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Abstract 

We present a machine-learned (ML) model of kinetic energy for orbital-free density 

functional theory (OF-DFT) suitable for bulk light weight metals and compounds made 

of group III-V elements. The functional is machine-learned with Gaussian process 

regression (GPR) from data computed with Kohn-Sham DFT with plane wave bases 

and local pseudopotentials. The dataset includes multiple phases of unary, binary, and 

ternary compounds containing Li, Al, Mg, Si, As, Ga, Sb, Na, Sn, P, and In. A total of 

433 materials were used for training, and 18 strained structures were used for each 

material. Averaged (over the unit cell) kinetic energy density is fitted as a function of 

averaged terms of the 4th order gradient expansion and the product of the density and 

effective potential. The kinetic energy predicted by the model allows reproducing 

energy-volume curves around equilibrium geometry with good accuracy. We show that 

the GPR model beats linear and polynomial regressions. We also find that unary 

compounds sample a wider region of the descriptor space than binary and ternary 

compounds, and it is therefore important to include them in the training set; a GPR 

model trained on a small number of unary compounds is able to extrapolate relatively 

well to binary and ternary compounds but not vice versa. 

 
a Author to whom correspondence should be addressed. Email: Manzhos.s.aa@m.titech.ac.jp  



Page 2 of 30 

 

 

Keywords: orbital-free density functional theory, kinetic energy functional, machine 

learning, Gaussian process regression 

 

1 Introduction 

Orbital-free DFT (OF-DFT)1–4 holds the promise of enabling routine large-scale (106 atoms 

and beyond) ab initio materials modeling, as it can achieve near-linear scaling with small 

prefactors (much smaller than those of order-N DFT,5–8 for example). This is important on one 

hand to bring the scale of ab initio simulations closer to reality, in particular for intrinsically 

large-scale problems such as microstructure-driven properties, doping, interfaces, 

multicomponent alloys etc., and on the other hand for more efficient utilization of costly CPU 

resources currently spent on near-cubically scaling Kohn-Sham DFT9,10 simulations widely 

performed in applications. Especially with recent advances in enabling excited state 

calculations with OF-DFT11–13 and in obtaining mechanistic insight directly from the electron 

density (as orbitals are not computed in OF-DFT),14–16 the need to develop accurate enough 

OF-DFT solutions for use in mainstream applications is obvious. However, OF-DFT is still not 

applications-ready (beyond some light metals17–24) due to the lack of sufficiently accurate 

kinetic energy functionals (KEF) and partly due to the lack of OF-DFT- suited (local) 

pseudopotentials (LPP).21,25–29 This situation, which persisted for decades, is rapidly 

changing,4,11,30,30–40 in particular, due to growing and increasingly successful effort in using 

machine learning (ML) for both the KEF41–54 and the LPP.20,55,56 

The reader is referred to the literature,1–4 in particular to the recent comprehensive review 

of Ref. 4, for the description of OF-DFT, its advantages and disadvantages vs. KS DFT, and its 

key equations which will not be repeated here. The reader is also referred to the literature for 

the description of key machine learning methods, namely, neural networks and kernel methods 

such as Gaussian process regression and kernel ridge regression,57–60 which will not be repeated 

here. One typically machine-learns the Kohn-Sham kinetic energy (KE)  
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where 𝜓𝑖(𝒓) are orbitals and 𝑁𝑒𝑙 is the number of electrons, or kinetic energy density (KED) 

𝜏𝐾𝑆(𝒓) or its positively-definite version45,48,51,61,62  

 

𝜏+(𝒓) =
1

2
∑|∇𝜓𝑖(𝒓)|2

𝑁𝑒𝑙

𝑖=1

= 𝜏𝐾𝑆(𝒓) +
1

4
Δ𝜌(𝒓) 

(1.2) 

that integrates to the same 𝐸𝑘𝑖𝑛
𝐾𝑆 , as a function of density-dependent variables (features) that 

typically include different powers and orders of derivatives of the density. We neglect spin and 

partial occupancies without loss of generality and use atomic units unless stated otherwise.  

