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Machine-learning models can be trained to predict the converged electron charge density of a
density functional theory (DFT) calculation. In general, the value of the density at a given point
in space is invariant under global translations and rotations having that point as a centre. Hence,
one can construct locally invariant machine-learning density predictors. However, the widely used
projector augmented wave (PAW) implementation of DFT requires the evaluation of the one-center
augmentation contributions, that are not rotationally invariant. Building on our recently proposed
Jacobi-Legendre charge-density scheme, we construct a covariant Jacobi-Legendre model capable of
predicting the local occupancies needed to compose the augmentation charge density. Our formalism
is then applied to the prediction of the energy barrier for the 1H-to-1T phase transition of two-
dimensional MoS2. With extremely modest training, the model is capable of performing a non-self-
consistent nudged elastic band calculation at virtually the same accuracy as a fully DFT-converged
one, thus saving thousands of self-consistent DFT steps. Furthermore, at variance with machine-
learning force fields, the charge density is here available for any nudged elastic band image, so that
we can trace the evolution of the electronic structure across the phase transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

The accurate prediction of material properties is the ul-
timate goal of computational materials science and one of
the key enablers for new materials development. Density
functional theory (DFT) [1, 2] is today the most widely
used ab initio method to compute materials properties.
The DFT’s success is due, among other reasons, to the
very favourable trade-off between accuracy and computa-
tional overhead [3], a trade-off that can be fine-tuned to
the system of interest by selecting the most appropriate
exchange-correlation energy functional [4] and numerical
implementation.

The absence of an accurate density functional for the
non-interacting kinetic energy restricts the direct mini-
mization of the DFT energy to the solution of a set of
single-particle equations, known as the Kohn-Sham (KS)
equations [2]. These enter an iterative process, known
as the self-consistent field (SCF) method, where at con-
vergence the charge density defining the single-particle
potential must equal that computed by solving the KS
equations. Such self-consistent procedure constitutes the
main numerical overhead of a DFT calculation. Any ef-
fort aiming at reducing the number of steps in a self-
consistent cycle, or at eliminating them completely, will
enable a significant computational speed up and conse-
quently will enhance the throughput. Machine learning
(ML) may represent a possible avenue for reaching such
a goal.
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In recent years, ML has become an important tool in
computational materials science, with applications dis-
tributed over a wide range of tasks [5]. ML force fields [6]
are DFT-accurate energy models enabling large-scale
task farming such as those needed in molecular dynamics
simulations [7–9], crystal structure prediction [10, 11] or
convex-hull-diagram construction [12–16]. Alternatively,
ML models can be constructed on either experimental or
theoretical data, or on a combination of both, to enable
rapid materials screening and the formulation of genera-
tive algorithms [17–20]. Most importantly for this discus-
sion, ML has been used to augment the development of
DFT itself [21]. The numerical construction of quantum-
chemistry-accurate DFT functionals for specific materials
[22–25] and for model Hamiltonian [26–29], are just two
examples.

Importantly, as the Hohenberg-Kohn theorem [1] es-
tablishes a one-to-one correspondence between the elec-
tron charge density and the external potential, it is clear
that the knowledge of the atomic structure, determin-
ing the potential, should be sufficient to obtain the den-
sity. This means that, in principle, one can define a ML
model that uses structural information to construct the
DFT charge density. Such models can then be imple-
mented for approximated exchange-correlation function-
als, since the necessary training set can be generated by
running standard DFT calculations. Several of such ML
charge density models have been proposed, where either
a local-orbital [30–33] or a real-space [34–37] representa-
tion of the charge density is used together with various
ML algorithms. Once the converged ground-state charge
density is generated, the associated observables (e.g. the
dipole moment of a molecule) can be computed either di-
rectly [38, 39] or through additional ML models using the
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density as an input [40]. A second possibility is to use
the ML-computed charge density as the initial density
of a new Kohn-Sham self-consistent cycle. For an ex-
tremely accurate density, no further self-consistency will
be needed and all the quantities available from KS-DFT
will be computed without any further numerical effort,
except for a single-shot solution of the Kohn-Sham equa-
tions. Otherwise, even for non-ultra-accurate ML mod-
els, one can still expect the ML density to be a convenient
starting point of a reduced self-consistent cycle. In both
cases, the ML construction of the charge density can be
integrated as an accelerator in any standard theoretical
study involving DFT.

