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Extended Lagrangian Born-Oppenheimer molecular dynamics (XL-BOMD) [Phys. Rev. Lett. vol.
100, 123004 (2008)] is combined with Kohn-Sham density functional theory (DFT) using a DFT+U
correction based on the Hubbard model. This combined XL-BOMD and DFT+U approach allows
efficient Born-Oppenheimer molecular dynamics simulations with orbital-dependent corrections be-
yond regular Kohn-Sham density functional theory. The extended Lagrangian formulation eliminates
the need for the iterative self-consistent-field optimization of the electronic ground state prior to
the force evaluations, which is required in regular direct Born-Oppenheimer molecular dynamics
simulations. This method provides accurate and stable molecular trajectories, while reducing the
computational cost per time step. The combined XL-BOMD and DFT+U approach is demon-
strated with molecular dynamics simulations of a nitromethane molecular liquid and a system of
solid nuclear fuel, UO2, using self-consistent-charge density functional based tight-binding theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum-mechanical Born-Oppenheimer molecular
dynamics (QMD) simulations based on Kohn-Sham den-
sity functional theory (KS-DFT) and the local density
or generalized gradient approximation [1–5] are widely
considered as a gold standard for molecular dynamics
simulations [6–23]. However, QMD simulations based on
KS-DFT have limitations in capturing the behavior of
systems with strong electron correlation. They may fail
to accurately predict properties such as the existence of
a band gap or the number of valence electrons, leading to
incorrect characterization of a material’s physical nature
and its response properties. Furthermore, QMD simula-
tions based on first principles KS-DFT have a high com-
putational cost, as the fully relaxed electronic ground
state must be determined prior to the force evaluation
for each new atomic configuration. This involves con-
strained iterative charge optimization of the nonlinear
Kohn-Sham energy functional. This process limits the
accessible simulation time and size of systems that can
be studied. The nonlinearities of the KS-DFT functional
can also cause instabilities with non-conservative forces
and a drift in the total energy. This limitation if of par-
ticular significance in QMD simulations using reduced
complexity solvers that are needed to study large sys-
tems [22–28] or for QMD simulation using specialized
AI-hardware with low-precision floating-point operations
[29]. In all these cases the effect of numerical approxima-
tions can be magnified by the non-linearities of the Kohn-
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Sham functional and the associated iterative charge op-
timization.

Strong electron correlation and a high computational
cost are often interrelated problems. Materials with
heavy elements and narrow bands pose computational
challenges due to their large number of electrons per atom
and difficulties in finding the relaxed electronic ground
state solution. Also, these materials often require a the-
ory level beyond regular KS-DFT to account for their
strong electron correlation. Despite their close connec-
tion, these two problems have mainly been treated sepa-
rately.

One approach to address the problem of strong electron
correlation is to incorporate DFT+U correction terms
based on the Hubbard model [30–34]. This method ap-
proximates the effects of electron correlation through a
semi-empirical and tunable correction term added to the
Kohn-Sham energy functional.

To tackle the issue of high computational cost for QMD
simulations, a framework for extended Lagrangian Born-
Oppenheimer molecular dynamics (XL-BOMD) was re-
cently introduced [22, 23, 35–49]. This approach, inspired
by Car-Parrinello molecular dynamics [8, 9, 40, 50–52],
includes extended electronic degrees of freedom along-
side the nuclear degrees of freedom as dynamical vari-
ables. When combined with an approximate shadow
Born-Oppenheimer potential energy surface, XL-BOMD
can avoid the computational overhead of the iterative
electronic ground state optimization and the stability
problems caused by non-conservative forces, providing
physically accurate trajectories at only a fraction of the
cost of regular direct Born-Oppenheimer molecular dy-
namics simulations [53].

The two methods, DFT+U and XL-BOMD, have so
far only been used separately. The main purpose of this
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article is to present a framework for QMD simulations
that combines DFT+U and XL-BOMD. In this way we
can reduce the computational cost of QMD simulations
also for some materials with electron correlation effects
beyond the reach of regular KS-DFT. The construction
of the combined framework for DFT+U and XL-BOMD
presents an example of a fairly general approach that can
be applied also to other corrections of the Kohn-Sham
functional besides the DFT+U term, for example, self-
interaction corrections (SIC) [54–57]. The DFT+U term
may also serve as a tunable correction that could be used
in machine learning approaches to adjust, for example,
the polarizability of molecular systems in atomistic sim-
ulations using approximate DFT or Hartree-Fock meth-
ods [58–68]. This can be achieved with a much lower
computational overhead with the combined DFT+U and
XL-BOMD approach.

First we present KS-DFT using a density-matrix for-
mulation and the orbital-dependent DFT+U correction
term. We then introduce extended Lagrangian Born-
Oppenheimer molecular dynamics (XL-BOMD) based
on an approximate shadow potential energy surface for
the DFT+U corrected Kohn-Sham density-matrix func-
tional. The integration of the extended electronic equa-
tions of motion is discussed in terms of a Krylov sub-
space approximation [49, 69]. We then demonstrate
QMD simulations using the combined XL-BOMD and
DFT+U approach for a molecular system of liquid ni-
tromethane and a solid of nuclear fuel, (UO2), using self-
consistent charge density functional based tight-binding
theory (SCC-DFTB) [60, 61, 68] before we present a sum-
mary and a discussion at the end.