In our previous works,43,53 we showed that terms of the forth order gradient expansion can 

serve as effective descriptors – inputs for a machine learning algorithm when machine-learning 

the KED. The fourth order gradient expansion of the kinetic energy density is given by63  
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where 𝜏𝑇𝐹  is the Thomas-Fermi64 KED, 𝑝 =
|∇𝜌|2

4(3𝜋2)2/3𝜌8/3  is the scaled squared gradient and 

𝑞 =
Δ𝜌

4(3𝜋2)2/3𝜌5/3 the scaled Laplacian of the density. The use of scaled gradient and Laplacian 

is also advantageous as it helps satisfy the scaling relations that can serve as useful 

constraints.65 We also showed that another useful feature is the product of the density and 

Kohn-Sham effective potential 𝜌𝑉𝑒𝑓𝑓 .43,53 𝑉𝑒𝑓𝑓  is computable in OF-DFT unless a hybrid 

functional is used. Together with the terms of Eq. (1.3), this results in a set of features 

 

𝒙𝝉(𝒓) = (𝜏𝑇𝐹(𝒓), 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝(𝒓), 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑞(𝒓), 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝2(𝒓), 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝𝑞(𝒓), 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑞2(𝒓), 𝜌𝑉𝑒𝑓𝑓(𝒓)) 

(1.4) 

A significant problem with the KED (rather than the KE) from the perspective of data-

driven approaches such as ML are very uneven distributions of the target (the KED) and the 

features (see examples of respective data distributions in Refs. 43,53). This complicates sampling 

and prima faci requires larger training sets, increasing computational cost. This is 

disadvantageous, in particular, with kernel methods that have to wield inverses of matrices of 

size 𝑀 × 𝑀 where M is the number of training points.59,60 Non-uniform sampling approaches 
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or the use of committees can be used to palliate this issue42,43 but imply additional 

complications of the method. 

In Ref. 53, we showed that the issue of the very uneven data distributions can be 

effectively addressed by smoothing of both the features and the target on length scales 

sufficiently large to smoothen the distributions and simplify sampling while sufficiently small 

(e.g. smaller than the unit cell of crystalline materials) to preserve spatial structure and 

therefore the KEDF (kinetic energy density functional) ansatz. As long as smoothing is done 

with a linear operation, the smoothed KED integrates to the same KE, even though the overall 

effect of the smoothing of both the features and the target is not linear because the features are 

inputs to a non-linear method (Gaussian process regression, GPR,60 in the case of Ref. 53). With 

smoothing, when machine-learning from rather small training sets sampled with plain uniform 

sampling, accurate enough KE models of Al, Mg, and Si (simultaneously) could be built in Ref. 

53 to result in errors on the order of 1% in a measure of the energy-volume dependence  

 

𝐵′ = V0
2

𝑑2𝐸

𝑑𝑉2
≈

𝐸(𝑉0 − Δ𝑉) − 2𝐸(𝑉0) + 𝐸(𝑉0 + Δ𝑉)

(Δ𝑉 𝑉0⁄ )2
 

(1.5) 

where 𝑉0 is the equilibrium volume of the simulation cell and E is the total energy.  

When machine-learning KED, one works with large datasets such as the values of the 

features and the target on the entire Fourier grid of a plane wave method. The large raw dataset 

sizes pose challenges but also allow training a model on a small number of structures, even on 

a single material.42 Features of Eq. (1.4) could potentially be fully averaged over the simulation 

cell; this would remove the need to work with large datasets but also evacuate much 

information. A single datapoint would result for one structure (material). If the number of 

structures on which the model is trained is low, this is problematic, and one could stay instead 

within the KEDF paradigm. But if the number of structures is high, then this may not be a 

problem. Moreover, averaging out spatial structure altogether would be advantageous as 

concatenation of KED data of many structures to learn a KE model which is portable across a 

large number of materials would quickly lead to potentially unwieldy datasets. For example, 

when using unit cells only of three materials only (Al, Mg, Si) with only three volumes per 

material (equilibrium volume, and uniformly compressed and expanded by Δ𝑉), the combined 

dataset contained about 580,000 points on a Fourier grid with a moderate plane wave cutoff of 