Based on our Jacobi-Legendre (JL) cluster expansion
for machine-learning force fields [41], we have recently de-
veloped an efficient scheme to construct the DFT ground-
state charge density over a real space grid [37]. This pre-
dicts highly accurate charge densities, while demanding
an extremely limited number of DFT calculations to per-
form the training. Most importantly, the model is con-
structed over an intrinsic many-body representation (the
JL expansion), whose accuracy and complexity can be
systematically tuned, but it is linear and thus lean. This
means that the computational overheads for both train-
ing and inference remain very competitive and a paral-
lel implementation is trivial. Although such JL charge
density model can be implemented with any DFT code
writing the electron density over a real-space grid, it is
currently implemented for the valence density obtained
by the VASP package [42, 43]. This uses the projector
augmented wave (PAW) formalism, which is an efficient
method to deal with the rapidly varying wavefunctions
close to the atomic nuclei [44, 45], and it is implemented
in a multitude of DFT packages [42, 43, 46–49].

In the PAW scheme, the total all electron wavefunc-
tion is written as a sum of two components, one that can
be represented over a sparse Fourier/real-space grid and
the other that is expanded over a dense atom-centered
real-space grid close to the nuclei. These separated
components are not independent from each other and
are updated simultaneously during the SCF iterations.
The separation in the wavefunction is also inherited by
the charge density, so that both components are needed
to construct the density-dependent Hamiltonian. The
atom-centered component of the density is completely
determined by the PAW augmentation occupancies [45].
These are, therefore, essential to restart a VASP calcula-
tion. Hence, an ML model predicting the total density,
then capable of being integrated with a PAW DFT work-
flow, should provide both the real-space charge-density
component and the PAW occupancies.

This work generalizes our JL charge-density model [37]
to the prediction of the PAW occupancies. The main dif-
ference is that, while the charge density at a point in
space is invariant for rotations of the local chemical en-
vironment about that point, the PAW occupancy is only
covariant. Hence, here we first provide a general formu-
lation of a covariant JL cluster expansion (Section IIA),

and then we show how this can be used for predicting
the PAW occupancies (Section II B). The method is then
applied to the calculation of the transition barrier be-
tween the 1H and 1T phases of MoS2. After training
over a very limited number of DFT calculations (Sec-
tion III A), we will show that a combined JL charge-
density and JL PAW occupancies model enable non-self-
consistent nudged-elastic-band simulations at the same
accuracy of fully converged ones, but at a tiny fraction
of the computational costs (Section III B). Finally, we
will provide some conclusions and an outlook on the po-
tential of our scheme for materials design (Section IV).
The paper is then complemented by three appendices,
providing details of the DFT calculations, information
about the hyperparameters optimization, and a pointer
to our datasets.

II. METHODS

A. Covariant Jacobi-Legendre cluster expansion

The formalism that we will develop here takes directly
from our recently formulated Jacobi-Legendre potential
(JLP) [41] and Jacobi-Legendre charge-density model
(JLCDM) [37]. These are generalized to covariant quan-
tities, a new formalism that we call here covariant Jacobi-
Legendre (CJL) cluster expansion. Consider a target
quantity, Ti, associated with the i-th atom in the system.
This can be generally written as a many-body expansion,

Ti(r̂gi) = T
(1B)
i (r̂gi)+T

(2B)
i (r̂gi)+T

(3B)
i (r̂gi)+ . . . , (1)

where the superscripts represent the body order of the
expansion, while the index i labels the atoms. Here, r̂gi
is the versor along the direction connecting the i-th atom
and the point g in Cartesian space. Thus, as with the
JLCDM, Ti is expanded over a Cartesian space mapped
onto a real-space grid, but now the quantity of interest
is localized at the atomic positions.

The various terms in the expansion can be explicitly
written as

T
(1B)
i (r̂gi) = aZi

0 , (2)

T
(2B)
i (r̂gi) =

∑
j ̸=i

∑
nl

a
ZjZi

nl P
(α,β)

nji P gji
l , (3)

T
(3B)
i (r̂gi) =

∑
(j,k)i

unique∑
n1n2
l1l2l3

a
ZkZjZi
n1n2
l1l2l3

×

×
∑

symm

(
P

(α,β)

n1ji P
(α,β)

n2ki P
gji
l1

P gki
l2

P jki
l3

)
. (4)

In the equations (2), (3) and (4), we have used the van-
ishing Jacobi polynomials, P̃ (α,β)

nji , defined as

P̃nji =

{
Pn (xji)− Pn(−1) for − 1 ≤ xji ≤ 1
0 for xji < −1

(5)
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and the double-vanishing-Jacobi polynomials, P
(α,β)

nji , de-
fined as

Pnji = P̃n(xji)−
P̃n(1)

