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In recent years, machine learning models, chiefly deep neural networks, have revealed suited to
learn accurate energy-density functionals from data. However, problematic instabilities have been
shown to occur in the search of ground-state density profiles via energy minimization. Indeed,
any small noise can lead astray from realistic profiles, causing the failure of the learned functional
and, hence, strong violations of the variational property. In this article, we employ variational
autoencoders to build a compressed, flexible, and regular representation of the ground-state density
profiles of various quantum models. Performing energy minimization in this compressed space allows
us to avoid both numerical instabilities and variational biases due to excessive constraints. Our tests
are performed on one-dimensional single-particle models from the literature in the field and, notably,
on a three-dimensional disordered potential. In all cases, the ground-state energies are estimated
with errors below the chemical accuracy and the density profiles are accurately reproduced without
numerical artifacts.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since a few decades, density functional theory (DFT)
has arguably been the most popular and effective simu-
lation technique for solid-state systems and for chemical
compounds [1, 2]. It allows scientists to predict the elec-
tronic properties at a feasible computational cost, in par-
ticular in its orbital-free implementation [3, 4]. However,
the exact form of the universal energy-density functional
is unknown, and the available approximations often fail
in the presence of strong electron correlations [5].

In recent years, machine learning (ML) techniques have
been introduced in the framework of DFT [6], addressing
continuous-space systems [7–9], as well as lattice [10, 11]
and spin models [12]. The main goal is to learn from
data more reliable energy-density functionals, potentially
adequate also for strongly correlated systems. The envi-
sioned strategy consists of training ML models, e.g., deep
neural networks (NNs), exploiting datasets of ground-
state energies and density profiles generated via an accu-
rate but computationally expensive method. In principle,
this would then allow one to determine the ground-state
properties of novel system instances by simply minimiz-
ing the deep-learning (DL) functional, leading to a sub-
stantial reduction of computational cost. Unfortunately,
in actual implementations of energy minimization, severe
problems have emerged, in particular when exploiting
gradient-descent methods [6, 8, 13–16]. Indeed, even mi-
nuscule inaccuracies of the functional get amplified. This
leads to the formation of noisy density profiles that can-
not be properly processed by the DL functionals, leading
to large errors and violations of the variational property.
A few strategies to circumvent these instabilities have
already been proposed. They focus mostly on reducing
noise in the gradient via dimensionality reduction [14] or
basis truncation [17], on constraining the optimization,
on training functionals with derivatives data [13, 18, 19],
or on implementing tailored NN architectures that lead
to more stable derivatives [15]. These studies addressed

mostly low-dimensional single-particle models with ran-
dom potentials, since these allow one to analyze the above
instabilities while nimbly creating data for training and
testing due to the affordable computational cost.

This article presents an alternative, particularly ver-
satile, strategy to solve DL-DFTs. It exploits DL also
to automatically guide the energy minimization, not
only to learn the energy-density functional. Specifically,
this strategy involves learning a compressed encoding of
virtually all realistic profiles using a variational auto-
encoder (VAE). This is achieved by training the VAE to
accurately reproduce a dataset of exact ground-state den-
sities. Then, this VAE is combined with a separate NN
that maps the density to the corresponding ground-state
energy. Finally, automatic differentiation is exploited to
perform gradient-descent minimization in the encoded
space of the VAE. The overall approach is schematically
represented in Fig. 1. As we numerically demonstrate,
our strategy allows exploring virtually all realistic pro-
files, without preventing the descent from reaching the
actual ground state, and at the same time it avoids in-
stabilities and violations of the variational property.

Our investigation focuses on three testbed models. The
first two are one-dimensional (1D) single-particle models
taken from the previous literature on this topic [13, 15].
Notably, the third is a challenging three-dimensional
(3D) potential formed via multiple Gaussian bumps with
random centers and amplitudes. In all cases, the VAE
allows us to accurately solve the DL-DFT, reaching
ground-state energies with errors below the chemical ac-
curacy and with accurate density profiles, free of numeri-
cal artifacts. To favor future investigations on DL-DFTs
for 3D systems, we provide a large dataset of ground-
state energies and densities of the 3D Gaussian model at
the repository of Ref. [20].

