arXiv:1803.00776v1 [physics.comp-ph] 2 Mar 2018

Microhartree Precision in Density-Functional-Theory Calculations

Andris Gulans^1, Anton Kozhevnikov^2, and Claudia Draxl^1 1Physics Department and IRIS Adlershof, Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Zum Großen Windkanal 6, 12489 Berlin, Germany and 2Swiss National Supercomputing Center, Lugano, Switzerland (Dated: March 5, 2018)

To address ultimate precision in density-functional-theory calculations we employ the fullpotential linearized augmented planewave + local-orbital (LAPW+lo) method and justify its usage as a benchmark method. LAPW+lo and two completely unrelated numerical approaches, multiresolution analysis (MRA) and linear combination of atomic orbitals, yield total energies of atoms with a mean deviation of 0.9 μHa and 0.2 μHa, respectively. Spectacular agreement with the MRA is reached also for total and atomization energies of the G2-1 set consisting of 55 molecules. With the example of α-iron we demonstrate the capability of LAPW+lo of reaching μHa/atom precision also for periodic systems, which allows also for distinction between numerical precision and the accuracy of a given functional.

PACS numbers: 31.15.E-,71.15.Ap,71.15.Dx,71.15.Nc

Density-functional theory (DFT) [1, 2] is the most widely used method in modern computational condensedmatter physics and chemistry, as reflected by the existence of dozens of implementations, employing diverse numerical schemes. While each of these implementations may be most suitable for a specific type of applications, in essence, all of them solve the Kohn-Sham (KS) equation [2]. Given the diversity of computational tools, it is natural to ask whether they indeed provide the same answers. This question, i.e., how reproducible DFT results are, was recently discussed in the context of a community effort, where the equation of state of 71 elemental solids was calculated using a variety of DFT implementations [3]. It turned out that, after a period of fine-tuning, different DFT codes are now in good overall agreement. Despite the deviations between codes being small on average, discrepancies obtained for certain elements are much more substantial. Moreover, it is not clear, or even not expected that such agreement would be preserved beyond bulk elemental materials. As a matter of fact, the work to be done to explore and guarantee the precision of electronic-structure codes is certainly far from being finished.

Efforts on the improvement of computational methods are immensely alleviated if reliable reference data or reference tools are available. The gold standard for solving the same KS equation of DFT for condensed matter are full-potential all-electron methods, especially those employing (linearized) augmented planewaves with local orbitals (LAPW+lo) [4–6] as basis functions. LAPW+lo is often trusted blindly as the ultimate reference method for validating pseudopotentials or data sets of projectoraugmented waves [7–10]. Yet, it has never been shown how precise this method can be in practice. Even more, arguing that the method would depend on parameters which ”can influence the results in a more or less erratic way”, it was even questioned recently [11] whether LAPW+lo can provide benchmark quality at all.

In this Letter, we use our LAPW+lo implementation in the full-potential all-electron package exciting [12] to show that for absolute total energies outstanding 1 μHa/atom precision can be obtained. In order to validate this statement, we first turn to atoms and molecules, since for finite systems one can find other methods that, in principle, are capable of yielding an exact numerical solution of the KS equation. In the second step, we exploit the duality of the LAPW+lo basis for verifying the numerical performance of planewaves using atomic orbitals and vice versa. Making use of this concept, we demonstrate that μHa precision is achievable also for periodic systems. Clearly, we can thus distinguish between the accuracy of a DFT functional and the numerical precision of the actual implementation.

Let us recall the Kohn-Sham equation of DFT, [ − ∇^2 2 + v_{eff} (r) ] ψ(r) = ε_{KS}ψ(r). (1)

The major source of numerical issues in solving it, is the behavior of the effective potential v_{eff} (r). While it is very smooth in most of the space, its shape is dominated by the electrostatic contribution in the proximity of nuclei, where it varies rapidly with a divergence at the nuclear sites. As a result, the otherwise well-behaved KS orbitals ψ(r) exhibit cusps at the atomic positions and a nodal structure in their vicinity.