P̃1(1)
P̃1(xji) for n ≥ 2 , (6)

where for simplicity of notation we have omitted the pa-
rameters α and β, which define the specific shape of the
Jacobi polynomials of order n, P (α,β)

n . In the expression

above we have also introduced xji = cos

(
π
rji − rmin

rcut − rmin

)
,

with rmin and rcut the minimum and cutoff radius, re-
spectively, and the Legendre polynomial P gji

l = Pl(r̂gi ·
r̂ji). Note that up to the two-body order term, T (2B)

i , no
symmetries must be explicitly included, since the central
atom is distinct from the others. Then, for the three-
body term, T

(3B)
i , symmetries are relative only to the

exchange of the atoms j and k.
In general, a given function can be written over its

harmonics components as

f(r̂) =
∑
lm

flmYlm(r̂) , (7)

where we have assumed that f(r̂) is real so that an ex-
pansion over real spherical harmonics, Ylm(r̂), will return
real radial components, flm. This assumption is not nec-
essary and can be released by taking complex coefficients
or complex spherical harmonics. The expansion coeffi-
cients are evaluated as,

flm =

∫
f(r̂)Ylm(r̂)dr̂ , (8)

namely by projecting over the required angular momen-
tum. Note that the integral in Eq. (8) is over the solid
angle spanned by the versor r̂. Let us now apply to our
function of interest, Ti(r̂gi), the same expansion, whose
radial components can be computed by projection,

Ti,lm =

∫
Ti(r̂gi)Ylm(r̂gi)dr̂gi . (9)

The linearity of the expansion in Eq. (1) establishes that
the coefficients Ti,lm can be written as the sum of differ-
ent body-order contributions.

For the 1-body term, T
(1B)
i,lm (r̂gi), using Eq. (2), the

angular integrals all vanish, except that for l = 0,

T
(1B)
i,lm =

∫
T

(1B)
i (r̂gi)Ylm(r̂gi)dr̂gi =

= δl0δm0

√
4πaZi

0 . (10)

This corresponds to a contribution that arises only in the
scalar (spherically symmetric) scenario.

In order to evaluate the 2-body term, T (2B)
i,lm , we con-

sider the addition theorem for spherical harmonics (de-
composition of a Legendre polynomial over spherical har-
monics), which reads

P gji
l =

4π

2l + 1

∑
m

Ylm(r̂gi)Ylm(r̂ji) . (11)

Then, by using the orthogonality condition,∫
Ylm(r̂gi)Yl′m′(r̂gi)dr̂gi = δll′δmm′ , (12)

we obtain

T
(2B)
i,lm =

∫
T

(2B)
i (r̂gi)Ylm(r̂gi)dr̂gi =

=
4π

2l + 1

∑
j ̸=i

∑
n

a
ZjZi

nl P
(α,β)

nji Ylm(r̂ji) . (13)

Note that this term is fully covariant, since, under ro-
tations, it follows the same transformation rules of the
spherical harmonics.

Finally, the 3-body term, T (3B)
i,lm , is evaluated in a sim-

ilar way, by expanding the Legendre polynomials that
depend on the grid point with the spherical-harmonics
addition theorem. One can then perform the integration∫

Yl1m1
(r̂gi)Yl2m2

(r̂gi)Ylm(r̂gi)dr̂gi =
RGl1l2l

m1m2m , (14)

where we have used the real Gaunt symbols, RGl1l2l
m1m2m.

Thus, we obtain

T
(3B)
i,lm =

∫
T

(3B)
i (r̂gi)Ylm(r̂gi)dr̂gi = (15)

=
∑
(j,k)i

unique∑
n1n2
l1l2l3

(4π)2

(2l1 + 1)(2l2 + 1)
a
ZjZkZi
n1n2
l1l2l3

×

×
∑

symm

(
P

(α,β)

n1ji P
(α,β)

n2ki P
jki
l3

×

×
∑

m1m2

RGl1l2l
m1m2mYl1m1

(r̂ji)Yl2m2
(r̂ki)

)
,

where the second sum runs over the unique indexes n1,
n2, taking care that the coefficient a

ZjZkZi
n1n2
l1l2l3

is invariant

under the simultaneous exchange of the species indexes
Zj ↔ Zk and the Jacobi indexes n1 ↔ n2, and there-
fore runs over non-equivalent coefficients (n1 ≥ n2). The
third sum takes care of the symmetries (symm) by man-
ually evaluating cases with equivalent coefficients with
respect to n1 ↔ n2. More details on the symmetries of
the coefficients can be found in Ref. [41]. We remark here
that the pre-factor of the expansion coefficients, aZjZkZi

n1n2
l1l2l3

,

is not affected by the symmetrization operation, since
this involves the simultaneous exchange of the indexes
n1 ↔ n2 and l1 ↔ l2, which leaves T

(3B)
i,lm unaffected.