The rest of the article is organized as follows: Sec. II
describes the DL-DFT approach, the NN used to learn
the energy-density functional, and the VAE used to en-
code the density profiles. It also explains how to perform
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the β−VAE, of the DL functional, and of the combination of these architectures to perform
a stable minimization of the DL functional. The optimization is performed in the latent space of the VAE such that only the
manifold of actual ground state densities is explored.

energy minimization in the encoded space of the VAE
making use of automatic differentiation. In Sec. III, our
three testbed models are described. The results on den-
sity encoding and, chiefly, on solving DL-DFT via energy
minimization are reported in Sec. IV. In Sec. V, a sum-
mary of our main findings is reported.

II. VAE FOR DENSITY FUNCTIONAL
THEORY

We develop and test the DL-DFT method [8, 9, 19, 21]
addressing single-particle Hamiltonians, defined as

H = − ℏ2

2m
∇2 + V (x), (1)

where ℏ is the reduced Planck constant, m is the par-
ticle mass, V (x) is the external potential, and with x
we denote the particle coordinate. Our focus is on one-
dimensional and on more challenging three-dimensional

models. The chosen energy unit is E0 = ℏ2

ma2
0
, where a0 is

the length unit. If m is identified with the electron mass
and a0 with the Bohr radius, the energy unit corresponds
to the Hartree energy.

The aim of DFT is to map the ground-state density
profile, which in the single-particle case is computed as

ngs(x) = |ψgs(x)|2, (2)

where ψgs(x) is the ground-state wave function, to the
ground-state energy egs. The first Hohenberg-Kohn the-
orem guarantees the existence of this mapping [1]. In
practice, it is convenient to separate the known potential
energy contribution, seeking for the universal functional
fgs = egs−

∫
dxV (x)n(x). In the single-particle scenario,

this universal functional corresponds to the kinetic func-
tional term [22]. The second Hohenberg-Kohn theorem
defines the variational property for the energy functional
E[n] = F [n] +

∫
dxn(x)V (x):

E[n] ≥ egs, (3)

where the equality holds when n(x) = ngs(x). Many
DFT studies introduce the Kohn-Sham formalism [23],
which provides one with a suitable approximation for
the kinetic energy functional. This comes at the cost
of introducing a set of orbitals, which are typically found
via self-consistent iterations. Here, as in previous stud-
ies of DL-DFT approaches [6–9, 13–15, 19], we adopt the
computationally cheaper orbital free approach, where the
ground-state properties of the many-body system are ob-
tained via minimization of the energy functional E[n].
The long-term ambition is to obtain, via orbital-free DL
approaches, comparable if not superior accuracy than in
Kohn-Sham schemes at a reduced computational cost.
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A. Neural Networks

1. Variational Autoencoder

Variational autoencoders (VAEs) [24, 25] are specific
instances of autoencoders, typically used for dimensional-
ity reduction and image generation. They are defined by
two conditional probabilities. There first is the encoder
conditional probability, fixed by the density profile, and
defined in the latent space

pϕ(z|n) = N (µϕ[n],σϕ[n]), (4)

where, in 1D, the discretized density n =(
n(x1), n(x2), ..., n(xNg

)
)

is defined over a uniformly
spaced grid of Ng points (the generalization to higher
dimensions is straightforward). µϕ and σϕ are out-
puts of a neural network defined in Rld , and N (µ,σ)
indicates the multivariate normal distribution with
mean µ = (µ1, µ2, ..., µld) and standard deviation
σ = (σ1, σ2, ..., σld). The second conditional probability,
namely, the decoder conditional probability, is fixed by
the corresponding latent variable z and it is defined in
the density profile manifold as

qθ(n|z) = N (Dθ[z],1), (5)

where Dθ[z] ∈ RNg . VAEs are designed for a two-fold
goal, namely, accurately reconstructing the ground-state
density profiles through the compressed latent space and
generating novel realistic density profiles from points
sampled in the latent space. This is achieved by ap-
propriately regularizing the latent space. For this, loss
function is defined as follows:

L(θ, ϕ) = Lrec + βLreg. (6)

Lrec is the reconstruction loss

Lrec =

Ntrain∑
r=1

Epϕ(z|n(r)) log qθ(n
(r)|z), (7)

where E indicates the expectation value with respect to
a probability distribution and Ntrain is the number of
training instances. Lreg is the regularization loss

Lreg =

Ntrain∑
r=1

KL(pϕ

(
z|n(r)) || p(z)

)
, (8)

where KL(p||q) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence
between the probability distributions p and q, and p(z) is
the prior probability, which corresponds to the standard
normal distribution N (0,1).
For β = 1 the total loss corresponds to the evidence

lower bound [24–26]. In general, β can be treated as
a hyperparameter; it controls the interplay between the
regularization of the latent space and the reconstruction
accuracy [25, 27]. The regularization loss forces the con-
ditional distributions pϕ(z|n) to resemble the standard

normal. In this way, the components of the latent vari-
ables can be made less entangled [25, 28, 29] and the
overlap between distributions corresponding to different
inputs can be increased. These effects contribute to a
more dense and regular structure of the latent space, but
this comes at the cost of lower reconstruction accuracy.
As we show in Sec. II B, β plays indeed an important role
in the convergence and in the stability of the gradient-
descent minimization of the DL-DFT. Another important
hyperparameter is the latent space dimension ld, which
determines whether all relevant information of the den-
sity profiles can be extracted. This hyperparameter must
be tuned depending on the complexity of the problem,
specifically, on the variability of the density profiles cor-
responding to different Hamiltonian instances. We ana-
lyze this effect considering different disordered potentials
which lead, depending on the random parameters of the
Hamiltonian, either to rather consistent or to quite vari-
able density profiles.

The encoder network is composed of a series of con-
volutional blocks. Each block is made of a convolutional
layer, a smooth activation function called Softplus [30],
an average pooling operation, and a batch normaliza-
tion [31]. At the end of the series of convolutional blocks,
two dense heads made by three dense layers, with respec-
tively 100, 50, and ld hidden neurons with the Softplus
activation function, process the output of the convolu-
tional blocks and return σϕ[n] and µϕ[n].

The decoder network is composed symmetrically to the
encoder. The latent variable is processed by a linear oper-
ation that returns the input of the forward convolutional
blocks. The input shape is fixed such that the output of
the series of block convolutions has the same shape as the
input of the encoder. The convolutional blocks are com-
posed of transpose convolutional layers, a Softplus acti-
vation function, and batch normalization. The last block
features the identity activation function. To take into
account the constraints of the density profile, namely,
normalization and positivity, the output is processed by a
sigmoid layer [32], followed by a normalization operation.
The normalization is performed by applying the numer-
ical integration via sum rule

∫
dxf(x) → ∆x

∑
i f(xi),

where the generalization to higher dimension is straight-
forward. The same rule is applied to all numerical in-
tegrations, and it is verified that Ng is large enough to
suppress the effect of the discretization error below the
chosen target.

The training process is performed using the reparam-
eterization trick described in Ref. [24]. The training
is performed using adaptive stochastic gradient descent
(ADAM) [33] for 1200 epochs, batch size 100 and a learn-
ing rate equal to 10−4. The split training/validation is
80%/20% for all the datasets considered. Tab. I resumes
all the hyperparameters adopted for the training.
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TABLE I. Hyperparameters for VAE.