The LAPW+lo method meets these properties of ψ(r). The unit cell is partitioned into non-overlapping atomic spheres (or muffin-tin spheres, MT_α), centered at the nuclear positions, with index α, and the interstitial region (I ). KS wavefunctions are expanded in terms of atomlike functions, f^α_ν (r_α) = u_ν (r_α)Y_{ℓm}(r̂_α), and planewaves, respectively:

ϕ_{G+k}(r) = { ∑ ν A^α_{G+k,ν} f^α_ν (r_α) r ∈ MT_α 1√ Ω e^{i(G+k)r} r ∈ I

. (2)

The coefficients A^α_{G+k,ν} are determined to ensure smoothness of the basis functions at the sphere boundaries. These augmented planewaves are typically complemented by local orbitals:

ϕ_μ(r) = { f^α_μ (r) r ∈ MT_α 0 r ∈ I

. (3)

That way the flexibility of the basis is improved which, indeed, has a major impact on results as we demonstrate below. Local orbitals are crucial also for reaching benchmark quality in GW calculations as was pointed out recently [13, 14]. A more detailed introduction to the LAPW+lo method is available in Refs. [12, 15]. The overall size of the basis and the quality in the interstitial region are controlled by the dimensionless parameter R_{MT}G_{max}, where G_{max} is the maximum length of wavevectors G + k used in the LAPW basis. In other words, R_{MT}G_{max} can be freely adjusted to make the expansion of wavefunctions in the interstitial region as precise as necessary. In the atomic spheres, the quality of the wavefunctions is governed by the choice of the atomic-like functions (Eqs. 2 and 3).

To illustrate how the LAPW+lo basis can be exploited to reach essentially exact total energies for a given exchange-correlation functional, we consider the oxygen atom. We restrict ourselves to using the local spin-density approximation (LSDA). Still, the same procedure works for any other functional, for which a local KS potential is available, and we present a similar discussion for the generalized-gradient approximation (GGA) in the Supplemental Material [16]. According to the Aufbau principle, the 2p-shell is partially filled, with one porbital doubly and two others singly occupied. Consequently, this atom is not only magnetic, but its effective potential and hence the electron density are not spherically symmetric. Thus, radial and angular degrees of freedom are entangled, and all wavefunctions formally contain contributions from all angular momenta. We take it into account by introducing local orbitals not only with angular momenta of ℓ=0 and 1, that are the dominating contributions to the 1s, 2s, and 2p states, but consider also higher values of ℓ. Their impact on the total energy is shown in Fig. 1. In the classical LAPW formalism, f^α_ν (r) combines strictly two functions per spherical harmonic for each atom. Local orbitals allow us to correct for all missing features in the pure LAPW representation and are not limited in number. A calculation using local orbitals with ℓ up to 1 yields the total energy within an error of ∼ 100 μHa. Adding basis functions with higher angular momenta gradually improves the result, and, at ℓ_{max} = 4, this quantity differs from the estimated exact limit by less than 10^{−7} Ha. Likewise, we show how the total energy converges with increasing R_{MT}G_{max}. In this case, we observe an exponential decay of the error similarly as in Ref. [12]. Note that the errors due to missing angular degrees of freedom depend on the atomic-sphere

FIG. 1. Error in the total LSDA energy of an oxygen atom when using local orbitals with angular momenta up to ℓmax (left) and as a function of a planewave cutoff RMTGmax (right). The limit of the total energy is estimated by using ℓmax = 6 and by extrapolating its dependence on RMTGmax.

radius; the magnitudes shown in Fig. 1 are obtained for R_{MT} = 1.2 a_0. It is possible to reduce R_{MT} so far that already at ℓ_{max} = 1 the errors are negligible. We find that, at R_{MT} = 0.5 a_0, this error is only 2 μHa. However, a reduction of R_{MT} to such a small value leads to an enormous increase of the number of LAPWs, making the calculations very expensive.

