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In this work we present a new basis set for electronic structure calculations of crystalline solids
using Density Functional theory (DFT) methods. In this construction we take advantage of the
fact that most DFT calculations use a convergence loop in order to obtain the eigenstates of a final
Khon Sham (KS) Hamiltonian matrix whose eigenstates also give the appropriate electron density
needed to obtain the KS potential needed for that KS Hamiltonian matrix. Here we propose that for
the basis of each step of the iteration we use the previous eigenstate basis in the interstitial region
but augmented inside the MT sphere with the solution to the spherically averaged KS Hamiltonian
for the energy window of that eigenstate. To reduce the number of times the KS potential needs
to be solved inside the MT spheres it is advantageous to use energy windows and solve the KS
Hamiltonian inside the MT region only once per window (at some energy inside the window) so
that the KS Hamiltonian needs only be solved a small number of times per iteration, for practical
applications on the order of 10 to 100 windows. This method combines the energy dependence of
methods such as Projected Augmented Wave functions (PAW) with the ability of the basis set to
adjust to the solid state (rather then atomic) environment of basis sets such as Linearized Augmented
Plane Waves (LAPW).

I. INTRODUCTION

The usefulness of a basis set for a Density Functional
Theory (DFT) calculation is mainly determined by its
linearization error (that is energy errors for states inside
the valence band), its ability to handle semi-core states,
that is the situation when there is more then one rel-
evant band (valence band) just at or below the fermi
energy, the effectiveness with which the basis set con-
verges to the exact eigenstates of the KS Hamiltonian
when the cutoff Kmax is raised, the efficiently one can
write down the Khon Sham (KS) Hamiltonian in that
basis amongst other things [1–3]. There are now several
known competitors in the literature for which basis set
is optimal. These can be divided into mostly plane wave
basis sets and mostly Muffin Tin (MT) basis set [2]. One
approach, which is mostly MT, is the Linear Muffin Tin
Orbitals (LMTO) basis set [2, 4–8]. In this basis set the
main goal is to work with as small a basis set as possible
but still obtain good results for eigenstates and eigen-
energies of the KS Hamiltonian, but only near the Fermi
surface (valence band). For these basis sets one looks for
solutions to the spherically averaged KS problem inside
a muffin tin (MT) sphere of an atom, in some angular
momentum channel Ylm, and matches it with outgoing
spherical Bessel function solutions multiplied by spheri-
cal Harmonics, Ylm. The key condition enforced in the
LMTO basis set is that the Bessel function “tails” from
all MT spheres cancel and inside the MT spheres as such
only the “head” functions corresponding to solutions of
the spherically averaged KS Hamiltonian remain inside
the MT spheres. This produces a very small and effi-
cient basis set, which can be made even more efficient
in the Atomic Sphere Approximation (ASA) where the
spheres are space filling and the Bessel functions, often
now taken just at zero energy, are not explicitly part of
the basis wave functions and are used as an intermediate
step to ensure smoothness. This eliminates the need for

having plane wave wave functions (or Bessel functions)
in the interstitial thereby simplifying the situation. The
LMTO basis is most efficient but not necessarily simplest
or most accurate as it is only good near the middle of
the valence band and uses very large MT spheres where
spherical symmetry is poor. The Koringa Khon Rostoker
(KKR) basis set [2, 9, 10] is related to the LMTO basis
set [11] however it uses a variable energy to compute the
eigenstate of the KS potential in the MT sphere with the
energy being determined by tail cancelation inside the
MT sphere. This allows one to obtain eigenstates at all
energies not just near the Fermi surface (valence band).
This method is highly inefficient numerically, unfortu-
nately, as it requires one to solve the KS Hamiltonian at
a large number of eigen-energies which slows down com-
putational times by an order of magnitude or more. This
method within the ASA approximation also eliminates
the need for all plane wave (or Bessel function) basis el-
ements.