1D Gaussian 1D speckle 3D Gaussian
Epochs 1200 1200 1200
Learning rate 10−4 10−4 10−4

Batch 100 100 100
Latent space 4,8 16 32
Conv. channels 60 60 60, 120, 180
Conv. layers 5 5 3
Neurons (dense lay.) 100, 50, ld 100, 50, ld 100, 50, ld
Kernel 13 13 3
Pooling 2 2 2
Optimizer ADAM ADAM ADAM
Act. func. Softplus Softplus Softplus

TABLE II. Hyperparameters for DL-functional.

1D Gaussian 1D speckle 3D Gaussian
Epochs 1200 1200 1200
Learning rate 10−4 10−4 10−4

Batch 100 100 100
Conv. channels 60 60 60
Conv. layers 5 5 4
Kernel 13 13 3
Pooling 2 2 2
Optimizer ADAM ADAM ADAM
Act. func. Softplus Softplus Softplus

2. DL-functional

The DL-functional F̃ω[ngs,k] is trained to map the den-
sity profile n(x) to the corresponding universal functional
value fgs. We consider a supervised learning approach
by using a dataset {ngs,k, fgs,k}, where the index k la-
bels Hamiltonian instances. The network parameters ω
are optimized by minimizing the mean squared error loss
function

L(ω) = 1

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
k=1

|fgs,k − F̃ω[ngs,k]|2. (9)

The neural network is composed of a series of convo-
lutional blocks, each including a convolutional layer, a
Softplus activation operation [30], and an average pool-
ing. The output of the convolutional part is processed by
a linear projector that outputs the universal functional
value. As for the VAE, we adopt again adaptive ADAM
algorithm for 1200 epochs, batch size 100 and a learn-
ing rate equal to 10−4. The split training/validation is
80%/20% for all the datasets considered. Tab. II resumes
all training hyperparameters.

The neural networks, the trainings and the gradient
descent method are implemented using the PyTorch li-
brary [34] and executed on a NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU.

B. Gradient Descent Optimization

In the orbital free DL-DFT framework, the ground-
state energy and density of novel Hamiltonian instances
are determined by minimizing the DL functional using
the gradient descent algorithm. The latter is defined by
the following iterative step:

nt+1(x) = nt(x)− η

(
δF̃ω[nt]

δn(x)
+ V (x)− µt

)
, (10)

where η > 0 is the chosen learning rate, the integer
t = 0, 1, . . . , tmax labels the steps, and the coefficient µt

can be adapted, if needed, to ensure the normalization
condition: ∫

dxnt(x) = 1. (11)

Unfortunately, as discussed in several previous stud-
ies [6, 8, 13–15], this minimization often fails in the pres-
ence of even minimal inaccuracies of the DL-functional
derivative δF̃ω[n]/δn. Indeed, these inaccuracies lead the
descent towards nonphysical density profiles, often caus-
ing strong violation of the variational property. Some
methods have already been implemented to restore sta-
bility. They are based, e.g., on the regularization of the
functional derivative by linear and non-linear principal
component analysis [13, 14], or on tailored NNs that re-
duces the noise of the functional derivative via an aver-
age operation performed on the hidden channels [15]. In
this article, an alternative strategy is introduced. The
instability is avoided by performing the gradient-descent
minimization within the latent manifold generated by a
VAE, which is trained to reproduce virtually all realistic
density profiles. The ground state energy is hence ex-
pressed as an effective functional of the latent variable z
via the combination of the decoder NN that returns the
corresponding density profile n̂[z](x) = Dθ[z], and the
DL-DFT functional:

E[z] = F̃ω[n̂[z](x)] +

∫
dx v(x)n̂[z](x). (12)

This functional has a minimum in the latent configura-
tion corresponding to the ground-state density profile

δE[zgs]

δz
=

∫
dx

(
δF̃ω[ngs]

δngs(x)
+ V (x)

)
δn̂[zgs](x)

δz
= 0.