At this point, it is already clear that the quality of the basis in the atomic spheres is essential for highly accurate results, and the discussed example reflects how to handle systems with substantially asymmetric potentials in the atomic spheres. Such potentials not only occur in a range of spin-polarized systems, but also in systems with short bonds.

To show that the converged limit in LAPW+lo corresponds to the exact numerical solution we compare them to two other all-electron methods that are expected to deliver highly precise results. The first one is the multiresolution analysis (MRA) [17]. It recasts the KS equation in the Lippmann-Schwinger integral equation form and solves it iteratively by applying local and non-local operators on trial wavefunctions numerous times. The wavefunctions are stored in an adaptive multi-scale representation, while the integral kernels of the non-local operators are represented in a separable form. Such a numerical approach allows for solving the KS equation efficiently with a guaranteed precision. The MRA is implemented in the MADNESS code [17], which is currently restricted to finite systems. The other alternative method is the linear combination of atomic orbitals (LCAO), for which we use the NWChem package [18]. Although, in the general case, the precision of LCAO for absolute total energies is limited, it was shown how Gaussian-type orbitals can be used for reaching the complete-basis limit for atoms [19] which we employ in this work. In the calculations of molecules, we resort to the augmented correlation-consistent polarized quadruple- and quintuple-ζ basis sets known also by their acronyms aug-cc-pVQZ and aug-cc-pV5Z [20–

FIG. 2. (Color online) The LSDA energies of atoms calculated using MADNESS (MRA) and NWChem (LCAO). The

exciting (LAPW+lo) results are used as the reference. Note

the μHa precision throughout.

22], respectively. These basis sets were used by Willand et al. [23] for generating all-electron reference data for benchmarking newly-generated pseudopotentials. The so-obtained atomization energies turned out to be converged to at least 1 kcal/mol (≈ 1.6 · 10^{−3} Ha), which is commonly referred to as chemical accuracy.

MRA and LCAO are designed for calculating finite systems, and thus we make use of them first for comparison with our total energies of atoms and further below for molecules. We employ non-relativistic theory and the LSDA [24]. This choice, however, does not influence the overall conclusions from our work. The total energies of atoms obtained with the three codes are compared in Fig. 2. In all cases, we observe outstanding agreement between LAPW+lo and MRA (LCAO) with a mean absolute deviation of 0.9 μHa (0.2 μHa). (Computational details and the total energies are provided in the Supplemental Material [16].)

The excellent agreement between the different methods is all the more remarkable in view of the very different ways the KS equation is solved. In particular, it concerns the fact that exciting has been developed primarily for studying problems of condensed-matter theory, e. g., it considers electrons in periodic potentials. In other words, we compute isolated atoms and molecules employing periodic boundary conditions. It translates into a huge number of basis functions, and, thus, requires an efficient way to diagonalize the Hamiltonian. To do so, we have implemented a novel approach. It follows the block-Davidson algorithm [25], though with an important modification such that the initial subspace is particularly suitable for LAPW+lo. It consists of an initial guess for the KS wavefunctions, all local orbitals and a number of eigenvectors of the overlap matrix. As a result, we obtain an algorithm that predictably converges even at high values of the cutoff parameter R_{MT}G_{max} when the LAPWs become nearly linearly dependent. Our implementation

TABLE I. Mean deviation (MD), mean absolute deviation (MAD), and maximum absolute deviation (MaxD) of LAPW+lo total (left columns) and atomization energies (right columns) of the G2-1 molecules with respect to the results obtained with MADNESS (MRA) and NWChem (LCAO). All quantities are obtained using the LSDA and given in Ha/atom.

Total energy Atomization energy ΔE^{tot}_{MRA} ΔE^{tot}_{LCAO} ΔE^{at}_{MRA} ΔE^{at}_{LCAO} MD 0.2 · 10^{−6} 1.2 · 10^{−3} 0.4 · 10^{−6} 6.1 · 10^{−5} MAD 0.3 · 10^{−6} 1.2 · 10^{−3} 0.5 · 10^{−6} 9.9 · 10^{−5} MaxD 1.1 · 10^{−6} 7.6 · 10^{−3} 1.5 · 10^{−6} 2.1 · 10^{−3}

of this algorithm follows the spirit of Ref. [26] and thus does not require the construction of the entire Hamiltonian and overlap matrices. Details of the implementation will be published elsewhere [27].