II. KOHN-SHAM DENSITY-MATRIX
FUNCTIONAL THEORY

Density functional theory is a cornerstone of electronic
structure theory [1–5]. KS-DFT in combination with the
local density or generalized gradient approximations of
the exchange-correlation energy is a computationally ef-
ficient and widely used formulation of DFT. KS-DFT
is normally formulated in terms of the electron density.
However, if we assume that all operators and potentials in
KS-DFT are represented in some finite (atomic-orbital-
like) basis set, {φi(r)}Ni=1, then a formulation based on
the effective single-particle density matrix and density
matrix energy functions is a more natural choice com-
pared to the electron density. This is in analogy to
Hartree-Fock theory [70, 71] and is particularly useful
when we introduce the orbital-dependent DFT+U energy
correction.

In a finite basis-set representation, with N -basis func-
tions), the ground state electronic structure in spin-
independent KS-DFT can be described by the single-
particle density matrix, %0 ∈ RN×N , that is given from
a constrained density-matrix minimization (% ∈ C) of a

matrix function,

%0 = arg min
%∈C
{FKS[%] + 2tr[vext%]}. (1)

Here we assume that FKS[%] is the matrix-function ap-
proximation of the Kohn-Sham ensemble respresenta-
tion of the universal functional [3, 72] in DFT at some
chosen electronic temperature, Te ≥ 0. The density
matrix constraints, ρ ∈ C, will be described below in
Eq. (10). The matrix elements of the external poten-
tial, vext ≡ vext(R) ∈ RN×N , for the ions at positions
R = {RI}, are given by

{vext(R)}ij =

∫
φ∗i (r)vext(R, r)φj(r)dr. (2)

The ensemble Kohn-Sham energy function, FKS[%], which
is given at some electronic temperatures, Te ≥ 0, can be
written as

FKS[%] = 2tr[ts%] + 2
∑
ij,kl

%ijγij,kl%kl + Exc [ρ]+Eent(f),

(3)
where

{ts}ij =

∫
φ∗j (r)

(
−1

2
∇2

)
φi(r)dr, (4)

are the single-particle kinetic energy matrix elements,
and

γij,kl =

∫∫
φ∗i (r)φj(r)φ∗k(r′)φl(r

′)

|r− r′|
drdr′, (5)

are the two-electron (Coulomb) integrals, and

Eent(f) = 2kBTe
∑
i

(fi ln fi + (1− fi) ln(1− fi)), (6)

is the single-particle entropy contribution to the free en-
ergy, where we assume a double fractional occupancy of
all the states. Here the occupation numbers fi ∈ [0, 1]
and Exc [ρ] is the exchange-correlation energy functional
that is approximated using the local density or the gen-
eralized gradient approximation. Exc [ρ] depends on the
density ρ(r), which here is determined by the density
matrix and the basis set, i.e.,

ρ(r) = 2

N∑
i,j

%i,jφ
∗
i (r)φj(r). (7)

Because of this direct dependency on the density matrix
we can alternatively use the notation Exc[%] ≡ Exc[ρ].
The two-electron integrals γij,kl are never calculated ex-
plicitly. Instead we use a contraction corresponding to
the Hartree potential, vH[%], with matrix elements,

{vH[%]}ij =
∑
kl

(γij,kl%kl + %klγkl,ij), (8)
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which can be calculated, for example, with an Ewald
summation for periodic boundary conditions. The Kohn-
Sham free-energy matrix function can then be expressed
as

FKS[%] = 2tr[ts%] + tr[%vH[%]] + Exc [%]+Eent(f). (9)

The density-matrix minimization in Eq. (1) is performed
under the costraints (% ∈ C), which require that

% =
∑
i

ficic
†
i , 2

∑
i

fi = Ne, fi ∈ [0, 1],∑
i,j

c†isi,jcj = δi,j , sij =

∫
φ∗i (r)φj(r)dr,

(10)

where {ci}Ni=1 is some set of vectors where ci ∈ CN , Ne
is the total number of electrons (two in each orbital),
and s ∈ RN×N is the overlap matrix. The optimized
ground state density matrix, %0 from Eq. (1), defines the
interatomic potential energy surface, UBO(R), within the
Born-Oppenheimer (BO) approximation, which is given
by

UBO(R) = FKS[%0] + 2tr[vext%0] + vnn(R), (11)

where vnn(R) is the ion-ion repulsion potential. From
the Born-Oppenheimer potential energy surface we can
calculate interactomic forces that can be used in a molec-
ular dynamics simulation.

Because we are using a finite temperature ensemble
with fractional occupation numbers, we are not, strictly
speaking, on a Born-Opppenheimer potential energy sur-
face. However, it is a straightfoward ensemble generaliza-
tion of the regular Born-Oppenheimer potential energy
surface. We will therefore still refer to the free-energy
surface in Eq. (11), which is determined by the fully re-
laxed (or the thermally equilibrated) electron density, as
a Born-Oppenheimer potential.