500 eV. 43,53 Many millions of datapoints would have to be handled under less basic conditions 

(more materials, more structures per material, larger simulation cells, denser grids). 
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In this work, we show that when building a KE model from and for a large number of 

structures, fully averaging the features of Eq. (1.4) over the simulation cell, learning unit cell-

averaged KED 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  and computing 𝐸𝑘𝑖𝑛 as a product of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  and cell volume is effective and 

results in computationally inexpensive and accurate models. The use of the cell-averaged 

values (of the target 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  and features) rather than total kinetic energies palliates the issue of 

different cell volumes of different materials. We train a GPR model on multiple phases of unry, 

binary, and ternary compounds containing Li, Al, Mg, Si, As, Ga, Sb, Sn, Na, P and In, for a 

total of 433 materials. In addition to equilibrium structures, multiple strained structures are 

used for each material, for a total of 7794 structures. The model reproduces energy-volume 

curves (as opposed to only the values of B’ explored in previous work43,53) around equilibrium 

geometry with good accuracy.  

2 Methods 

We developed a computational pipeline for a simple high-throughput setup in which structural 

information was obtained for different crystal phasis from the Materials Project via API 

interface66 and converted in the Abinit67,68 input files to perform Kohn-Sham DFT calculations 

on the equilibrium geometry as well as isotropically strained lattice. Information on electronic 

density, its gradient and Laplacian is output.  

While details on the implementation will be presented elsewhere, we want to highlight 

the key points for the different stages of the pipeline. First, we choose a set of 𝑁 elements with 

available local pseudopotentials, here Li, Al, Mg, Si, As, Ga, Sb, Sn, Na, P and In. All local 

pseudo potentials except for Na and Sn were taken from the Carter group repository.21,27,28 Na 

was represented by the local pseudopotential developed by Legrain and Manzhos,20 whereas 

the Sn local pseudopotentials was recently developed by us.55 Then, we created combinations 

of elements from 1 to N without repetitions to define the chemical search space of materials. 

We restrict the search space of materials to crystals in conventional standard representation 

with 1 to 4 + 2𝑚 atoms in the basis where 𝑚 = {1,2,3} represents the number of elements in 

each combination of elements. In other words, we search for materials with stochiometric 

equivalent of 𝐴𝑎𝐵𝑏𝐶𝑐 with 1 ≤  𝑎 + 𝑏 + 𝑐 ≤ (4 + 2𝑚) and A, B, and C are elements. Here, 

we restrict the database to materials with one to three different elements as well as to unit cells 

with unit cell vector not exceeding 1 nm in length. In addition, we apply an upper bound 

criterion for the energy above convex hall values given in the Materials Project of 400 meV 

and a lower bound criterion on the electronic density. The critical value was set to 90% of the 
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minimal density (over the unit cell) computed for body-centered cubic lithium phases with the 

computational details stated below. This procedure yielded 433 materials.  

The selected structures were then converted to a Abinit input format to perform DFT 

calculations. Any component of a lattice vector of less than 1 × 10−9 nm was set to zero. The 

energy cutoff of the kinetic energy was set to 500 eV and the total energy was computed using 

the PBE exchange-correlation functional.69,70 The k-point mesh was sampled at k-point 

densities of about 2.0 × 10−3 nm3 for most elements. Only for phases containing Li and Na 

atoms, we double the k-point density if the computed band gap on the given k-point grid was 

larger than 400 meV. The increased k-point density can increase accuracy of the total DFT 

energy especially for metallic phases. All structures were converted into their conventional 

standard unit cell representations. For each crystal phase, we performed volume optimization, 

i.e., the relative length and orientation of lattice vectors are maintained. The self-consistent 

field (SCF) calculations were converged with total energy differences of less than 2.7 × 10−9 

eV in two consecutive SCF cycles and the simulation cell volume until the isotropic stress is 

less than 0.7 kbar.   