The competitor method to Muffin Tin wave functions
is the plane wave method, which strives for high accu-
racy at the cost of greater computational times [1, 2, 4].
Within the plane wave method, on the other hand, the
plane wave basis set is very simple but is extremely in-
efficient at obtaining good eigenstates of the KS Hamil-
tonian for reasonably small wave vector cutoffs. Indeed
near the nuclei, where the electron density is high and
highly concentrated (oscillating), the KS potential has
high wave vector components so that the eigenstates of
the KS Hamiltonian have high wave vector components
as well. This means that impractically large numbers of
plane waves are needed to accurately describe the envi-
ronment near atomic nuclei, making the situation gener-
ically numerically impossible. There are two main ap-
proaches to cure this problem: pseudopotentials and aug-
mentation, both of which we now describe in turn.

The simplest pseudopotentials are norm conserving
pseudopotentials [2, 3]. The idea behind norm conserv-
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ing pseudopotentials is that to obtain the eigen-energies
(but not the eigenstates) of the KS Hamiltonian, if one
assumes a spherically symmetric Atomic Sphere around
the nucleus, one does not need the exact nuclear eigen-
wavefunction for each angular momentum channel, but
any wavefunction, with the same scattering phase shift
at the atomic sphere radius, would do just as well [2].
As such one can replace the atomic sphere around a nu-
cleus with a collection of scattering phase shifts in every
angular momentum channel and for every energy. How-
ever only the middle of the valence band is of interest
for many DFT calculations so the scattering phase shift
there matters the most. As such for practical calculations
associated with modern code one replaces the atomic KS
potential with a collection of pseudopotentials (poten-
tials with explicit angular momentum projection) in each
angular momentum channel, which have the scattering
phase shifts the same as the one in the middle of the
valence band for the atomic problem in that angular mo-
mentum channel. Furthermore since one need only match
a single scattering phase shift the pseudopotential may be
quite smooth and as such well described by a small num-
ber of wavevectors. By also adding the norm conserving
condition one ensures that the first derivative of the scat-
tering phase shift, with respect to energy, matches with
the the one from the atomic calculations and that the
Madelung energies are roughly correct (in that charge is
conserved inside the atomic sphere, however higher mul-
tipoles do not match as the wavefunctions does not match
the atomic wavefunctions at all radii so the Madelung en-
ergy is not exact but good for small spheres). This is an
efficient method to study electronic structures.

There are many ways to improve upon norm conserv-
ing pseudopotentials. Ultrasoft pseudopotentials allow
one to study the scattering phase shift at a variety of en-
ergies where the scattering phase shift of an eigenstate,
with a specific energy from the set of eigenstates chosen
to make the ultrasoft potential, matches the scattering
phase shift of the atomic potential at that energy and
as such by extension for a variety of energies [1–3, 12].
Furthermore norm conservation is no longer enforced but
Madelung energies are preserved (at least the first mul-
tipole) by introducing a fictitious non-identity overlap
matrix between the smooth pseudopotential eigenwave-
functions which leads to the eigenstates having the same
overlaps inside the atomic sphere as if they were norm
conserving. Furthermore, since we have scattering phase
shifts at different eigenenergies the second advantage
of norm conservation (the correctness of the scattering
phase shift near the middle of the valence band due to
matching of derivatives of the scattering phase shift be-
tween the pseudopotential and the actual potential) is no
longer essential. The relaxation of the norm conserving
condition allows for smoother pseudopotentials at vari-
ous energies and makes the cutoff Kmax smaller (softer).
Indeed if all derivatives of the scattering phase shift with
respect to energy are matched with the atomic poten-
tial and as such the pseudopotential matches the atomic

potential at all orders in perturbation theory and then
the pseudopotential must be the exact potential of the
atom and we have gained nothing - this is we might as
well expand the exact KS problem with planewaves. As
such this relaxation of norm conservation leads to much
smoother potentials and lower cutoffs.

Another method to improve upon norm conserving
pseudopotentials is the Projected Augmented Waves
(PAW) method [2, 3, 13]. In PAW there is a further
advantage in that the atomic eigenstates with various
scattering shifts and norms are linearly transformed into
smooth wavefunctions within some atomic spheres (no
phase shift matching is needed). These smooth wavefunc-
tions have a good expansion in terms of plane waves (with
good convergence often as low as 30 Rydberg). Whereby
the transform between the atomic wavefunctions and the
smooth wavefunctions can be used to setup a all electron
KS problem which represents the exact many body prob-
lem but with a plane wave basis (this is similar to but
more effective then the Phillips-Kleynman pseudopoten-
tial approach). In all pseudopotential methods there are
no changes to the scattering pseudopotentials or atomic
wavefunctions (PAW) as a function of the all electron KS
problem, which is a marked disadvantage as the atomic
environment, even for small atomic spheres, is not a per-
fect match for the solid state environment.