(13)
Clearly, the actual ground state is reached only if it can
be generated by decoding one of the points of the latent
space. We will show that flexible enough VAEs can be
easily implemented, while also avoiding unphysical arti-
facts that cause instabilities. With the above rearrange-
ment, the gradient-descent algorithm is written as:

zt+1 = zt − η
δE[zt]

δzt
, (14)
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where η > 0 is the learning rate related to the latent
space. Eq. (14) does not contain the adaptive coeffi-
cient µt because the normalization constraint, as well as
the positivity constraint, is already embodied in the de-
coder. The value of η is set also depending on the value
of β, since the regularization loss affects the norm of
the latent variables. In our study η ranges from 10−2

to 106. The number of gradient-descent steps ranges
from tmax = 9500 to tmax = 30000, depending on the
learning rate. Suitable choices for the initial density pro-
file n0(x) are the average density profile of the train-
ing dataset or one randomly chosen configuration of the
same dataset. Once the minimization is converged to
a latent space point zmin, the ground-state energy and
density profile can be estimated as emin = E[zmin] and
nmin(x) = n̂[zmin](x), respectively.

III. TESTBED MODELS AND TRAINING
DATASET

In the following, we describe the three testbed models
considered in this article.

A. 1D Gaussian barrier potential

The first testbed model is a 1D single particle Hamil-
tonian with a barrier formed by three Gaussians. It was
originally introduced in Ref. [13] to study ML-DFTs. The
potential is defined as:

V (x) =

3∑
i=1

ai exp

(
− (x− bi)

2

2c2i

)
, (15)

with ai, bi, ci randomly sampled from the uniform dis-
tribution in the intervals [1E0, 10E0], [0.4a0, 0.6a0],
[0.03a0, 0.1a0]. For this system, we consider a box of size
L = a0 and a grid of Ng = 256 points, with hard-wall
boundary conditions. For this testbed model, the den-
sity profiles corresponding to different random parame-
ters display small variations. This is due to the chosen
boundary conditions and to the selected ranges of pa-
rameters. The training and testing datasets are obtained
via exact diagonalization of the Hamiltonian matrix ob-
tained via a nine-point finite-difference discretization. It
includes Ntrain = 15000 instances. For the test dataset,
we use parameters from Ref. [13].

B. 1D speckle potential

The second testbed is a 1D Hamiltonian with an ex-
ternal potential describing a random optical field. It was
previously used in the framework of DL-DFT in Ref. [15].
This model represents the effect of disordered potentials
used in cold-atom experiments. The potential can be nu-
merically created from a Gaussian random complex field,

via the Fourier filter described in Refs. [35, 36]. At any
point x, the intensity of the potential V follows the prob-
ability distribution

P (V ) = exp

(
− V

V0

)
(16)

where V0 ≥ 0 is the average intensity and V ≥ 0. The
size of the speckle grains determines the characteristic
disorder correlation length, which we set to coincide with
the unit length a0. Specifically, this length scale deter-
mines the extent of the two-point autocorrelation func-
tion, which reads:

V (x′ + x)V (x′)

V 2
0

− 1 =
sin(πx/a0)

2

(πx/a0)2
, (17)

where the bar indicates the average over a large ensem-
ble of disorder realizations or, equivalently, over space
in a sufficiently large box. For the training and testing
datasets, we fix the disorder strength at the intermedi-
ate value V0 = 0.25E0, with the system size L = 14a0,
and a grid including Ng = 256 points. Periodic boundary
conditions are adopted. Again, the ground-state energies
and density profiles are determined via an eleven-point
finite-difference method [37]. The number of instances
for the training dataset is about Ntrain = 120000 and it
is available at the repository Ref. [38]. Due to the large
system size compared to the disorder correlation length,
combined with the choice of periodic boundary condi-
tions, different instances of the speckle potential typically
lead to quite different density profiles. Hence, this poten-
tial represents a complementary testbed compared to the
1D Gaussian model.

