
6.76 [102]  

11.59 [41] 

Xe 5.90 [101] 6.13 [44]  -- 3.7[38] 5.26 [101] 
5.56 [102]   

9.29 [41] 

3. Concluding remarks: 

In this article, we have started with an introduction to the Schrödinger equation and presented 
methods of its solution for simple cases when particles (electrons) are not interacting.  It was then 
discussed in detail how the introduction of interaction between electrons makes solving the 
equation impossible.  Thus, approximate and yet accurate methods of solution have to be 
developed.  In this connection Hartree and Hartree-Fock methods were presented in detail, partly 
for the reason that the structure of equations to be solved in these methods is similar to the KS 
equation of DFT.  Initial attempts to find an alternative to solving the Schrödinger equation for the 
wavefunction led to approximate density-based theories starting with Thomas-Fermi theory.  This 
theory was presented in detail as it forms the basis of exact density functional theory and many 
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concepts introduced here appear again when density-functional theory is discussed.  Following 
Thomas-Fermi theory and its extensions, we moved on to describe modern DFT in its exact form 
both in terms of density and its Kohn-Sham version in terms of orbitals.  Finally, we described how 
Kohn-Sham equation can be solved by making the local-density approximation and its spin 
dependent version called the local spin density approximation.  Result obtained by this method 
were presented. 

  To make further progress in applying DFT and get more accurate results, it is important 
that fundamental aspects of the theory be understood well and are used to make better estimates 
of properties of materials.  These aspects of DFT will be presented in the second part of this article. 
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Functionals and functional derivatives 

A functional 𝐹[𝑓] of a function 𝑓(𝒓) of a function maps the function to a number, just as a function assigns 
a number to another number.  Thus, a functional can be  
 

𝐹[𝑓] = 𝑓(0)							,																																																														(𝑆1)  
 

i.e, it returns the value of the function at the origin.   For example, this functional will give 𝐹[sin𝑥] =
0, 𝐹[cos𝑥] = 1	and	𝐹[𝑎𝑥 + 𝑏] = 𝑏.    As the reader must have noted by now, a functional is denoted by 
putting the function inside square brackets.  Generally, functionals that we use in the work presented in 
this paper are written in the form of an integral as 
 

𝐹[𝑓] = E𝑤(𝒓)𝑔(𝑓(𝒓), ∇𝑓(𝒓), ∇+𝑓(𝒓)	⋯ )𝑑𝒓										,																																(𝑆2) 

 

where 𝑔 is a function of 𝑓 and its derivatives, and 𝑤(𝒓) is a given function.  In the example of Eq. (𝐴1), 
𝑤(𝒓) = 𝛿(𝒓) and 𝑔(𝑓) = 𝑓.  In general, a functional could have more than one function as its argument.  
In the context of the variational principle for the energy used in quantum mechanics, all the energy 
components, and therefore the total energy, are functionals of the wavefunction and its complex 
conjugate.  For a single particle having the wavefunction 𝜑(𝒓), the kinetic energy is given as the functional  
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𝑇[𝜑∗, 𝜑] = −
1
2
E𝜑∗(𝒓)∇+𝜑(𝒓) 𝑑𝒓 =

1
2
E|∇𝜑(𝒓)|+ 𝑑𝒓																	,															(𝑆3) 

 

where the second equality follows using the divergence theorem and the boundary condition that the 
wavefunction vanishes at the boundary as |𝑟| → ∞.  Thus, kinetic energy can be written in the functional 
form by using either the second derivative or first derivative of the wavefunction.  If the particle is in the 
potential 𝑣$%&(𝒓), its total energy functional is  
 

𝐸[𝜑] =
1
2
E|∇𝜑(𝒓)|+ 𝑑𝒓 + E𝑣$%&(𝒓) |𝜑(𝒓)|+𝑑𝒓															.															(4) 

 

For more than one particles, the wavefunction will be a function of more than 3 coordinates but the 
mathematic remains the same.  A functional can also map a function to another function.  An example of 
this functional relationship is given below 
 

𝑓"(𝒓, [𝑓]) = E𝑤(𝒓, 𝒓′)𝑔(𝑓(𝒓-), ∇′𝑓(𝒓-), ∇-+𝑓(𝒓-)	⋯ )𝑑𝒓′										,																		(𝑆5) 

  

 To make a mental picture of a functional, it helps to think of it as a function of multiple variables 
– these variables being the values 𝑓'  of the function or its derivatives at discreet points {𝒓'} in space.  We 
show [Ref. 19] this in Figure S1, where for brevity, we have taken the function 𝑓(𝑥) to depend only one 
coordinate 𝑥.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure S1. The values of a function f(x) at discreet point {x.} on the x-axis.  A functional F[f] can be thought 
of as a multivariable function with the variable being the values {f.} of the function. 