With the computed ground state geometry of the unit cell, we isotopically strained each 

structure with a strain 𝜖 between 0.93 and 1.1 in increments of 0.01, resulting in 18 data points 

for each material and a total of 7,794 structures. We recorded the computed DFT total energy 

and the kinetic energy, electron density, its gradient and Laplacian, as well as its kinetic energy 

density for each data point. The latter can be integrated to the kinetic energy and compared to 

the DFT computed kinetic energy. We ensure that the absolute difference of these values agrees 

within 0.1 mHa in our dataset for each data point.  

The electron density, its gradient and Laplacian were output from Abinit and used to 

compute the features of Eq. (1.4) (except the term 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑞 that integrated to zero and is therefore 

not used). They were averaged over the simulation cells and served as inputs to a GPR model. 

The features are thus 

 

𝒙 = (𝜏𝑇𝐹̅̅ ̅̅̅, 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝2̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝𝑞̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑞2̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜌𝑉𝑒𝑓𝑓
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅) 

(2.1) 

where ⬚̅ (bar) indicates spatial averaging. The kinetic energy output from Abinit and averaged 

over the simulation cell, 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅ , served as the target. The averaging of the features and target 

(rather than using integrated values) is useful to palliate the effect of differences in simulation 

cell sizes. The kinetic energy is then obtained by multiplying the averaged KED predicted by 
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GPR by the volume of the unit cell. GPR was performed in Matlab using fitrgp function. The 

features were scaled on the unit cube, and an isotropic Matern52 kernel was used, which 

provided slightly better results than RBF and Matern32 kernels. The reader is referred to the 

literature for the description of the GPR method and Matern kernels.60,71 The length and 

regularization (noise) hyperparameters were optimized by scanning and monitoring the error 

on the test set. The optimal length parameter was l = 7 and the noise parameter σ = 1×10-4. 20% 

of the data (uniformly and randomly drawn from the full set) were reserved for testing unless 

otherwise indicated (e.g. when training on monoelemental and testing on multielemental 

compounds). The final GPR model available to the readers was trained on all data using the 

hyperparameters determined with the help of the test set. 

 

  

Figure 1. Correlation plots between the reference Abinit-based 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  and those predicted by the 

GPR model (left) and linear regression (right). Blue: train points, red: test points. The 

correlation coefficients for train (Rfit) and test (Rtest) points are shown above the plots. 

3 Results 

3.1 GPR model 

We first present the results of GPR on the entire dataset, whereby train and test materials were 

chosen uniformly randomly from the entire dataset combining unary, binary and ternary 

compounds. The fit quality of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  by the GPR model is very high, the correlation plots between 

the reference Abinit values and the model are shown in Figure 1, left panel. The correlation 

coefficients for both training and test sets are 1 to within 5 digits. The resulting energy-volume 

curves for unary, binary and ternary compounds, respectively, are presented in Figure 2, Figure 

3, and Figure 4, respectively. A subset of 60 binary compounds is shown in Figure 3, see SI for 

the plots for the other compounds. The total energy in these plots is computed by subtracting 
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the DFT kinetic energy from DFT total energy and adding instead the kinetic energy predicted 

by the ML model. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red or green dots are values 

predicted by the model, whereby red corresponds to materials in the training set and green to 

those in the test set. Atom labels (chemical formulas) and Materialsproject ID numbers are 

shown on the respective graphs in black. The values of B' (computed using ΔV/V0 = 3%) are 

also shown on the graphs: the numbers in blue are from reference DFT calculation, and those 

in red are from energies predicted by the ML model. One can appreciate visually that the quality 

of the energy prediction for the test set is by and large similar to that for the train set.  