This procedure creates a recipe to compute the har-
monic components for any order of the expansion. The
final result for the lm harmonic component of the func-
tion Ti is given by the sum of all the terms obtained,
namely

Ti,lm = T
(1B)
i,lm + T

(2B)
i,lm + T

(3B)
i,lm + . . . (16)
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where the 1-, 2- and 3-body components are now defined
as,

T
(1B)
i,lm = δl0δm0

√
4πaZi

0 , (17)

T
(2B)
i,lm =

4π

2l + 1

∑
j ̸=i

∑
n

[
δl0

1√
4π

a
ZjZi

n0 P̃
(α,β)
nji +

+ (1− δl0)a
ZjZi

nl P
(α,β)

nji Ylm(r̂ji)

]
, (18)

T
(3B)
i,lm = δl0

∑
(j,k)i

unique∑
n1n2l1

(4π)2a
ZjZkZi

n1n2l1
×

×
∑

symm

(
P

(α,β)

n1ji P
(α,β)

n2ki P
jki
l1

)
+

+ (1− δl0)
∑
(j,k)i

unique∑
n1n2
l1l2l3

(4π)2

(2l1 + 1)(2l2 + 1)
a
ZjZkZi
n1n2
l1l2l3

×

×
∑

symm

(
P

(α,β)

n1ji P
(α,β)

n2ki P
jki
l3

×

×
∑

m1m2

RGl1l2l
m1m2mYl1m1

(r̂ji)Yl2m2
(r̂ki)

)
. (19)

One should notice that we separate the l = 0 and l > 0
contributions. Due to the discontinuity of the spherical
harmonics at the origin, in T

(2B)
i,lm , for l = 0, we use the

vanishing Jacobi polynomials, P̃ (α,β)
nji , defined in Eq. (5),

while for l > 0, we use the double-vanishing Jacobi poly-
nomials, P

(α,β)

nji , defined in Eq. (6), since these vanish at
the origin. In doing so we keep the expansion continuous.
In addition, actual implementations of this formalism can
redefine the expansion coefficients so to absorb the pre-
factors of Eqs. (17), (18) and (19).

B. Application to PAW augmentation charges

Our goal is to reconstruct the augmentation (compen-
sation) charge density, n̂, which is defined as

n̂(r) =
∑

ij,LM

ρijQ̂
LM
ij , (20)

where ρij is the occupancy of the augmentation channel
(i, j) and Q̂LM

ij is the L-dependent compensation charge.
We use here the same notation as that in Ref. [45], to
distinguish the charge density n(r) and the augmentation
charge density n̂(r). Following the same convention, the
indexes i and j represent the collection of labels that are
required to fully characterize an augmentation channel,
as shown below, and in this context they must not be
confused with labels for atomic positions. In order to
cluster expand the compensation charge of Eq. (20), it is
useful to write it with respect to the site µ at position

Rµ,

n̂µ(r) =
∑

ij,LM

ρijq
LM
ij gL(|r−Rµ|)YLM (r̂−Rµ) , (21)

where we have used the expansion,

Q̂LM
ij = qLM

ij gL(|r−Rµ|)YLM (r̂−Rµ) , (22)

with gL be a linear combination of two spherical Bessel
functions [45], while YLM be spherical harmonics. Here
the qLM

ij terms act as expansion coefficients of the com-
pensation charge Q̂LM

ij , with respect these functions.
By writing explicitly the indexes i and j in terms of
(k1, l1,m1) and (k2, l2,m2), respectively, we obtain

n̂µ(r) =
∑
k1k2
LM

n̂LM
µk1k2

gL(|r−Rµ|)YLM (r̂−Rµ) , (23)

where we have defined

n̂LM
µk1k2

=
∑
l1l2

m1m2

ρk1l1m1
k2l2m2

qLM
k1l1m1
k2l2m2

. (24)

These are the harmonics components of n̂µ, belonging to
the subspace of angular momentum (L,M). The specific
nature of each term in the product is unessential for the
discussion here, and we refer to the original PAW article
for further details [45]. In particular, for each choice of
pairs (k1, k2), we can design covariant tensor models that
fits the (L,M) harmonic components of n̂µ, namely

Tµ,LM ≃
∑
l1l2

m1m2

ρk1l1m1
k2l2m2

qLM
k1l1m1
k2l2m2

. (25)