The constrained density-matrix minimization for %0 in
Eqs. (1) and (10) is given from the solution of the non-
linear Kohn-Sham eigenvalue equation,

h[%]ci = εisci, (12)

with the fractional occupation numbers given by

fi =
(
eβ(εi−µ) + 1

)−1
. (13)

Where εi and µ are the molecular orbital (MO) energies
and chemical potential, respectively. In the Kohn-Sham
Hamiltonian,

h[%] = ts + vh[%] + vxc[%] + vext, (14)

the Hartree potential matrix, vh[%], is given by Eq. (8)
and and the exchange-correlation matrix, vxc[%], has ma-
trix elements,

{vxc[%]}ij =
1

2

∂Exc[%]

∂%ij
. (15)

Because of the nonlinearity of the Kohn-Sham eigenvalue
equation, where % is given by the eigenvectors in Eq. (10),
the optimized ground state solution, %0, is found through
an iterative solution of the Kohn-Sham eigenvalue equa-
tion. In this optimziation procedure the Kohn-Sham
Hamiltonian, h[%], is constructed from a mixture of previ-
ous density matrices that are given from the eigenvectors
of previous Kohn-Sham Hamiltonians, until a stationary,
self-consistent field (SCF) solution, is reached. This is an
expensive procedure that in practice never is complete.
The solution, %0, is therefore always approximate.

III. KS-DFT+U

KS-DFT in combination with the local density or
generalized gradient approximations for the exchange-
correlation energy is an effective single-particle theory.
The theory provides a computationally efficient method
to calculate the physical properties of a broad range
of materials with predictive accuracy. Nevertheless, it
has some shortcomings. The main source of errors
are the self-interaction errors and electron correlation
effects for localized states [34, 73, 74]. These errors
can be reduced by including orbital-dependent correc-
tions to the Kohn-Sham matrix function where individ-
ual Kohn-Sham states are shifted in their energy lev-
els. The orbital-dependent corrections can be derived ei-
ther from Kohn-Sham DFT with self-interaction correc-
tions or from many-particle model Hamiltonians. Here
we chose to include the orbital-dependent corrections
through the second approach with a KS-DFT+U cor-
rection term based on the Hubbard model [30–34]. Our
orbital-corrected Kohn-Sham+U matrix function is de-
fined by

FKS+U[%] ≡ FKS[%] + 2tr[u(%s− %s%s)], (16)

where u is a diagonal matrix with matrix elements that
can be tuned with respect to the different atomic orbital
projections of the molecular-orbital eigenstates. Our
u-dependent term is directly based one of the most
commonly used DFT+U correction terms [33], which
is translational and rotational invariant and well suited
for molecular dynamics simulations. The u-dependent
correction term typically also includes a spin-dependent
term and has a factor 1/2 in front, which here has been
replaced by a factor of 2 for consistency with the other
energy terms. We will only use the u-dependent term
in Eq. (16) as a semi-empirical adjustment for materials
with strong electron correlation without any particular
physical interpretation of the values of u. By tuning the
parameters in u we simply introduce orbital-dependent
corrections that capture some of the effects of strong elec-
tron correlation that are beyond the reach of the local
density or generalized gradient approximations in KS-
DFT. As we will demonstrate in the simulation below,
the main effect of the DFT+U correction is to adjust
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the electronic energy gap between the occupied and the
unoccupied states.

The electronic ground state solution for KS-DFT+U
is found in the same way as before using the density-
matrix minimization in Eq. (1) with the same density
matrix constraints, % ∈ C in Eq. (10), as before, i.e.

%0 = arg min
%∈C
{FKS+U[%] + 2tr[vext%]}. (17)

The solution to the constrained minimization is given
through the same nonlinear Kohn-Sham eigenvalue prob-
lem as before, Eq. (12), but with the modified u-
dependent effective single-particle KS-DFT+U Hamilto-
nian,

h[%] = ts + vh[%] + vxc[%] + vext

+
1

2
(us− s%us− us%s+ h.c.).

(18)

The ground-state Born-Oppenheimer potential energy
surface for the KS-DFT+U corrected Kohn-Sham ma-
trix function is then given by

UBO+U(R) = FKS+U[%0] + 2tr[vext%0] + vnn(R). (19)

This potential can then be used to calculate the inter-
atomic forces and integrate the equations of motion,

MIR̈I = −∇IUBO+U(R) (20)

in a molecular dynamics simulation, where {MI} are the
atomic masses.

IV. XL-BOMD WITH DFT+U

The main cost of a QMD simulation based on KS-
DFT is the cost of finding the (thermally) relaxed self-
consistent ground state, %0, prior to the force evaluation
in each time step. The iterative solution of the nonlinear
eigenvalue problem, Eq. (12), is expensive with a pref-
actor that scales linearly with the number of iterations
required to find a sufficiently converged self-consistent
ground-state solution. By using a good initial guess to
the SCF optimization, which can be generated from an
extrapolation of the ground state density matrix from
previous time steps, it is possible to significantly reduce
the computational overhead. However, because the iter-
ative ground state optimization is approximate, the cal-
culated forces are never exact and there is an inconsis-
tency between the calculated forces and the exact Born-
Oppenheimer ground state potential energy surface. The
extrapolation in combination with an incomplete ground-
state optimization leads to non-conservative forces and a
systematic drift in the total energy, because of a bro-
ken time-reversal symmetry in the fictitious propagation
of the underlying electronic degrees of freedom that is
generated through the extrapolation [9, 19, 75]. Alter-
natively, we may restart the ground state optimization

in each new time step from overlapping atomic densi-
ties, which preserves the time-reversal symmetry and
avoids a systematic drift in the total energy, but the
computational cost is significantly higher. XL-BOMD
[22, 23, 36, 38–45, 47, 48] is a framework that has been
developed to avoid these shortcomings.