C. 3D Gaussian potential

The third model is a 3D random potential, which is in-
troduced here as a novel challenging testbed for DL-DFT.
It allows the creation of substantially different ground-
state density profiles. The potential satisfies periodic
boundary conditions in a 3D box of size L = a0. It
is defined considering Ngauss = 10 scattering centers,
with random positions gi = (gxi, gyi, gzi), where i =
1, . . . , Ngauss, and the Cartesian coordinates gγi ∈ [0, L],
with γ = x, y, z, are sampled from a uniform random
distribution in the box, namely, gγi ∼ Uniform([0, L]).
The effect of each scatterer is described as a Gaus-
sian multiplied by a unique uniform random amplitude
Ai ∼ Uniform([0, 2]), but featuring the same standard
deviation σ. Hence, the potential at position r = (x, y, z)
is computed as:

V (r) =
E0

Ngauss

Ngauss∑
i=1

Ai

(2π)3/2(σ/a0)3
exp

[
−∥∆ri∥2

2σ2

]
;

(18)
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FIG. 2. Mean reconstruction error |n̂− n| as a function
of the (adimensional) regularization parameter β for the 1D
speckle potential (blue circles) and the 1D Gaussian poten-

tial (red squares). The adimensional error measure |n̂− n|
is the integrated absolute density discrepancy, averaged over
Nts = 100 test instances. The error bar denote the standard
deviation. In both cases, the reconstruction accuracy worsens
as β increases.

here, the distance from the i-th scatterer ∆ri =
(∆xi,∆yi,∆zi) is computed adopting the minimum im-
age convention, namely, ∆γi = δγi−L⌊δγi/L⌉, where ⌊ ⌉
denotes the nearest-integer function, and δγi = γ − gγi.
This allows complying with periodic boundary condi-
tions. We set σ = a0/6. With this choice, periodic im-
ages of scatterers beyond the nearest one are irrelevant.
The training dataset has Ntrain = 36000 instances. The
ground-state properties are determined via an eleven-
point finite difference formula for the 3D Laplacian [37]
with a grid of Ng = 18 points per direction.

IV. RESULTS

A. Density profile reconstruction by VAE

The first analysis we perform aims at attesting only
the reconstruction accuracy of the VAE. Specifically, we
check whether the trained VAE is able to accurately repli-
cate in output the density profiles provided in input. If
successful, this test would demonstrate that VAEs allow
creating compressed representations of density profiles
without loss of any relevant information. As illustrative
examples, for this preliminary test we mostly focus on
the two 1D potentials. Special attention is devoted to
the role of the hyperparameter β, which tunes the rela-
tive weight attributed to the regularization loss compared
to the reconstruction term. The latent space dimension is
set at the intermediate values ld = 8 and ld = 16 for the
Gaussian and the speckle potentials, respectively. The
(larger) choice for the latter is due to the enhanced vari-
ability of the corresponding density profiles, compared to
those corresponding to the Gaussian model. The role of
ld is further discussed in Sec. IVB.

The reconstruction is performed via the combined ap-
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FIG. 3. Illustrative examples of reconstructed density profiles
compared to the ground-truth data n(x) (thick yellow curve),
for the 1D Gaussian potential (a) and for the 1D speckle po-
tential (b). Different values of the hyperparameter β are con-
sidered. The length and density units are a0 and 1/a0, re-
spectively. The corresponding external potentials V (x) are
also shown (dotted curves), referred to the right vertical axis
in units of E0.

plication of the encoder and the decoder on an input
density profile:

n̂ = Dθ[µϕ[n]]. (19)