The general case would require fitting an expression
for

n̂LM
µk1k2

= T
(1B)
µ,LM + T

(2B)
µ,LM + T

(3B)
µ,LM + . . . , (26)

however, we resort to a simplification to reduce the to-
tal number coefficients involved in the expansion. Our
strategy now is to distinguish three cases. The first case
is l1 = l2 = 0, resulting in L = M = 0. For this the
appropriate tensor components can be derived directly
from Eqs. (17) and (18), restricting this expansion to 1
and 2-body terms,

n̂00
µ00 = aZi

0 +
∑
j ̸=i

∑
n

aZjZi
n P̃

(α,β)
nji , (27)

where we have incorporated the constant leading factor√
4π into the a’s coefficients to be fitted. This case is

similar to fitting a force field, namely, the component of
the augmentation density has spherical symmetry.

Next, we consider the situation where either l1 or l2
are zero, but not both. For l2 = 0, we have l1 = L ̸= 0.
In this case, the quantity of interest is a tensor of order
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FIG. 1. Illustration of the workflow used to construct a JLCDM and CJL model to predict the converged DFT ground-state
charge density and PAW occupancies. Both these ingredients are necessary to start a DFT PAW calculation (with VASP in this
case), and here the method is used to predict the energy barrier for the 1H-to-1T structural transition of MoS2. The creation
of the dataset starts by computing the 1H and 1T phase of 2D MoS2. We perform AIMD at 300 K for each phase and extract
10 snapshots of each, where we take a 1:1 ratio between training and test snapshots. Ten additional data points are created by
using random distortions of linearly interpolated structures along the NEB path (before any optimization). This training set
is used to construct the JLCD and CJL models, which are then used to predict the charge density and PAW occupancies for
any distorted structure with the MoS2 chemistry. The models can be readily used to predict the entire NEB trajectory and to
investigate properties such as the electronic structure along the transition path.

L. Therefore we can write the expression for n̂LM
µL0 using

only the 1-body term as using Eq. (18)

n̂LM
µL0 =

4π

2L+ 1

∑
j ̸=µ

∑
n

[
a
ZjZµ

nL P
(α,β)

njµ YLM (r̂jµ)

]
. (28)

Finally, we have the most general case where l1 ̸= l2 ̸=
0. We can, then, write the harmonic components of the
density using T

(3B)
µ,lm, but without performing the sum over

l1 and l2 in order to properly account for the angular
momentum coupling, namely for T

(3B)
µ,lm to transform as

nLM
µl1,l2

. Explicitly we have

nLM
µl1,l2 =

∑
(j,k)µ

unique∑
n1n2

l′

(4π)2

(2l1 + 1)(2l2 + 1)
a
ZjZkZµ
n1n2

l1l2l
′

×

×
∑

symm

(
P

(α,β)

n1jµP
(α,β)

n2kµP
jkµ
l′ ×

×
∑

m1m2

RGl1l2L
m1m2M

Yl1m1
(r̂jµ)Yl2m2

(r̂kµ)

)
. (29)

The expressions derived in Eqs. (27) through (29) can
now be used to efficiently predict the PAW occupancies.
This means that now the training of a JLCDM and a

CJL model for the PAW occupancies gives us access to
a full machine-learning-predicted charge density. Such
density can then be used as a starting point for VASP
calculations, and possibly as converged charge density
for non-self-consistent DFT.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We now demonstrate the application of the JLCDM
together with the CJL model into a typical materials sci-
ence workflow. In particular, we study the structural
transition between the 1H and the 1T phase of 2D MoS2

monolayer. We will use our machine-learning models to
find the transition state and all the desired images along
the transition without any self-consistent calculation, but
rather, by evaluating non-self-consistently energies and
forces. Furthermore, as here energy and forces are ob-
tained from the knowledge of the full electron density,
any electronic quantity is also readily available. This is,
for instance, the case of the band structure along the
transition. Our workflow is illustrated in Fig. 1.
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2. Parity plots for the various density models constructed for MoS2, namely (a) the JLCDM and (b) the CJL model. Data
are for the test set and the values of the mean absolute error (MAE), root-mean-squared error (RMSE), maximum absolute
error (MaxAE), and R2 metrics are reported. Panel (c) displays the total energy along the transition path between the 1H
and 1T phases. The total energy is obtained with NEB calculations using self-consistent DFT total energies and forces (DFT
NEB), the ML models at the self-consistent DFT structures (ML NSCF), a fully ML-driven NEB, where the structures are
relaxed with non-self-consistent DFT using the ML models (ML NEB). The solid line is a spline interpolation of the actual
data (symbols).