In order to reach the limit of an isolated molecule (or atom) in LAPW+lo calculations, it is necessary to ensure that there is no artificial interaction between the periodic images of molecules in neighboring unit cells. It is especially critical for polarizable molecules with permanent dipoles, as their interaction energy scales as d^{−3} [28], where d is the distance between adjacent molecules. We eliminate this slow decay by truncating the Coulomb potential [29]. Such an approach is particularly important for molecules like LiH. The truncation of the Coulomb potential allows for a reduction of the unit-cell dimensions from 80 Å to 16 Å. Thus, the size of the LAPW+lo basis reduces from 10^8 to 10^6 making the total-energy calculation feasible. Note that even 10^6 basis functions is an unusually large problem size in comparison to typical LAPW+lo calculations.

Equipped with this methodology, we turn to the second benchmark, which is the G2-1 set [30]. This set contains 55 molecules, consisting of 2–8 atoms for which a variety of experimental data is available. Thus it provides an excellent opportunity for benchmarking methods of DFT and quantum chemistry. Here, we use it for comparing different computational methods. We consider fixed geometries according to the data published in Refs. [31, 32].

Table I summarizes deviations of the MRA and LCAO energies from those obtained with exciting. The complete list of total energies can be found in the Suplemental Material [16]. The agreement between LAPW+lo and MRA is spectacular for both absolute total energies and atomization energies. The average and maximum deviations in total energy from the other methods amount to 0.3 μHa/atom and 1.1 μHa/atom, respectively, consistent with the results for atoms shown above. Similarly, we obtain 0.5 μHa/atom and 1.5 μHa/atom for the average and maximum deviations in atomization energies, respectively. The excellent agreement between the highly

FIG. 3. (Color online) Bulk moduli and lattice constants of α-iron. Yellow triangles correspond LAPW+lo calculations, red circles to results by other methods taken from Ref. [3]. Empty and blue triangles represent older LAPW(+lo) calculations [33]. Lines indicate results obtained in this work. Diamonds correspond to experimental data [33–45].

converged LAPW+lo and MRA calculations allows us to argue that these two methods provide essentially exact answers. The obtained discrepancy, thus, can be considered as the error estimate of the two methods.

As argued above, the employed LCAO basis sets are not supposed to yield exact answers. Indeed, the average absolute deviations in the total (atomization) energies of LAPW+lo from LCAO calculations are three (two) orders of magnitude larger compared to those from the MRA. Still, with the only exception of the SO_2 molecule (error of 1.9·10^{−3} μHa (1.2 kcal/mol)), the LCAO atomization energies are within the chemical-accuracy limit of 1.0 kcal/mol.

The high precision of the LAPW+lo method obtained in calculations of atoms and molecules suggests a similar performance for solids. While it would be desirable to benchmark against other methods also for periodic systems, we are not aware of implemented alternative approaches that are expected to be exact. On the other hand, the nature of the LAPW+lo method opens a door for “self-validation” through the partitioning of space that introduces two very different ways of representing wavefunctions. More specifically, if the atomic-sphere volume is reduced, a certain region that was previously described by atomic-like orbitals is now described by planewaves. We argue that if such a rearrangement does not introduce a change in the total energy, the completebasis limit has been reached.