In augmentation methods we overcome the difficulty
of having a fixed atomic sphere and adjust the basis
to the exact KS problem. In particular, in Linearized
Augmented Plane Waves (LAPW) plane waves are aug-
mented with the solutions to the KS Hamiltonian at the
linearization energy (typically the middle of the valence
band) ψ (r) and its derivative with respect to energy

ψ̇ (r) = ∂
∂E
ψ (r) by matching the planewave wavefunc-

tion and its derivative with respect to the radius at the
MT sphere radius [1, 2, 5, 14, 15]. This allows for effi-
cient description of the valence band. This method can
be further improved as in Higher Derivative Localized Or-

bitals (HDLO) where ψ̈ (r) = ∂2

∂E2ψ (r) is used inside the
MT sphere and one more derivative is matched which re-
duces linearization errors. However once again the more
derivatives are matched the more the radial wavefunc-
tion inside the MT sphere look like Bessel functions the
higher cutoff , harder, the basis is [16, 17]. If there are
several relevant bands one can use LO or lo basis set
[1, 18, 19] (localized orbitals at that band energy energy)
or multi-window options (in extreme cases where it is of
interest to have multiple copies of basis sets one at each
linearization energy [1]). While LAPW and other aug-
mented methods do have direct connections between the
augmentation wavefunctions (their norms, multipole mo-
ments and phase shifts) with the exact KS problem they
are limited in that they are closer to norm conserving
pseudopotentials rather then ultrasoft and PAW in that
there is usually one linearization energy much like there
is one scattering phase shift for norm conserving pseu-
dopotentials and limited adjustment for multiple bands
of interest. In Slater’s APW [20] method the wavefunc-
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tion inside the MT sphere depends on the energy of the
eigenstate but it has the same problem as KKR, the KS
Hamiltonian inside the MT sphere has to be solved at
a very large number of energies leading to an increase
by more then an order of magnitude oft he computer
resources needed.

In this work we overcome these difficulties and com-
bine the advantages of PAW (the ability to adjust to
different energies) with LAPW (the ability to adjust to
the solid state environment) without resorting to a large
number of solutions of the KS problem inside the MT
sphere but instead to a solution of the problem in energy
windows (on the order of ten to one hundred windows for
practical applications). Our new method is based on us-
ing a convergence loop to adjust the form of the Energy
Window Augmented Plane Wave (EWAPW) with each
iteration. We use the eigenstate basis from the previous
EWAPW calculation within the interstitial region as the
basis for the next EWAPW calculation except the aug-
mented pieces inside the MT spheres are the eigenstates
of the spherically averaged to KS Hamiltonian from the
window relevant to the previous eigenenergy. More pre-
cisely we keep the plane wave piece with all the expansion
coefficients:

χE (k, r) =
1√
V

∑

K

AK

E (k) exp (i (k+K) · r) (1)

Here r is inside the interstitial and χE (k, r) is the eigen-
state from the previous iteration and AK

E (k) are its ex-
pansion coefficients in terms of plane waves inside the
interstitial region. Here V is the volume of a unit cell,
and match it to the spherically averaged solutions to the
KS Hamiltonian within each MT sphere µ:

[
− d2

dr2
+
l (l + 1)

r2
+ J̄KS (r)

]
rψEW

lµ (r) = EW rψEW

lµ (r)

(2)
and J̄KS (r) is the spherically average Khon Sham (KS)

potential. We also choose the coefficients AµEW ,k
lm such

that the wave function is continuous as Sµ, whereby we
must have that:

A
µEW ,k
lm =

∑

K

AK

E (k)

1√
V
4πilJl (|k+K|Sµ)Y

∗
lm

(
̂k+K

)

ψEW

lµ (Sµ)

× exp (i (k+K) · rµ) (3)

Whereby the basis wavefunctions for the next iteration
are given by:

χ̆k,E (r; rµ,1, ...., rµ,M ) =

=
1√
V

∑

K

AK

E (k) exp (i (k+K) · r)
∏

µ

Θ(|r− rµ| − Sµ)