A. Dataset generation and ML models training

Firstly, as in any machine-learning pipeline, we need
to generate the data to train the models. The train-
ing/test data consists of structures derived from three
distinct starting configurations, namely the 1H phase,
the 1T phase, and the geometrical midpoint interpolat-
ing the atomic Cartesian coordinates of the two phases.
For the 1H and 1T phases, we take snapshots from ab ini-
tio molecular dynamics (AIMD) simulations at 300 K. In
contrast, the snapshots of the geometrical midpoint are
obtained from random distortions (the standard devia-
tion of the distortion amplitude is 0.1 Å). For each cate-
gory, we sample 10 distinct geometries and equally split
them into training and test data (1:1 ratio), see Fig. 1.
The grid point sampling of the valence charge density, de-
scribed by the JLCDM, is performed with the same pro-
cedure established in Ref. [37], a pipeline demonstrated
efficient. Then, the hyperparameter optimization of the
JLCDM is carried out through Bayesian optimization us-
ing Gaussian Processes over the training set, see Table
II in Appendix B for more details. In contrast, when
fitting the PAW components, we consider the following
l-channels for Mo: 0, 0, 1, 1, 2, 2, and for S: 0, 0, 1, 1. This
choice maps all the available components for each atom,
following the rule L = |li − lj |, |li − lj | + 2, . . . , li + lj ,
and generates 138 components for the Mo ions and 33
components for the S ions in each snapshot.

In general, the transition state (TS) is computed with
the nudged elastic band (NEB) method [50, 51] with
climb image [52] as implemented in the ASE package [53].
The energy and the atomic forces needed by the NEB are
computed with the VASP code [42, 43]. Conventionally,
all DFT calculations are performed self-consistently, but
here we will replace those with a non-self-consistent eval-

uation using our predicted densities. In any case, the
starting point of any NEB calculation is the linear in-
terpolation of the initial (1H-MoS2) and final (1T-MoS2)
structure into intermediate structures, also referred to as
images. For our specific problem, we construct 5 images
across the transition.

B. Transition-state, energy, and electronic
properties

Figure 2 presents the results for the fit of both the
JLCDM for the density written over the real-space grid
[panel (a)] and the CJL model for the PAW occupancies
[panel (b)]. In general, we obtain an extremely accu-
rate JLCDM, with a root-mean-squared error (RMSE)
of only 2.9 · 10−3 e/Å3, a mean absolute error (MAE) of
1.2 · 10−3 e/Å3 and a maximum absolute error (MaxAE)
of 0.15 e/Å3. These are a factor 2 to 3 lower than those
of our previously published JLCDM for the same com-
pound [37]. Such improvement is related to the slightly
expanded training set and to the nature of the test set. In
fact, we now train also on interpolated structures along
the 1H-1T transition, and not just over the 1H and 1T
phases, and we test on different images across the phase
transition (in Ref. [37] the test set was formed by dis-
torted images of the 1T′ structure).

The same parity plot for the CJL model is presented
in Fig. 2(b), again for the test set. Here we aggregate all
the PAW components, that is all the (li, lj , L,M) compo-
nents for all Mo and S atoms. Also in this case the model,
which interpolates with only 143 parameters (see Ap-
pendix B), returns extremely accurate predictions, with
a RMSE of 0.045, a MAE of 0.012 and a MaxAE of 0.91.
Thus, the two models combined produce an extremely
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accurate total charge density that can be readily used to
evaluate energy and forces.

Such evaluation is provided in Fig. 2(c), where we
present the potential energy surface (PES) across the 1H
to 1T transition. In particular, the calculation is per-
formed in three different ways. The ground truth is pro-
vided by a fully self-consistent NEB calculation (‘DFT
NEB’, blue line), where each of the images along the
path is fully relaxed by using self-consistent DFT with
the standard charge-density initialization. Typically, this
requires the evaluation of about 1,000 structures in total,
so that the computational overheads are that of 1,000
self-consistent DFT calculations. The first test for our
ML models is performed over the total energy. For this
we take the NEB transition states computed with self-
consistent DFT and evaluate their total energy by us-
ing the ML density and no self-consistent iteration (‘ML
NSCF’, yellow line). Next, we assess both energy and
forces, namely we use the ML models to perform the en-
tire NEB workflow (‘ML NEB’, green line). In this case,
we input the JLCDM-predicted charge density and CJL-
predicted PAW occupations for each structure at each
step of the NEB optimization. For these, energy and
forces are calculated with non-self-consistent DFT. Thus,
in this last part, both the relaxation and the energy eval-
uation are driven by our charge-density models. This
second test is clearly more stringent, since errors may be
present in both the energy and the structure evaluation
and they can add up. However, should the predictions
be valid, one will be able to perform an entirely non-
self-consistent PES evaluation, thus saving the computa-
tional cost of all the self-consistent iterations involved in
the NEB workflow.