We demonstrate the performance of the LAPW+lo method for periodic systems with the example of ferromagnetic α-iron. This material presents numerical challenges as reflected in Ref. 3, where the corresponding results show scattering well above the average over the 71 elements of the Periodic Table. The need for a precise and thus unique result given a certain functional is also

TABLE II. Equilibrium volume, V0 (in atomic units), bulk modulus, B0 (in GPa), and its pressure derivative, B^′, for α-iron as obtained from a fit of non-relativistic LSDA results to the Birch-Murnaghan equation of state. ΔE^{tot} (in μHa) is relative to the value in the first row. All results above the separating line are fully converged. RMT RMTGmax V0 B0 B^′ ΔE^{tot} 1.4 14 71.3298 236.296 4.5992 0.0 1.8 14 71.3299 236.295 4.5994 0.4 2.1 14 71.3302 236.295 4.5994 0.8 2.1 12 71.3297 236.298 4.5998 3.8 2.1 10 71.3243 236.337 4.5968 95.0 2.1 8 71.1087 239.443 4.6320 2253.0

motivated by the fact that all-electron calculations are commonly taken as a reference for benchmarking pseudopotentials, as it was done in a recent DFT study of thermoelastic properties of iron [46].

The aspherical density distribution due to the magnetic moment, as discussed above, requires particular care. In order to handle the anisotropy of the potential in the atomic spheres we introduce local orbitals with angular momenta ℓ up to 6. Using this setup and a sufficiently high LAPW cutoff, we vary R_{MT} in the range of 1.4–2.1 a_0. Note that such a variation of the atomic sphere corresponds to a change in its volume by a factor of three. Remarkably, the total energy stays within the 1 μHa range. This is the case for any considered volume within 10% deviation from the equilibrium volume of the primitive unit cell. Thus, we argue that the 1 μHa precision has been achieved also for this case. The outstanding agreement is obtained for the entire energy-versus-volume dependence, as demonstrated by the Birch-Murnaghan equation of state based on 21 data points within ±5% of volume change, shown in in Table II. As soon as convergence is reached in terms of the planewave cutoff, we obtain extremely stable values of the equilibrium volume V_0, the bulk modulus B_0, and its pressure derivative B^′. The former two fluctuate only in their sixth, the latter one in its fifth decimal place. A polynomial fit considering a wider range of volumes (±10%) exhibits the same stability (see Supplemental Information [16]).

Using the same settings as above, we obtain also highly precise values for the equilibrium lattice constant and bulk modulus from scalar-relativistic PBE calculations, shown in Fig. 3 together with data from the literature. The scattering of the calculations (wider than the experimental ones) do not allow for conclusions about the exact result unless a highly reliable reference calculation is available. Strikingly, our reference value obtained in this work is located far from the middle of the cloud of the PBE data from Refs. [3] and [33], and farthest away from experiment. Notably, our results allow for comparing performance of two functionals as we illustrate by discussing PBE and PW91 [47]. The spread of data obtained with the two GGAs implies that, without reference data, a distinction between the accuracy of a given functional and the numerical precision introduced by a specific implementation would not be possible. Indeed, besides a few exceptions [48], these two GGAs were often considered synonymous. Our calculations clearly show that PW91 yields a smaller lattice constant and a larger bulk modulus than PBE.

In conclusion, we have challenged the numerical accuracy of the LAPW+lo method. In order to demonstrate its capability, calculations for atoms and molecules have been benchmarked against two completely unrelated, highly precise methods. The differences in absolute total energies are on average 1 μHa/atom. Furthermore, we have shown that we reach the same precision also for solids. The presented results allow us to claim that, once properly converged, LAPW+lo is an essentially exact method for DFT calculations. Overall, this work presents also a justification for using LAPW+lo as a reference method, backing up its reputation as the goldstandard method of DFT for condensed matter. The ability to reach the complete-basis limit will be indispensable for benchmarking less precise methods and for quality control of data collections. Furthermore, it opens perspectives towards reliably computing numerically sensitive quantities, like magnetisation anisotropy, weak noncovalent interactions, relative stabilities of isomers or polymorphs etc., where high precision is crucial.

The work has received partial support from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme, grant agreement No. 676580 through the Center of Excellence NOMAD (Novel Materials Discovery Laboratory) [49]. A. K. acknowledges helpful discussions with Robert J. Harrison on the MRA method.