 

 

In applying the variational principle, we take the functional derivative of a functional and equate 
it to zero.  By its definition, the functional derivative relates the first order change in the functional when 

its argument is varied by a small amount 𝛿𝑓(𝒓).  The functional derivative is denoted as  /0[2]
/2(𝒓)

  and gives 

the first order change 𝛿𝐹 in 𝐹 as 
 

𝛿𝐹 = E 	
𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

𝛿𝑓(𝒓)𝑑𝒓																								.																									(𝑆6) 

 

Building up on the example of Figure S1 and taking the functional 𝐹"𝑓",𝑓+⋯;	𝑓"-, 𝑓+-⋯% to depend only 
the function and its derivative, the first order change in the functional can be written as 
 

𝛿𝐹 =_`
𝜕𝐹
𝜕𝑓'

𝛿𝑓' +
𝜕𝐹
𝜕𝑓'-

𝛿𝑓'-b
'

																																																		(𝑆7) 

 

This can be easily shown to lead to give 

                                          𝑥'8"		𝑥' 					𝑥'9"                                                         
x 

𝑓(𝑥) 

𝑓'8" 𝑓'9" 

𝑓'  
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𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝑥)

=
𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑓

−
𝑑
𝑑𝑥 d

𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑓-e

																				.																														(𝑆8𝑎) 

This is easily generalized to three-dimensional situation.  In that case the functional derivative is  
 

𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

=
𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑓

− ∇ ∙ d
𝜕𝑔
𝜕∇𝑓e

																																																	(𝑆8𝑏) 

 

for functions 𝑔(𝑓, ∇𝑓, ∇+𝑓	⋯ ) in Eq. (𝐴2) that depend on 𝑓 and ∇𝑓.  In most of our work in this article, 
we will be dealing with such functional only.  Take, for example, the kinetic energy functional 
"
+∫|∇𝜑(𝒓)|

+𝑑𝒓 for a single particle in terms of its orbital 𝜑(𝒓).  Using the expression above, functional 

derivative of the kinetic energy functional with respect to 𝜑∗(𝒓) will be − "
+
∇+𝜑(𝒓).   

There is a subtlety when derivatives are taken for a multivariable function; in light of the 
discussion above, the same applies to functional derivatives also.  Depending on whether the variation 
𝛿𝑓'  in Eq. (S7) is taken to be arbitrary or equal to 𝜖ℎ(𝑥') for some chosen ℎ(𝑥), where 𝜖 → 0, two different 
kinds of derivatives are defined for a function of multivariable.  The former is known as the Fréchet 
derivative.  In the latter case, the derivative is like the directional derivative in the direction of ℎ(𝑥) and 
is called the Gâteaux derivative.   It is evident that if the Fréchet derivative of a functional exists, its 
Gâteaux derivative will also exist.  However, the converse is not necessarily true.  The functionals we deal 
with are mostly Fréchet differentiable.  We will therefore not dwell on this point any further and calculate 
the functional derivative using the formula 
 

𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

= lim
𝜖 → 0	

𝐹[𝑓(𝒓′) + 𝜖𝛿(𝒓 − 𝒓′)] − 𝐹[𝑓]
𝜖

																.																	(𝑆9) 

 

 When a function is to be found that minimizes or maximizes the value of a functional (or makes 
the functional stationary), the first order variation in the functional should vanish with respect to arbitrary 
small change in the function around the solution point.  That means  
 

𝛿𝐹 = E 	
𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

𝛿𝑓(𝒓)𝑑𝒓		 = 0																			.																									(𝑆10) 

 

Since 𝛿𝑓(𝒓) is arbitrary, condition (𝐴9) in turn implies that the functional derivative 
 

𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

= 0																																																													(𝐴11) 

 

at the correct solution for 𝑓(𝒓).  Eq. (S11) is thus the equation for finding function 𝑓(𝒓) that optimizes the 
value of the functional.  However, often we also have the optimizing function satisfying certain condition.  
The condition could be expressed as a functional 𝐶[𝑓] being equal to zero.  For example, if the function 𝑓 
satisfies the normalization condition, it will be written as  
 

𝐶[𝑓] = E|𝑓(𝒓)|+ 𝑑𝒓 − 1 = 0														.																															(𝐴12) 

 

If 𝑓 satisfies such a condition, the correct solution for 𝑓 is found by using the Lagrange multiplier method.  
In this method, the variation of the functional 𝐹[𝑓] − 𝜇𝐶[𝑓] is made to vanish when 𝑓(𝒓) is changed by a 
small amount around the solution for it; here 𝜇 is a constant known as the Lagrange multiplier.  Thus, the 
equation for 𝑓(𝒓) is now 
 

𝛿𝐹[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

− 𝜇
𝛿𝐶[𝑓]
𝛿𝑓(𝒓)

= 0														.																																		(𝐴13) 
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The solution of this equation gives 𝑓(𝒓) that also depends on the Lagrange multiplier 𝜇.  The value of 𝜇 is 
then fixed by the condition satisfied by 𝑓(𝒓).  If there are more than one condition to be satisfied by 𝑓(𝒓), 
the new functional that is optimized is obtained by adding functional corresponding to each condition 
multiplied by a different Lagrange multiplier.  Thus, there will be as many Lagrange multipliers as the 
number of conditions to be satisfied.   

 As an example, let us minimize the energy functional of Eq. (𝑆4) with respect to 𝜑∗(𝒓) under the 
condition that the wavefunction be normalized.  In that case Eq. (S13) gives  
 

−
1
2
∇+𝜑 + 𝑣$%&(𝒓)𝜑 − 𝜇𝜑 = 0									,																															(𝐴14) 

 

which is the Schrödinger equation. 

 To summarize, in this supplemental material, we have given basic techniques of variational 
calculus that will suffice in carrying out the calculations performed in this article.  Readers interested in 
more details are urged to consult Ref. 21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 