XL-BOMD is based on the concept of backward er-
ror analysis or a shadow Hamiltonian approach [76–79].
Instead of calculating approximate forces using an ex-
pensive iterative ground-state optimization procedure for
an underlying “exact” Born-Oppenheimer potential en-
ergy surface, we can calculate exact forces in a fast and
simple way, but for an underlying approximate shadow
potential energy surface that closely follows the “exact”
regular Born-Oppenheimer potential. In this way we can
reduce the computational cost and at the same time re-
store a consistency between the calculated forces and the
underlying shadow potential. With the consistent, con-
servative forces we can then generate stable molecular
trajectories at only a fraction of the cost of regular di-
rect Born-Oppenheimer molecular dynamics simulation.

A. The Shadow Potential

In XL-BOMD a shadow free energy matrix function
is constructed from a linearization of the KS-DFT+U
energy function, Eq. (16), around some approximate so-
lution, ν ∈ RN×N , to the exact ground state density ma-
trix, %0 [43, 47, 69]. The constrained stationary minima
of this shadow energy matrix functional then generates
the shadow Born-Oppenheimer potential. The shadow
matrix functional for the orbital-corrected KS-DFT+U
matrix function is given by

FKS+U[%, ν] = FKS+U[ν]

+ tr [(%− ν) (∂FKS+U[%]/∂%) |%=ν ]

= 2tr[ts%] + tr[(2%− ν)vh[ν]] + Exc[ν]

+ 2tr [(%− ν)vxc [ν]] + Eent(f)

+ 2tr [u(%s− νs%s− %sνs+ νsνs)] . (21)

The stationary ground-state solution, %0[ν], of the lin-
earized matrix function is ν-dependent and is found by a
constrained density-matrix minimization with the same
density matrix constraints, % ∈ C as before in Eq. (10),
and

%0[ν] = arg min
%∈C
{FKS+U[%, ν] + 2tr[vext%]}. (22)

Because of the linearization, the minimization can be
solved in a single step as a solution to a linear Kohn-
Sham eigenvalue problem

h[ν]ci = εisci, (23)

where

%0[ν] =
∑
i

ficic
†
i (24)
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and the fractional occupation numbers given from the
Fermi function in Eq. (13). The Kohn-Sham Hamilto-
nian of the linearized orbital-corrected KS-DFT+U ma-
trix function is given by

h[ν] = ts + vh[ν] + vxc[ν] + vext

+ 1
2 (su− suνs− sνsu+ h.c.).

(25)

The ν-dependent shadow Born-Oppenheimer potential
energy surface, UBO+U(R, ν), is then given in the same
way as before, but using the linearized KS-DFT+U ma-
trix function,

UBO+U(R, ν) = FKS+U[%0[ν], ν]

+ 2tr [%0[ν]× vext] + vnn(R).
(26)

The difference between the shadow potential energy
surface, UBO+U(R, ν), and the “exact” fully converged
Born-Oppenheimer potential energy surface, UBO+U(R),
is small if the residual matrix function, %0[ν]−ν, is small.
The difference scales as O(‖%0[ν]− ν‖2).

The ν-dependent approximate ground state, ρ0[ν],
is different from the exact ground state density ma-
trix, ρ0, of the exact fully converged Born-Oppenheimer
potential, but ρ0[ν] is still the exact fully converegd
ground state solution of the shadow potential. The
first-order variation of the shadow potential with re-
spect to the density matrix around ρ0[ν] therefore van-
ish, i.e. ∂UBO+U/∂ρ|ρ=ρ0[ν] = 0. This is impor-
tant in the calculation of the interatomic forces, be-
cause it means that the partial force term including(
∂UBO+U/∂ρ|ρ=ρ0[ν]

)
(∂ρ/∂RI) = 0 will vanish, which

simplifies the calculation of the forces, without relying
on the Hellmann-Feynman theorem or additional adjust-
ment terms.