[1] P. Hohenberg and W. Kohn, Phys. Rev. 136, B864 (1964).

[2] W. Kohn and L. J. Sham, Phys. Rev. 140, A1133 (1965). [3] K. Lejaeghere, G. Bihlmayer, T. Björkman, P. Blaha, S. Blügel, V. Blum, D. Caliste, I. E. Castelli, S. J. Clark, A. Dal Corso, S. de Gironcoli, T. Deutsch, J. K. Dewhurst, I. Di Marco, C. Draxl, M. Dułak, O. Eriksson, J. A. Flores-Livas, K. F. Garrity, L. Genovese, P. Giannozzi, M. Giantomassi, S. Goedecker, X. Gonze, O. Grånäs, E. K. U. Gross, A. Gulans, F. Gygi, D. R. Hamann, P. J. Hasnip, N. A. W. Holzwarth, D. Iuşan, D. B. Jochym, F. Jollet, D. Jones, G. Kresse, K. Koepernik, E. Küçükbenli, Y. O. Kvashnin, I. L. M. Locht, S. Lubeck, M. Marsman, N. Marzari, U. Nitzsche, L. Nordström, T. Ozaki, L. Paulatto, C. J. Pickard, W. Poelmans, M. I. J. Probert, K. Refson, M. Richter, G.-M. Rignanese, S. Saha, M. Scheffler, M. Schlipf,

K. Schwarz, S. Sharma, F. Tavazza, P. Thunström, A. Tkatchenko, M. Torrent, D. Vanderbilt, M. J. van Setten, V. Van Speybroeck, J. M. Wills, J. R. Yates, G.-X. Zhang, and S. Cottenier, Science 351, aad3000 (2016).

[4] J. C. Slater, Phys. Rev. 51, 846 (1937). [5] O. K. Andersen, Phys. Rev. B 12, 3060 (1975). [6] E. Sjöstedt, L. Nordström, and D. J. Singh, Sol. Stat.

Comm. 114, 15 (2000).

[7] D. R. Hamann, Phys. Rev. B 88, 085117 (2013). [8] K. F. Garrity, J. W. Bennett, K. M. Rabe, and D. Vanderbilt, Computational Materials Science 81, 446 (2014).

[9] F. Jollet, M. Torrent, and N. Holzwarth, Computer Physics Communications 185, 1246 (2014).

[10] M. Schlipf and F. Gygi, Computer Physics Communications 196, 36 (2015).

[11] S. R. Jensen, S. Saha, J. Flores-Livas, W. P. Huhn, V. Blum, S. Goedecker, and L. Frediani, The Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters 0, null (0), pMID: 28291362, http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b00255.

[12] A. Gulans, S. Kontur, C. Meisenbichler, D. Nabok, P. Pavone, S. Rigamonti, S. Sagmeister, U. Werner, and C. Draxl, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 26, 363202 (2014).

[13] C. Friedrich, M. C. Müller, and S. Blügel, Phys. Rev. B 83, 081101 (2011).

[14] D. Nabok, A. Gulans, and C. Draxl, Phys. Rev. B 94, 035118 (2016).

[15] D. J. Singh, Planewaves, Pseudopotentials and the LAPW Method (Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston/Dordrecht/London, 1994) iSBN 0–7923–9412–7.

[16] See Supplemental Material at [http link].

[17] R. J. Harrison, G. I. Fann, T. Yanai, Z. Gan, and G. Beylkin, The Journal of Chemical Physics 121, 11587 (2004).

[18] M. Valiev, E. Bylaska, N. Govind, K. Kowalski, T. Straatsma, H. V. Dam, D. Wang, J. Nieplocha, E. Apra, T. Windus, and W. de Jong, Computer Physics Communications 181, 1477 (2010).

[19] M. W. Schmidt and K. Ruedenberg, The Journal of Chemical Physics 71, 3951 (1979).

[20] R. A. Kendall, T. H. D. Jr., and R. J. Harrison, The Journal of Chemical Physics 96, 67966806 (1992), http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.462569.