To quantify the reconstruction accuracy, we determine
the average of the integrated absolute density difference,
which we denote with |n̂− n|, and the average is com-
puted over a test set of Nts = 100 samples. As shown in
Fig. 2, for both testbeds the reconstruction error rapidly
decreases with β, allowing reaching faithful profiles in
regimes where, as fully discussed in Sec. IVB in the
framework of gradient-descent optimization, the latent
space is still sufficiently regular. It is worth mentioning
already here that, if the VAE is not able to faithfully
produce all ground-state densities, it is not adequate to
guide the gradient-descent minimization of the DL func-
tional, since it might prevent reaching the actual ground
state of some Hamiltonian instances.
A visual representation of the reconstruction accuracy

for different values of the regularization parameter β is
provided in Fig. 3; there, one representative Hamilto-
nian instance for each 1D testbed is considered. One
notices that large values of β cause substantial distor-
tions in the reconstructed profiles, which indeed do not
precisely reproduce all details of the ground truth data.
Analogous findings are obtained for the 3D Gaussian po-
tential. For example, for β = 10−6 and latent space
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potentials (b), after tmax = 15000 steps of the gradient descent optimization. In (a), for β = 1, the excessive regularization of
the latent space generates positive deviations. On the other hand, for β = 10−5 and ld = 8, substantial violations of variational
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0 can be identified with the Hartree energy. The
vertical (red) lines indicate the chemical accuracy.
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FIG. 5. Mean energy error |emin − egs| [(a) and (c)] and mean reconstruction error |nmin − ngs| [ (b) and (d)] after gradient
descent optimization for 1D speckle potential [(a) and (b)] and the 1D Gaussian model [(c) and (d)].

dimension ld = 32, the reconstruction error is as small as
|n− n̂| = 0.003(1).

B. Gradient Descent Results

Hereafter, the VAE trained to encode ground-state
density profiles (see Sec. IV) is employed to guide the
energy minimization of the DL functional, following the
approach described in Sec. II. Specifically, we analyze
the accuracy of the gradient descent algorithm, inspect-
ing whether the actual ground-state is reached. The goal
is to avoid both spurious constraints that would lead to
a positive bias, as well as instabilities due to unphysical

profiles which often lead to negative biases, i.e., to viola-
tions of the variational property. The roles of the regu-
larization parameter β and of the latent space dimension
ld are analyzed.

The first testbeds we discuss are the 1D Gaussian and
speckle potentials. Fig. 4 displays histograms of en-
ergy discrepancies after gradient descent for both the 1D
Gaussian case and the 1D speckle case. When the latent
space dimension is overestimated (ld = 8 for the Gaus-
sian model), we observe both positive discrepancies in the
over-regularized regime (large β) as well as sizable varia-
tional violations in the opposite regime (small β). These
effects are more quantitatively analyzed in Fig. 5, where
the average absolute discrepancies are shown as a func-
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FIG. 6. Illustrative examples of density profiles n(x) obtained by minimizing the DL functional via gradient descent, for the 1D
Gaussian potential (a) and for the 1D speckle potential (b). Different values of the regularization parameter β are considered.

tion of β. Furthermore, illustrative instances of poten-
tials and density profiles are shown in Fig. 6. One notices
that excessively large values of β do not allow construct-
ing all details of the density profile, in particular for the
speckle potential. This leads to positive energy discrep-
ancies. Too small values introduce numerical artifacts, in
particular for the Gaussian model, which cause the DL-
functional to provide erroneous outputs and, hence, lead
to negative energy discrepancies after the energy mini-
mization. Yet, it relatively easy to tune β and ld within
a very broad range where the energy discrepancies are
typically well below the threshold of chemical accuracy,
generally set at 1kcal/mol. For example, with ld = 4 for
the Gaussian model and ld = 16 for the (more variegate)
speckle potential, β can be tuned almost at will.
While low-dimensional testbeds for DL-DFT methods

have been intensively investigated also in previous lit-
erature, here we extend our analysis to a challenging
3D potential, namely, the Gaussian-scatterer potential
defined in Sec. III C. In Fig. 7, the energy discrepan-
cies after the gradient descent are visualized, consid-
ering the hyperparameters β = 10−6 with ld = 32.
Remarkably, the average absolute error is as small as
|emin − egs| = 0.0002(2) E0. Notice that, again, this is
below the chemical accuracy. To visualize the fidelity
also of the reconstructed density profile, we show in Fig. 8
three slices at different values of the z coordinate. The di-
mensionless average density error after gradient descent
is |nmin − ngs| = 0.004(1), indicating that the density
profiles are accurately reproduced also in this 3D testbed.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this investigation, we have demonstrated that β-
VAEs are suitable to create compressed and regular rep-
resentations of the density profiles of rather variegate
physical systems. Chiefly, the trained VAEs allowed us