B. Extended Lagrangian

In a molecular dynamics simulation the atoms are mov-
ing and at some point the approximate ground state den-
sity matrix, ν, around which we performed the lineariza-
tion of the KS-DFT+U matrix energyfunction in Eq. (21)
will no longer be close to the exact ground state %0. We
therefore need to update ν along the molecular trajec-
tory to keep it close to the unknown ground state %0.
Without an update the linearization of the KS-DFT+U
matrix function, FKS+U[%, ν], will eventually deteriorate
and the difference between the shadow potential and the
fully converged “exact” Born-Oppenheimer potential en-
ergy surfaces may diverge. To simply update ν with
the atomic positions, R, would require the calculation of
∂ν/∂RI terms, and their effect on the ν-dependent po-
tential energy surface. In general, this would be quite ex-
pensive. Instead, in XL-BOMD the approximate ground
state density matrix, ν, is included as a dynamical ten-
sor variable that evolves through a harmonic oscillator

that is centered around the ground state, %0, or the best
available approximation, which in our case is %0[ν]. The
dynamics is defined through the extended Lagrangian,

L(R, Ṙ, ν, ν̇) =
1

2

∑
I

MlṘ
2
I − UBO+U(R, ν)

+
µ

2
tr[ν̇2]− µω2

2
tr[(%0[ν]− ν)TT (%0[ν]− ν)].

(27)

Here R and Ṙ are the atomic positions and their veloc-
ities; ν and ν̇ are the dynamical matrix variables that
represent the extended electronic degrees of freedom;
UBO+U(R, ν) is the shadow potential for the electronic
free energy based on the linearized KS-DFT+U matrix
function at some electronic temperature, Te ≥ 0, that ap-
proximates the corresponding exact Born-Oppenheimer
potential energy surface; T ≡ KTK is a symmetric pos-
itive definite metric tensor of the harmonic well that
makes n oscillate around an even closer approximation
to the exact ground state than %0[ν] and will be defined
below; µ is a fictitious electronic mass parameter; and ω
is the frequency of the harmonic oscillator extension that
defines the time scale for the dynamics of the extended
electronic degrees of freedom. We may use different rep-
resentations of the extended electronic degrees of freedom
ν. Instead of the atomic-orbital matrix representation, ν,
we can use an orthogonal representation, ν⊥ = z−1νz−T

where z is chosen such that
∑
kl zkisklzlj = δij , or we

can chose a modified dynamical variable x = νs. For
simplicity, we will here express the dynamics in terms of
the atomic-orbital representation, ν, but it is straightfor-
ward to use also the other representations. The choice
of dynamical variables, x ≡ νs and ẋ, as in Ref. [23]
seems to be slightly more efficient and is a more natural
choice because of its consistent tensorial behavior under
integration. This is also the version that we will use in
the examples demonstrating XL-BOMD using a DFT+U
functional in section V.

The expression for the harmonic oscillator of the ex-
tended Lagrangian in Eq. (27) includes a metric tensor,

T ≡ KTK, (28)

where K is a kernel that acts as a fourth-order tensor,
which performs mappings between matrices. This kernel,
K, is defined from the inverse of the Jacobian, J , of the
residual matrix function, where

Jij,kl =
∂({%0[ν]}ij − νij)

∂νkl
, (29)

and

K = J−1. (30)

C. Equations of motion

The atomic coordinates typically evolve on a slow time
scale compared to the electronic motion. If initially the
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electrons are in the ground state we may therefore as-
sume they will evolve close to the electronic ground state
as the atoms are moving. This adiabatic assumption is
the reasoning behind the Born-Oppenheimer approxima-
tion in quantum-based molecular dynamics simulations
[52, 80, 81]. In the derivation of the equations of mo-
tion of XL-BOMD from Euler-Lagrange’s equations we
can also apply an adiabatic approximation that separates
the motion between the nuclear and the extended elec-
tronic degrees of freedom. Our derivation of the equa-
tions of motion of XL-BOMD are therefore performed
in in an adiabatic limit where ω → ∞ and µ → 0 such
that µω = constant. This is a classical analogue to the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation, where the extended
electronic degrees of freedom is assumed to evovle on a
fast time scale compared to the motion of the atomic po-
sitions [43]. In this adiabatic limit we get the equations
of motion

MIR̈I = − ∇IUBO+U(R, ν)|ν , (31)

for the nuclear degrees of freedom and

ν̈ = −ω2K (%0[ν]− ν) , (32)

for the electronic degrees of freedom. The corresponding
constant of motion is given by the total energy,

Etot
BO+U =

1

2

∑
I

MI |ṘI |2 + UBO+U(R, ν). (33)

These are the central equations of XL-BOMD, which are
exact in continuous time, and can be used to generate
the molecular trajectories in QMD simulations.

In the adiabatic limit the residual function
‖ (%0[ν]− ν) ‖ ∝ ω−2, which simplifies the evalua-
tion of the iteratomic forces in the first equation, Eq.
(31). We can express the equations of motion in Eq.
(31) as

MIR̈I = − ∂UBO+U(R, ν)

∂RI

∣∣∣∣
ν

≡ −U ′BO+U(R, ν),

MIR̈I = −2tr[t′s%0[ν] + tr[(2%0[ν]− ν)v′h[ν]

+ E′xc[ν] + 2tr[(%0[ν]− ν)v′xc[ν]]

+ 2tr[u(%0[ν]s′ − νs′%0[ν]s− νs%0[ν]s′)]

+ 2tr[v′ext%0[ν]] + v′nn(R),

(34)

where we use the prime notation, ′, for the partial deriva-
tive with respect to the nuclear coordinates under con-
stant ν, e.g. U ′ ≡ ∂U/∂RI |ν .