[21] D. E. Woon and T. H. D. Jr., The Journal of Chemical Physics 98, 13581371 (1993), http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.464303.

[22] B. P. Prascher, D. E. Woon, K. A. Peterson, T. H. Dunning, and A. K. Wilson, Theoretical Chemistry Accounts 128, 69 (2011).

[23] A. Willand, Y. O. Kvashnin, L. Genovese, A. Vazquez- Mayagoitia, A. K. Deb, A. Sadeghi, T. Deutsch, and S. Goedecker, The Journal of Chemical Physics 138, 104109 (2013).

[24] J. P. Perdew and Y. Wang, Phys. Rev. B 45, 13244 (1992).

[25] E. R. Davidson, Journal of Computational Physics 17, 87 (1975).

[26] S. Goedecker and K. Maschke, Phys. Rev. B 45, 1597 (1992).

[27] A. Gulans, “Application of Davidson diagonalization algorithm to augmented plane waves,” To be published.

[28] G. Makov and M. C. Payne, Phys. Rev. B 51, 4014 (1995).

[29] C. A. Rozzi, D. Varsano, A. Marini, E. K. U. Gross, and A. Rubio, Phys. Rev. B 73, 205119 (2006).

[30] L. A. Curtiss, K. Raghavachari, P. C. Redfern, and J. A. Pople, The Journal of Chemical Physics 106, 1063 (1997).

[31] G2-1 geometries, http://www.cse.anl.gov/

OldCHMwebsiteContent/compmat/g2-97_b3lyp_neut.
txt.

[32] L. A. Curtiss, K. Raghavachari, P. C. Redfern, and J. A.

Pople, Chemical Physics Letters 270, 419 (1997). [33] H. L. Zhang, S. Lu, M. P. J. Punkkinen, Q.-M. Hu, B. Johansson, and L. Vitos, Phys. Rev. B 82, 132409 (2010).

[34] J. A. Rayne and B. S. Chandrasekhar, Phys. Rev. 122, 1714 (1961).

[35] C. Rotter and C. S. Smith, Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids 27, 267 (1966).

[36] J. Leese and A. E. L. Jr., Journal of Applied Physics 39, 3986 (1968), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1656884.

[37] G. Simmons and H. Wang, “Single crystal elastic constants and calculated aggregate properties,” (MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1971) Chap. Unified theory of exchange and correlation beyond the local density approximation, pp. 11–20.

[38] D. Dever, Journal of Applied Physics 43, 3293 (1972), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1661710.

[39] A. P. Jephcoat, H. K. Mao, and P. M. Bell, Journal of

Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 91, 4677 (1986). [40] G. Ghosh and G. Olson, Acta Materialia 50, 2655 (2002). [41] S. Klotz and M. Braden, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 3209 (2000).

[42] J. J. Adams, D. S. Agosta, R. G. Leisure, and H. Ledbetter, Journal of Applied Physics 100, 113530 (2006), http://aip.scitation.org/doi/pdf/10.1063/1.2365714.

[43] G. R. Speich, A. J. Schwoeble, and W. C. Leslie, Metallurgical Transactions 3, 2031 (1972).

[44] M. Acet, H. Zähres, E. F. Wassermann, and W. Pepperhoff, Phys. Rev. B 49, 6012 (1994).

[45] K. Lejaeghere, V. van Speybroeck, G. van Oost, and S. Cottenier, Critical Reviews in Solid State and Materials Sciences 39, 1 (2014).

[46] D. Dragoni, D. Ceresoli, and N. Marzari, Phys. Rev. B 91, 104105 (2015).

[47] J. Perdew, “Electronic structure of solids ’91,” (Akademie Verlag, Berlin, 1991) Chap. Unified theory of exchange and correlation beyond the local density approximation, pp. 11–20.

[48] A. E. Mattsson, R. Armiento, P. A. Schultz, and T. R.

Mattsson, Phys. Rev. B 73, 195123 (2006). [49] NoMaD repository, https://www.nomad-coe.eu/.