+

M∑

µ=1

∑

l,m

Ylm
( ̂r− rµ

) [
A

µEW ,k
lm ψE

lµ (r− rµ)
]
×

×Θ(Sµ − |r− rµ|) (4)

Here EW is in the middle of an energy window (we divide
the entire energy range of the calculation into a number
of windows, on the order of 10 to 100 for practical calcu-
lations, and use those energies for linearizations) which
contains E. Here M is the total number of atoms per
unit cell and Θ is the heavy-side function. We will now

use χ̆k,E
K

(r; rµ,1, ...., rµ,M ) as the basis for the next con-
vergence iteration and so forth until convergence to the
solution of the KS problem. The key formula needed for
Eq. (3) is given by [21]:

1√
V

exp (i (k+K) · r)

= exp (i (k+K) · rµ)
1√
V
4π×

×
∑

l,m

Y ∗
lm

(
̂k+K

)
Ylm

( ̂r− rµ
)
ilJl (|k+K| |r− rµ|)

(5)

II. MAIN CONSTRUCTION

We begin with the eigenstate equation:

∑

K′

[
H̄k

KS

]
E,E′

Ak

n,E′ = εkn

∑

K′

[
Ōk

]
E,E′

Ak

n,E′ (6)

Where
[
Hk

KS

]
E,E′

and
[
Ok

]
E,E′

are obtained in Section

III. Now we have that χE (k, r) is given by Eq. (1) as
such we have that

χk,Ē ≡ χk,εk
n

1√
V

∑

K,E

Ak

n,EA
K

E (k) exp (i (k+K) · r)

(7)
As such we have that:

AK

Ē=εk
n

(k) =
∑

E

Ak

n,EA
K

E (k) (8)

Whereby we use Eqs. (1) through (4) to obtain the next
basis set.

III. EWFAPW

Here we would like to do full potential calculations
for the EWAPW basis or EWFAPW. We break every-
thing into simpler pieces which are easier to code and
reuses many pieces of existing codes [22–28]. Because
the wavefunction and its derivative are nearly continuous
near the MT sphere (see Section IVD) it is appropriate
to use FLAPW appropriate to LAPW basis set, however
corrections due to discontinuity of derivatives and the
wavefunction (due to angular momentum truncation) are
possible [21].
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A. Overlap

The overlap is a sum of the interstitial part and the
MT part which we compute in turn.

1. MT Part

We introduce

[O]l,µε1,ε2 =

∫ Sµ

0

r2drψl
ε1
(r)ψl

ε2
(r) (9)

This means that

[
Ok

]MT,µ

E,E′
=

∑

l,m

A
µEW ,k
lm A

µE′

W
,k

l−m [O]
l,µ

EW ,E′

W

(10)

2. Interstitial

We write

[
Ok

]I
K,K′

= ΘK−K′ (11)

where

ΘK = δK,0 −
∑

µ

exp (−iK · rµ)
(4πSµ)

3

V
· J1 (|K|Sµ)

|K|Sµ

(12)
is the Fourier transform of

Θ(r) ≡
∏

µ

Θ(|r− rµ| − Sµ) (13)

whereby

[
Ok

]I
E,E′

=
∑

K,K′

[
Ok

]I
K,K′

AK∗
E (k)AK

′

E′ (k) (14)

B. KS Hamiltonian

The KS Hamiltonian is a sum of the MT part and the
interstitial part which we compute in turn. We write:

J (r) =

{ ∑
K
JK

I exp (iK · r) Interstitial∑
l,m Jl,m (|r|)Yl,m (r̂) MT

(15)

1. MT Part

The diagonal piece is well known [2] so we focus on the
non-diagonal pieces. We write:

[
−△̄k + J̄k

]MT

E,E′

=
∑

µ

∑

l,m

∑

l′m′

A
µEW ,k∗
lm · tµ,E,E′

lm,l′m′ · AµE′

W
,k

lm (16)

Where there no sum over repeated indices and

t
µ,E,E′

lm,l′m′ =
∑

l”

I
µαβ
l′ll”G

m′mm”

l′ll” (17)

and:

G
m,m′,m”

l,l′,l” =

∫
Y ∗
l,mYl′,m′Yl”,m”dΩ,

I
µEE′

l,l′,l” =

∫
ψl∗
EW

(r) Jµ
l” (r)ψ

l′

E′

W

(r) r2dr (18)