The forces above are the exact conservative forces
for the shadow Born-Oppenheimer potential. Because
δUBO+U(R, ν)

/
δ% = 0 at % = ρ0[ν], any force terms with

∂%/∂RI can be ignored. The force expression we use
above therefore has the same simplicity as a Hellman-
Feynman force expression. Here this is possible even if
ρ0[ν] is not the exact regular ground state.

The shadow Born-Oppenheimer potential,
UBO+U(R, ν) in Eq. (26), can be seen as a generalized
Harris-Foulkes functional [82, 83] for orbital-dependent
Kohn-Sham corrections. However, because UBO+U(R, ν)
is given as a variationally optimized ground state of a
shadow matrix energy function, and as ν appears as
a dynamical variable within the extended Lagrangian
formulations, no partial derivatives, ∂ν

/
∂RI , appear

in the force expression. In contrast to a Harris-Foulkes
expression we can therefore calculate forces and these
forces are exact for UBO+U(R, ν).

The kernel K in Eq. (32) is defined as the inverse Ja-
cobian of the residual in Eqs. (30) and (29) and therefore
acts as a Newton step in an iterative solution of a system
of nonlinear equations, i.e. the residual matrix function
equation %0[ν] − ν = 0. The dynamical matrix ν there-
fore behaves as if it would oscillate around a much closer
approximation to the exact ground state, %0, than %0[ν],
because

K (%0[ν]− ν) = (%0 − ν) +O
(
‖%0[ν]− ν‖2

)
. (35)

Unfortunately, it is expensive to calculate the exact ker-
nel and instead we need to use some approximation in
the integration of the electronic degrees of freedom. Ei-
ther a scaled delta function, K ≈ −cI, with c ∈ [0, 1] can
be used or a more accurate low-rank Krylov subspace
approximation, which we will present below.

D. Integrating the equations of motion

To integrate the equations of motion, Eqs. (31) and
(32), a modified leapfrog velocity Verlet scheme can be
used [37–39], which includes an additional dissipative
term in the integration of the extended electronic degrees
of freedom. This additional term breaks the time-reversal
symmetry to some chosen higher odd-order in the inte-
gration time step, δt, which dampens the accumulation
of numerical noise that otherwise could cause instabili-
ties in a perfectly reversible integration. In this way the
evolution of the electronic degrees of freedom stays syn-
chronized to the dynamics of the nuclear motion. The
modified leapfrog velocity Verlet integration scheme for
the integration of the nuclear and electronic degrees of
freedom is given by

Ṙ(t+
δt

2
) = Ṙ(t) +

δt

2
R̈(t),

R(t+ δt) = R(t) + δtṘ(t+
δt

2
),

ν(t+ δt) = 2ν(t)− ν(t− δt) + δt2ν̈(t)

+ α

kmax∑
k=0

ckν(t− kδt),

Ṙ(t+ δt) = Ṙ(t+
δt

2
) +

δt

2
R̈(t+ δt).

(36)
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The last term in the integration of ν(t) is the additional

damping term, where the coefficients, α and {ck}kmax

k=0 , as
well as a dimensionless constant, κ = δt2ω2, have been
optimized for various values of kmax and are given in Ref.
[37].

In the initial time step ν(t0 − kδt) for k =
0, 1, . . . , kmax are all set to the fully converged regular
Born-Oppenheimer ground state density, %0, i.e. at t0
we set ν(t0 − kδt) = %0 for k = 0, 1, . . . , kmax. A rea-
sonably well-converged iterative self-consistent field op-
timization is thus required, but only in the first initial
time step. The modified Verlet integration scheme above
works well without any significant drift in the constant of
motion on time scales relevant for quantum-based Born-
Oppenheimer molecular dynamics. Several alternative
integration schemes for XL-BOMD have also been pro-
posed and analyzed [45, 84–88], but will not be used in
this article.

E. Krylov subspace approximation of the kernel

A key challenge in the integration of the electronic
degrees of freedom, Eq. (36), is the calculation of ν̈(t),
which is given by Eq. (32). By using a low-rank Krylov-
subspace approximation [49] of the kernel, K, adapted to
the density matrix formalism [69, 89], we can approxi-
mate ν̈(t) as

ν̈ = −ω2K (%0[ν]− ν)

≈ −ω2
m∑

i,j=1

vigij〈wj , (%0[ν]− ν)〉.
(37)

The matrices vi, wi ∈ RN×N and g ∈ Rm×m, are based
on a rank-m Krylov subspace approximation and are gen-
erated through Algorithm 1. We use the matrix inner
product notation, 〈vi, vj〉 = tr[vTi vj ]. The algorithm re-
quires the calculation of the perturbation in the density
matrix, ∂%0[ν+λvm]/∂λ at (λ = 0). This density matrix
response can be calculated through the intermediate per-
turbation to first order in λ in the Kohn-Sham Hamilto-
nian, i.e. h0 +λh1 ≈ h[ν+λvm], which can be performed
with regular Rayleigh-Schrödinger perturbation theory
when Te = 0, or for fractional occupation numbers when
Te > 0 [49, 69, 90–93]. The pseudocode of computing
Krylov subspace approximation of the kernel is shown in
Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 This algorithm generates the matrices
{vi}, g, and {wi} for the kernel approximation, Eq.
37, in the integration of the electronic degrees of free-
dom, Eqs. 32 and 36, using a rank-m Krylov subspace
approximation of the inverse Jacobian kernel [49, 69],
where K(%0[ν] − ν) ≈