 

Table 1. Statistics (mean, minimum, and maximum over 20 GP or polynomial regressions 

differing by random selections of training and test data) of the RMSE (root mean square errors) 

of averaged kinetic energy density 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅   as well as MRE (mean relative error) and MDRE 

(median relative error) in the curvature of the energy-volume curve B'. Results for linear 

regression are given without such statistics as they do not significantly vary in function of a 

particular train-test split.  

 RMSE in 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅ , 105 a.u.  MRE in B’  MDRE in B’ 

 mean min max  mean min max  mean min max 

 GPR 

Train 1.05 1.00 1.09  0.13 0.11 0.14  0.08 0.07 0.09 

Test 1.47 1.13 1.84  0.13 0.09 0.16  0.08 0.06 0.10 

 Linear regression 

Train 4.14    0.57    0.24   

Test 3.98    0.53    0.25   

 Polynomial regression,  = 4 

Train 1.01 0.95 1.06  0.13 0.11 0.17  0.09 0.08 0.10 

Test 2.69 1.30 9.4  0.12 0.10 0.17  0.09 0.07 0.11 

 Polynomial regression,  = 5 

Train 0.89 0.82 0.95  0.14 0.11 0.37  0.09 0.07 0.10 

Test 6.48 1.03 20.35  0.12 0.09 0.18  0.09 0.07 0.11 

 

The statistics over 20 runs differing by such selection is given in Table 1. We provide MDRE 

in addition to MRE because the latter is easily influenced by a small number of materials with 

high errors. In all cases, the GPR model results in a pronounced minimum on the energy-

volume curve, which is important for structure optimization. All figures here and below are 
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obtained with the same test-train split (obtained by fixing the random seed), to facilitate 

comparison. 

 

3.2 Advantage of GPR over linear and polynomial regression 

To highlight the value of machine learning with GPR, we also present results with linear and 

polynomial regressions. These regressions can be obtained by using dot product kernels of the 

form 𝑘(𝒙, 𝒙′) = ∑ (𝒙𝒙′)𝑝Π
𝑝=1 ,59,72,73 where  defines the order of the polynomial. We first show 

the results of a linear model in Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7 for unary, binary (same subset 

as in Figure 3) and ternary compounds, respectively. The results are also summarized in Table 

1 and show much worse results and in terms of predicting the kinetic energy and in terms of 

estimating the curvature B’ of the energy volume curve, which is off on average by dozens per 

cent, vs errors on the order of 10% for GPR. Many materials do not show a pronounced 

minimum of the curve. In this case, different train-test splits do not have a significant effect on 

the results; linear regression being more robust (showing similar train and test set errors) at the 

price of expressive power. The correlation plots between the reference Abinit values of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  and 

the linear model are shown in Figure 1, right panel. By this measure, the quality of the fit 

appears to be high even though the energy-volume curves are unimpressive: the correlation 

coefficients for both training and test sets are 1 to within 4 digits (while it is 1 to within 5 digits 

with GPR). This highlights that in this application, a very high quality of ML is required to 

result in practically useful machine-learned kinetic energy functionals. 

 The model accuracy can be improved by using a higher-order polynomial model. Even 

with  = 4 the model is not quite as accurate as that with a Matern kernel, and with  = 5 one 

observes significant overfitting (test errors higher than with linear regression). The results are 

summarized in Table 1. The graphs for the case of  = 4 are shown in SI. The clear advantage 

of GPR with a Matern kernel over low-order polynomial regression also signifies that the space 

of materials is adequately sampled.72  
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Figure 2. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis 

is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom 

labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, 

and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model.  
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Figure 3. Energy-volume curves for a subset of binary compounds (the curves for other compounds are shown in SI). The abscissa is relative strain 

V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green 

(test set) dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers 

in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 4. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis 

is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom 

labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, 

and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 5. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis 

is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by linear regression. 

Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT 

calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the model.  
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Figure 6. Energy-volume curves for the same subset of binary compounds as in Figure 3. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is 

equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are 

values predicted by linear regression. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the 

values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the model.  
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Figure 7. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis 

is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by linear regression. 

Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT 

calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the model.   
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3.3 Portability among unary, binary, and ternary compounds 

To test portability beyond (necessarily relatively small) test sets, we train the GPR model only 

on unary compounds and test it on binary and ternary compounds. The results are shown in 

Figure 8, Figure 9 (same subset as in Figure 3), and Figure 10. The train / test rmse of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  is 

3.86×10-6 / 3.29×10-5 a.u., and the mean (median) relative error in B’ is 0.10 (0.08) / 0.23 (0.16) 

(cf. Table 1). The drop in accuracy vs the model of section 3.1 is not surprising given the small 

number of unary materials, i.e. only 58. What is encouraging, however, is that all binary and 

ternary compounds still show pronounced minima on the energy-volume curves. 

 Training on only binary compounds (a training set of 328 materials out of 433, i.e. 76% 

and close to the 80/20 split used when fitting all types of materials) results in a model that can 

reproduce the ternary compounds relatively well but not necessarily the unary compounds. The 

results are shown in Figure 11, Figure 12, and Figure 13. Train / test rmse of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  is 1.01×10-5 / 

3.23×10-4 a.u., and the mean (median) relative error in B’ is 0.15 (0.08) / 0.14 (0.11) (cf. Table 

1). Interestingly, while extrapolation ability to ternary compounds is decent, extrapolation to 

unary compounds is relatively poor. This has to do with the distribution of the data. The 

distributions of features and targets for unary, binary, and ternary compounds are shown in 

Figure 14. One observes, somewhat counterintuitively, that unary compounds cover a wider 

range of feature and target values than binary and ternary ones. Especially the range of values 

close to 0 is sampled well by unary but not multielemental compounds. It is therefore important 

to include monoelemental materials in the training set.  

3.4 Final model 

The final GPR model available to interested readers was trained on all data. It resulted in a 

rmse of 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  of 1.06×10-5 a.u., and the mean (median) relative error in B’ of 0.13 (0.07). The 

model is available at https://github.com/sergeimanzhos/GPRKE in Matlab format in the form 

of matrices c and 𝒙𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛, whereby the output 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅ (𝒙) = ∑ 𝑐𝑖𝑘(𝒙, 𝒙𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛
(𝑖)

)𝑁
𝑖=1  and i runs over the 

training points, as well as the definition of the kernel function 𝑘(𝒙, 𝒙′). A Matlab GPR object 

obtained with fitrgp function is also available; as it is about 236 MB in size, it can be obtained 

from the authors at reasonable request. The model provided on Github is a manual re-coding 

of GPR equations that results in the same output as the model obtained with Matlab's fitrgp 

function while allowing model export with much smaller data size (about 400 KB). Sharing in 

https://github.com/sergeimanzhos/GPRKE


Page 17 of 30 

 

the form of c and 𝒙𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 also facilitates porting the model to other programming environments 

if needed. 

When using the model, the user is advised to form the features of x of Eq. (2.1) 

(computed by the user for materials of interest) using a DFT code of their choice, minmax scale 

them on unit cube with values provided with the model, call the GPR model to obtain averaged 

KED, and obtain the kinetic energy by multiplying the average KED by the volume of the cell.  
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Figure 8. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds when training a GPR model on unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where 

V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red dots are values predicted by the 

GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference 

DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 9. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds (for the same subset of as in Figure 3) when training a GPR model on unary compounds. 

The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data 

and green dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers 

in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 10. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds when training a GPR model on unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and green dots are values predicted 

by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from 

reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 11. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds when training a GPR model on binary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and green dots are values predicted 

by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from 

reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 12. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds (for the same subset of as in Figure 3) when training a GPR model on binary compounds. 

The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data 

and red dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in 

blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure 13. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds when training a GPR model on binary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and green dots are values predicted 

by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from 

reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model.
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Figure 14. Distributions (histograms) of feature and target values for unary, binary, and ternary 

compounds, where “x1” to “x6” are the components of x from Eq. (2.1) (i.e. 