2. Interstitial

Now in the interstitial we have that

[
−△̄k + J̄k

]I
K,K′

= [JIΘ]
K−K′ +

1

2m
[k+K′]

2
ΘK−K′

(19)
Where

[AB]
K,K′ =

∑

K”

[A]
K,K”

[B]
K”,K′ (20)

whereby

[
−△̄k + J̄k

]I
E,E′

=
∑

K,K′

[
−△̄k + J̄k

]I
K,K′

AK∗
E (k)AK

′

E′ (k)

(21)

IV. COMMENTS

There are many minor technical issues that need to be
further handled here we describe the solutions to many
of them.

A. Initialization

We can initialize within the LAPW basis set with only
one linearization energy or using the initial basis set for
the interstitial region χ (k+K) = 1√

V
exp (i (k+K) · r)

with energy

E (χ (k+K)) =
1

2m
(k+K)

2
+ JKS (Q = 0) (22)

where we use the augmentation energy EW for the win-
dow relevant to E (χ (k+K)), see Eqs. (3) (4), with

AK
′

E (k) = δ (K−K′) . (23)

B. Partial Diagonalization [1]

In many situations it is advantageous to only look for
the lowest few bands and not diagonalize the entire KS
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Hamiltonian matrix. In which case since we are inter-
ested in only the lowest bands, say only M of them we
now choose new “eigenkets” with energy given by Eq.
(22) and expansion given by Eq. (23) where we order the
bands according to the value of E (χ (k+K)) and do not
use the first M ones and add them as a basis to the M
diagonalized basis elements.

C. Expansion of basis set during convergence
iteration [29]

In many case it is worthwhile to use small basis sets
at the beginning of the convergence loop and larger basis
sets later. In which case many basis elements of the for
χ (k+K) with K large, in which case we can use the
same procedure as in the initialization with augmentation
being determined by Eqs. (22) and (23). This allows for
basis expansion during the solution of the KS problem.

D. EWAPW vs. EWLAPW and multiradius
options [29]

We notice that the KS Hamiltonian has no singularities
on the MT sphere radius. As such the wavefunction when
expressed within the plane wave basis set and the basis
set adapted to the MT sphere should be the same near
the MT radius. Therefore once the two wavefunctions
match on the surface oft he sphere once convergence is
well established so do their derivatives and higher deriva-
tives, as such there is limited advantage to EWLAPW or
using a variable multi radius basis to match additional
derivatives.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we studied various methods to solve the
KS problem once the form of the KS potential (Lo-

cal Density Approximation (LDA), Generalized Gradi-
ent Approximation GGA metaGGA etc.) has been fixed.
We presented three historical candidates for optimal so-
lutions.Indeed LMTO is optimized to get sufficiently ac-
curate results with minimal basis sets and as such min-
imal computer work. PAW and other pseudopotentials
as well as augmented methods which are optimized to
solve the KS problem accurately but generically require
significantly higher resources then LMTO like methods.
Between PAW and augmentation methods, it is reason-
able to disagree which is more accurate. On the one
hand PAW and ultrasoft pseudopotentials incorporate
the atomic potential at various energies on the other hand
augmentation methods incorporate the solid state crystal
potential at the linearization energy which can be signifi-
cantly different then the atomic one. As a rule of thumb,
if the system is highly correlated then studying the crys-
tal potential at the linearization energy is better then
studying the potential at various energies so LAPW is
more accurate then PAW, while for highly itinerant sys-
tems PAW is likely better then LAPW. This suggests the
use LDA+U (or LDA+DMFT) with PAW for many sys-
tems [30]. Here instead we combine the features of both
PAW and LAPW by allowing us to study the energy de-
pendence of the crystal KS Hamiltonian at a variety of
linearization energies within the new EWAPW basis set,
furthermore we showed that for practical implementa-
tions using EWFAPW it is possible to heavily reuse cur-
rent FLAPW code leading to efficient implementations.
In the future it would be of interest to go further and
study LDA+U (or LDA+DMFT) with our new EWAPW
basis as well as to study Pulay forces, pressure and stress
for all methods. This could have real life applications to
many real materials.
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