∑m
i,j vigij〈wj , (%0[ν] − ν)〉. The

inner product is given by 〈vi, vj〉 = Tr[vTi vj ], with

the Frobenius matrix norm ‖vi‖ =
√
〈vi, vi〉. The

trace conserving canonical density matrix perturbation,
∂λ%[ν + λvm]|λ=0, can be performed as in Ref. [49, 69,
92].

w0 = (%0[ν]− ν), m = 0
while Error > Chosen Tolerance do
m = m+ 1
vm = wm−1

vm = vm −
∑m−1
j=1 〈vi, vj〉vj

vm = vm‖vm‖−1

wm =
(
∂λ%[ν + λvm]|λ=0 − vm

)
oij = 〈wi, wj〉, i, j = 1, 2, . . . ,m
g = o−1

Error =
∥∥∥(∑m

i,j=1 wigij〈wj , w0〉 − w0

)∥∥∥ /‖w0‖
end while
⇒ K (%0[ν]− ν) ≈

∑m
i,j vigij〈wj , (%0[ν]− ν)〉

V. EXAMPLES

To demonstrate the QMD simulation framework com-
bining KS-DFT+U and XL-BOMD, we will first look
at a simple molecular system of liquid nitromethane,
CH3NO2, to demonstrate the ability to tune the elec-
tronic HOMO-LUMO energy gap, while the rest of the
dynamics behave in the same way. We then apply the
combined scheme using XL-BOMD with DFT+U to sim-
ulations of nuclear fuel, UO2. This is a well-known exam-
ple where regular KS-DFT fails to capture some of the
most important electronic structure properties. In par-
ticular, the electronic gap is missing and KS-DFT cal-
culations show a metallic behavior of UO2, whereas the
physically correct picture has an electronic gap of about
2 eV [94, 95].

In our electronic structure theory we will use an ap-
proximate KS-DFT+U scheme based on self-consistent
charge density-functional based tight-binding (SCC-
DFTB) theory [60, 61, 68, 82, 83, 96–99] as implemented
in the LATTE electronic structure package [22, 100, 101].
SCC-DFTB has previously been developed to include
KS-DFT+U corrections [68, 102, 103] as well as XL-
BOMD [22, 39, 99], but only separately. In the com-
bined KS-DFT+U and XL-BOMD framework applied
here, we will use the density matrix times the overlap
matrix, x = νs, and its time derivative, ẋ, as our dynam-
ical field variables [23, 69, 89] instead of the density ma-
trix itself. This density matrix formalism for XL-BOMD
is presented in Ref. [69] including the low-rank Krylov
subspace approximation, Eq. (37), for the integration of
equation of motion in Eq. (32) with x = νs and ẋ as
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the dynamical matrix variables. What are different in
our simulation examples is the shadow energy functional,
FKS+U[%, ν] in Eq. (21), the corresponding shadow poten-
tial, UBO+U(R, ν) in Eq. (26), and the force term in Eq.
(34).

A. Nitromethane

Figure 1 shows a combined SCC-DFTB+U and XL-
BOMD microcanonical (NVE) simulation of liquid ni-
tromethane, (CH3NO2)7, where the Hubbard U parame-
ter is set 0 eV or 2 eV. The fluctuations in the total energy
around their average value and the residue given by the
Frobenius norm of the density matrix residual function,
‖%[ν]s − νs‖F = ‖%[ν]s − x‖F, are following each other
closely for the two cases, as is shown in the upper panel
a) and lower panel c). The main difference is the size of
the electronic HOMO-LUMO energy gap shown in the
mid panel b). The only difference is a shift of about 2
eV. The total energy remains stable with no visible drift
in the total energy. While the fluctuations in the total
energy behave in the same way around their average val-
ues, the total energy is shifted. This is seen in Fig. 2
where an increased Hubbard U leads to a shift in the to-
tal energy. In this figure we also see how the amplitude
of the total energy fluctuations for the Verlet integration
scheme scales approximately as δt2, i.e. the amplitude is
increased by a factor of 4 as we double the size of the
integration time step from δt = 0.25 fs to δt = 0.50 fs.
Also the size of the residual error, ‖%[ν]s − νs‖F, which
provides a measure of the difference to the exact regular
ground state solution, scales quadratically with the inte-
gration time step (not shown). The error in the poten-
tial energy surface scales with the square of the residual,
i.e., ‖UBO+U(R, ν) − UBO+U(R)‖ ∝ ‖%[ν]s − νs‖2, and
the error in the sampling of the potential energy surface
therefore scales as δt4 [53, 69].

This example demonstrates the ability of the combined
KS-DFT+U and XL-BOMD simulation scheme to al-
ter the size of the HOMO-LUMO gap, while providing
stable molecular trajectories. The ability to tune the
gap can be of significant importance if we need to mod-
ify the response properties of a material. For approx-
imate DFT methods like SCC-DFTB or semi-empirical
quantum-chemistry methods [58, 59, 62–67, 104–110], the
molecular polarizability, which may affect the long-range
Coulomb interactions between polarized molecules, could
be tuned by modifying the Hubbard-U parameter using
the DFT+U correction.