0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.002
emin egs [E0]

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

No
. I

ns
ta

nc
es

FIG. 7. Histograms of the relative energy discrepancies emin−
egs for a test set of 3D Gaussian potentials after gradient-
descent optimization. The initial profiles are generated by
VAE with β = 10−6. The vertical (red) lines indicate the
threshold of chemical accuracy.

to implement an efficient and stable energy minimization
of DL energy functionals, thus solving a critical problem
in the growing field of DL-based DFT. Our strategy is
based on the combination of two deep NNs, namely, the
VAEs and a separate convolutional model that maps the
density profile to the corresponding energy. Automatic
algorithmic differentiation is adopted on the combined
model, making use of this enabling feature provided by
modern DL software. In turn, this also allowed us to ef-
ficiently perform the gradient-descent optimization, also
exploiting the computational performance of graphic pro-
cessing unit. Our numerical analysis focused on three
testbed models, including both Hamiltonians that, for
different random parameters, lead to rather consistent
density profiles, as well as the opposite case where density
profiles vary substantially. Notably, we also addressed a
3D Hamiltonian. The role of the regularization param-
eter β and of the latent space dimension has been ana-
lyzed, showing that suitable parameters that avoid both



9

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n g
s(x

, y
; z

=
0)

0.85
0.90
0.95
1.00
1.05
1.10

Ground State

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n m
in

(x
, y

; z
=

0)

0.85
0.90
0.95
1.00
1.05
1.10

Minimum

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

V(
x,

y;
z

=
0)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

                                                                                         

Potential

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n g
s(x

, y
; z

=
0.

5)

0.90
0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n m
in

(x
, y

; z
=

0.
5)

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

V(
x,

y;
z

=
0.

5)

1

2

3

4

                                                                                         

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n g
s(x

, y
; z

=
1)

0.80
0.85
0.90
0.95
1.00
1.05
1.10

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

n m
in

(x
, y

; z
=

1)

0.80
0.85
0.90
0.95
1.00
1.05
1.10

0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0 0.0
0.25

0.5
0.75

1.0

V(
x,

y;
z

=
1)

2
4
6
8
10

                                                                                         

FIG. 8. An illustrative example of minimum density profile nmin(x, y, z) (red surfaces in the middle column) at different slices,
compared to the corresponding ground state density profile ngs(x, y, z) (blue surface, left column). The corresponding slices of
the 3D Gaussian potential V (x, y, z) are also shown (right column, unit of E0).

violations of the variational property and positive vari-
ational biases can be easily identified. To favor further
studies on DL-DFT in 3D, we provide at the repository
of Ref. [20] a database suitable for training and testing
deep NNs for the 3D Gaussian model.

DL approaches are being increasingly adopted with
different goals in the framework of DFT (see, e.g.,
Refs. [7, 21, 39–48]). They are mostly used to learn
energy-density functionals from data, but also to accel-

erate the implementation and the solution of DFT with
conventional approximations (see, e.g., Refs. [49, 50]).
For example, in a recent preprint [51] autonormalizing
flows have been used to sample the density profiles, allow-
ing the minimization of a conventional orbital-free func-
tional via Monte Carlo sampling. In our study, we com-
bined the VAE with a DL-functional trained from data,
avoiding Monte Carlo integration by decoding density
profiles from the latent space. From a general perspec-
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tive, our study highlights the use of VAEs as a compu-
tational tool to extract effective variables that describe
complex quantum systems in a compressed but essen-
tially lossless manner.
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