𝜏𝑇𝐹̅̅ ̅̅̅, 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝2̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑝𝑞̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜏𝑇𝐹𝑞2̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ , 𝜌𝑉𝑒𝑓𝑓
̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅) and the target is 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅ . 
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4 Conclusions 

We presented a machine-learned model of kinetic energy (KE) for orbital-free density 

functional theory suitable for bulk light weight metals and compounds made of group III-V 

elements. We used Gaussian process regression (GPR) to machine-learn the averaged over the 

unit cell kinetic energy density (KED) 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅ . The features are terms of the 4th order gradient 

expansion averaged over the unit cell. The use of the cell-averaged values rather than integrated 

kinetic energies and features palliates the issue of different cell volumes of different materials, 

with kinetic energies, as an integral of the KED over the volume, being an extensive quantity. 

The 𝜏𝐾𝑆̅̅ ̅̅  was machine-learned from data computed with Kohn-Sham DFT with plane wave 

bases and local pseudopotentials. The dataset included multiple phases of unary, binary, and 

ternary compounds containing Li, Al, Mg, Si, As, Ga, Sb, Na, Sn, P, and In. A total of 433 

materials were used for training, and 18 strained structures were used for each material. Kinetic 

energy predicted by the model allows reproducing energy-volume curves around equilibrium 

geometry with good accuracy. We were able to achieve pronounced minima on energy-volume 

curves for all materials in train and test sets, with measures of curvature around the minimum 

within 9% of their KS DFT reference values for most materials. 

We observed that a GPR model trained on a small number of unary compounds is able to 

extrapolate relatively well to binary and ternary compounds but not vice versa. This was related 

to the fact that unary compound sample a wider region of the descriptor space than binary and 

ternary compounds and it is therefore important to include them in the training set.  

We showed that the GPR model is superior to linear and polynomial regressions, resulting 

in significantly better energy-volume curves. Even though there is a substantial difference in 

the quality of the KE model between GPR and simple linear and polynomial regressions, in all 

cases the correlation coefficients for both training and test sets are 1 to within at least 4 digits 

and the correlation plots – an often used way to evaluate the quality of ML in various 

applications - are practically linear. This highlights that in this particular application a very 

high quality of ML, beyond of what is typically required and achievable in other applications 

such as force fields or materials informatics, is required to result in practically useful machine-

learned kinetic energy functionals.  

5 Supplementary Material 

Energy-volume curves for selected models and data subsets. 
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Figure S1. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds not shown in the main text. The 

abscissa is relative strain 𝑉/𝑉0  (where 𝑉0  is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is 

energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) 

dots are values predicted by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are 

shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of 𝐵′  from reference DFT 

calculation, and those in red are the values of 𝐵′ predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure S2. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are 

reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the 

polynomial model with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the 

graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those 

in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 

 

Figure S3. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are 

reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the 

polynomial model with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the 

graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those 

in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 

 

Figure S4. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 

(where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are 

reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the 

polynomial model with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the 

graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference DFT calculation, and those 

in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model. 
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Figure S1. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds not shown in the main text. The abscissa is relative strain 𝑉/𝑉0 (where 𝑉0 is equilibrium 

volume) and the ordinate axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values 

predicted by the GPR model. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of 

𝐵′ from reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of 𝐵′ predicted by the ML model.  
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Figure S2. Energy-volume curves for unary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate axis 

is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the polynomial model 

with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from reference 

DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model.   
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Figure S3. Energy-volume curves for binary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate 

axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the polynomial 

model with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from 

reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model.    
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Figure S4. Energy-volume curves for ternary compounds. The abscissa is relative strain V/V0 (where V0 is equilibrium volume) and the ordinate 

axis is energy in a.u. The blue dots are reference DFT data and red (training set) and green (test set) dots are values predicted by the polynomial 

model with p = 4. Atom labels and Materialsproject ID numbers are shown on the graphs in black. Numbers in blue are the values of B' from 

reference DFT calculation, and those in red are the values of B' predicted by the ML model.   