B. UO2

Figure 3 illustrates the outcomes of microcanoni-
cal (NVE) simulations of a 96-atom supercell (periodic
boundary conditions) of nuclear fuel, UO2, employing the
combined SCC-DFTB+U and XL-BOMD simulation ap-
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FIG. 1. Combined SCC-DFTB+U XL-BOMD NVE sim-
ulation (with periodic boundary conditions) of liquid ni-
tromethane (CH3NO2)7 with a Hubbard U set to 0 eV or
2 eV. The upper panel a) shows the fluctuations in the total
energy (potential + kinetic) around the average. The statis-
tical temperature was around 200 K with an integration time
step δt = 0.25 fs. The residue in the lower panel c) was given
by the Frobenius norm of the density matrix residual func-
tion, ‖%[ν]s − νs‖F. The mid panel b) shows the fluctuation
of the electronic HOMO-LUMO energy gap (Gap).

proach with a Hubbard U = 2 eV. The simulations are
performed for two different time steps, δt = 0.25 fs and
δt = 0.5 fs. Without a Hubbard-U parameter, UO2 is
metallic, lacking an electronic energy gap, and does not
match experimental observations, where a gap of about
2 eV is seen. The SCC-DFTB+U parameterization re-
lies on first principled KS-DFT calculations fitted to first
principles calculations [111]. The top panel presents fluc-
tuations in the total energy that are shifted such that the
initial total energy is set to 0. There is no visible system-
atic drift, and we observe an approximate δt2 scaling, i.e.
the amplitude increases by a factor of 4 as the time step
is doubled in size. The middle panel displays the size
of the electronic energy gap, which oscillates near 2 eV,
close to the chosen Hubbard-U value. The bottom panel
depicts the Frobenious norm of the matrix residual func-
tion is on the order of 10−5. This residue represents the
difference to the exact ground state solution equivalent
to a self-consistency error in a regular Born-Oppenheimer
simulation. As the integration time step is halved, the
size of the residual is reduced by a factor of 4, demon-
strating the approximate δt2 scaling of the residual error.
As discussed above, this gives an error in the potential
energy surface that scales as δt4 [47, 53].
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FIG. 2. Combined SCC-DFTB+U XL-BOMD NVE simu-
lations of liquid nitromethane (CH3NO2)7 with a Hubbard
U set to 0 eV or 2 eV for a time step of δt = 0.25 fs and
δt = 0.50 fs. The total energy is shifted upwards for U =
2 eV and the amplitude of the fluctuations increases approx-
imately by a factor of 4 as the size of the integration time
step is increased by a factor of 2. The statistical temperature
fluctuated around 200 K.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have presented a framework for QMD simulations
that combines DFT+U and XL-BOMD. In this way
we have been able to reduce the computational cost of
QMD simulations also for systems with electron correla-
tion effects beyond the reach of regular KS-DFT based
on the local density or generalized gradient approxima-
tions. With the extended Lagrangian formulation this
is achieved without requiring an iterative self-consistent-
field optimization of the electronic ground state prior to
the force evaluations, which is necessary in regular di-
rect Born-Oppenheimer molecular dynamics simulations.
The method provides accurate and stable molecular tra-
jectories at the same time as the computational cost per
time step is drastically reduced by avoiding the iterative
SCF optimization that normally is required prior to each
force evaluation in a regular Born-Oppenheimer simula-
tion.

The basic idea behind our approach can be traced
back to a backward error analysis or a shadow Hamil-
tonian approach [76–79, 112]. This is a conceptually
simple but highly powerful idea. Instead of calculat-
ing approximate solutions for an underlying exact regular
Born-Oppenheimer potential, we do the opposite. In-
stead, we calculate the exact electron density, energies,
and forces, but for an underlying approximate shadow
Born-Oppenheimer potential. In this way the calculated
forces are conservative with respect to the approximate
shadow potential and generate accurate molecular tra-
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FIG. 3. DFTB+U XL-BOMD based NVE simulation of a 96
atom UO2 supercell using a Hubbard U = 2 eV. The upper
panel a) shows the shifted fluctuations in the total energy and
the mid panel the size of the electronic HOMO-LUMO gap.
The residue in the lower panel c) was given by the Frobenius
norm of the density matrix residual function, ‖%[ν]s − νs‖F.
Two different integration time steps were used

jectories with long-term energy stability. Here we have
shown how this concept can be extended beyond regu-
lar KS-DFT to include also orbital-dependent DFT+U
corrections.

Our combined DFT+U and XL-BOMD framework for
shadow QMD simulations was demonstrated with an
implementation using the SCC-DFTB LATTE software
package for liquid nitromethane and solid nuclear fuel.
The combined DFT+U and XL-BOMD approach should
be applicable also to a broad range of other methods. The
theory in this paper may also demonstrate how similar
formulations can be made for other electronic structure
methods going beyond regular KS-DFT. Of particular
interest are self-interaction corrections [54–57].
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