In general, we find an excellent agreement between
both our ML-driven PES evaluations and the ground
truth, with minimal differences associated to the struc-
tural evaluation. This means that the ML-driven NEB
relaxes at practically the same structures obtained with
fully self-consistent DFT, and the remaining error is at-
tributed to the energy of the final structures. More in
detail, the models seem to perform better at the 1H side
of the PES than at the 1T one. The height of the energy
barrier, namely the energy difference between the low-
est energy phase (1H) and the transition state, is com-
puted at 1.5270 eV and 1.5212 eV, respectively for ML
NSCF and ML NEB, against a self-consistent DFT en-
ergy of 1.5783 eV. Thus, the error over the barrier height
is 0.0512 eV for ML NSCF and 0.0570 eV for ML NEB.
These are errors in the 50 meV range, corresponding to
∼3% of the target self-consistent energy-barrier height.
The same comparison for the difference in energy between
the 1T phase and the transition state energy, returns us
0.7143 eV, 0.7085 eV, and 0.7286 eV, respectively for ML
NSCF, ML NEB, and DFT NEB, with a deviation of
0.0142 eV for ML NSCF and of 0.020 eV for ML NEB.
These are in the 20 meV range or about 2%. Finally,
the difference in energy between the 1H and 1T phase is
almost identical for ML NSCF and ML NEB, 0.8127 eV,

and again it is extremely close to that computed by self-
consistent DFT, 0.8497 eV. See Table I for a summary
of the results. With these results at hand, we can con-
clude that the ML-computed density is certainly suffi-
cient to replace the self-consistent cycle across the entire
PES evaluation.

TABLE I. Energies for the transition between the 1H and 1T
phase of 2D MoS2. DFT NEB is the result obtained by the
full ab-initio NEB calculation. ML NSCF refers to the case,
where we compute the energy using ML non-self-consistent
DFT at the DFT-relaxed structures. Finally, ML NEB refers
to a completely ML-driven NEB (no self-consistent cycles are
performed at any point). Here ∆Eα−TS is the absolute energy
difference between the α phase and the transition state, while
∆E1H−1T is the absolute energy difference between the two
phases.

∆E1H−1T (eV) ∆E1H−TS (eV) ∆E1T−TS (eV)
DFT NEB 0.8497 1.5783 0.7286
ML NSCF 0.8127 1.5270 0.7143
ML NEB 0.8127 1.5212 0.7085

At variance with ML force fields, the use of the charge
density allows one, not only to compute energy and forces
but also any other observable related to the charge den-
sity. This is, for instance, the case of the Kohn-Sham
spectrum. In other words, we are here able to track the
electronic structure of MoS2 along the 1H-to-1T struc-
tural transition. Our results are presented in Figure 3,
where we report the band structure and the DOS of the
1H phase, the 1T one, and the structure corresponding
to the transition state. In particular, we compare the
fully self-consistent DFT electronic structure, with that
obtained from the density predicted by our two charge-
density models. In general, we find a rather good agree-
ment between the DFT and the ML bands/DOS, an
agreement that is certainly much more pronounced at
the 1H side of the structural transition. This is a con-
sequence of the better ML-interpolated charge density
found for the 1H phase, as already observed in the dis-
cussion of the total energy. In any case, the ML models
have enough accuracy to predict the insulator-to-metal
transition along the structural transformation, with the
transition state being already metallic. Interestingly, we
find that the accuracy of the ML models is higher in pre-
dicting occupied states, with the largest deviation found
for bands several eV away from the Fermi level.

In any case, we can conclude that the ML charge
density provides an excellent tool to approximate the
electronic structure across structural deformations of a
solid/molecule. Here we have considered a rather broad
structural ensemble, since it spans across a phase trans-
formation. Should one have a tighter pool of structures,
as those sampled in a molecular dynamics simulation
at moderate temperature, the agreement will be signifi-
cantly higher. This will allow us to compute electronic-
structure observables (e.g. the band gap or the optical
absorption spectrum) at the DFT level, but at the com-
putational cost of non-self-consistent DFT. We believe
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 3. Band structure and density of states (DOS) for MoS2 along the 1H-to-1T transition. We compare results obtained
from fully self-consistent DFT (black lines) and non-self-consistent DFT with charge density and PAW occupancies obtained
from the JL models. Panels (a) and (d) are for 1H, (b) and (e) for the transition state, and (c) and (f) for the 1T phase.

that such an advantage can open the possibility for an
inexpensive evaluation of temperature-dependent mate-
rials properties from DFT.

IV. CONCLUSION

Extending on our previously introduced JLCDM [37]
and JL force field [41], we have here introduced the for-
malism for an atom-centered covariant Jacobi-Legendre
cluster expansion. This is then applied to the predic-
tion of the PAW occupations needed by a PAW-based
DFT calculation to represent the full charge density. As
such, the covariant cluster expansion together with the
JLCDM provides a ML avenue to represent the entire
DFT-PAW charge density, that can be used to prepare
the starting density of a DFT calculation.

We have implemented such a scheme in the VASP
code and tested it for 2D monolayer MoS2. In par-
ticular, we have taken the challenging task of tracking
the structural and electronic changes across a transi-
tion from the 1H to the 1T phases. This is a rather
stringent test, with a significant amount of diversity in
the structures to predict. We have found that, with a
small training set (only 15 DFT calculations), our ML
models were able to reproduce an entire NEB search
and to track the electronic structure across the struc-
tural transformation. This allows us to save several fully

converged self-consistent DFT calculations. Our results
make charge-density models an attractive alternative to
machine-learning force fields, since in addition to en-
ergy and forces they can reproduce the electronic struc-
ture over an ensemble of configurations. Applications re-
lated to temperature-dependent properties of materials
are thus envisioned.
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APPENDIX A: DFT CALCULATIONS

All single-point and AIMD calculations are performed
using DFT [1, 2] as implemented in the Vienna ab initio
simulation package (VASP) [42, 43]. The exchange and
correlation energy is provided by the generalized gradi-
ent approximation (GGA) [54] within the Perdew-Burke-
Ernzerhof (PBE) [55] formulation and parameterization.
As already discussed, we use projector augmented wave
(PAW) [45] pseudopotentials. Single-point self-consistent
calculations are performed with a 600 eV kinetic-energy
cutoff for the plane-wave expansion, and the Brillouin
zone is sampled over a k-point density of 12 /Å−1. AIMD
calculations are performed with a 2 fs time-step, and the
Nosé-Hoover thermostat [56–58] at 300 K. All AIMD
runs are at least 4 ps long, and snapshots are taken from
the simulation’s last 3 ps. Random distortions applied
to the atomic positions are sampled from a probability
distribution using σ = 0.1 Å as the standard deviation.

Nudged elastic band (NEB) [50, 51] calculations are
performed with climb image [52], as implemented in the
ASE package [53]. Energies and forces are calculated
using the VASP code, either self-consistently or with the
ML charge density and PAW occupations.

APPENDIX B: MODEL TRAINING AND
HYPERPARAMETERS

The models are fitted by using singular value decom-
position to find the pseudo-inverse of the matrix A defin-
ing the equation Ax̂ = b̂ for the coefficients x̂. Training
and inference are performed using the Ridge class (with

α = 0, without fitting an intercept) from the scikit-learn
library [59]. The hyperparameters used in the models
throughout this work are displayed in Table II. Hyper-
parameter optimization is performed through Bayesian
optimization using Gaussian Processes (gp_minimize),
as implemented in the scikit-optimize library [60]. This
is done solely on part of the training set, where a sin-
gle snapshot of each phase is used as validation. Using
these hyperparameters, we obtain a JLCDM with 1928
features, a model for the n̂00

00 components with 13 fea-
tures, a model for the n̂LM

L0 components with 10 features,
and a model for the n̂LM

l1l2
components with 120 features.

TABLE II. Optimized hyperparameters and corresponding
feature size for each of the models generated.

Model Body rcut nmax lmax rmin α β
JLCDM 1B 4.93 19 - −0.95 7.35 7.20

2B 4.93 11 8 0.00 4.28 2.71
CJLM 1B 6.00 6 - 0.00 2.00 2.00

2B 6.00 6 3 0.00 2.00 2.00
3B 6.00 4 3 0.00 2.00 2.00

APPENDIX C: DATA AND CODE
AVAILABILITY

The data used to train and test the models (DFT
charge density, structure files, and trained models)
is available via Zenodo [61]. Scripts and related
code for calculating the Jacobi-Legendre grid-based lin-
ear expansion are available at https://github.com/
StefanoSanvitoGroup/MLdensity.git.
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