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We introduce a method for computing quantum mechanical forces through surface integrals over
the stress tensor within the framework of density functional theory. This approach avoids the
inaccuracies of traditional force calculations using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem when applied
to multiresolution wavelet representations of orbitals. By integrating the quantum mechanical
stress tensor over surfaces that enclose individual nuclei, we achieve highly accurate forces that
exhibit superior consistency with the potential energy surface. Extensive benchmarks show that
surface integrals over the stress tensor offer a robust and reliable alternative to the direct use of the
Hellmann-Feynman theorem for force computations in DFT with discontinuous basis sets, particularly
in cases where wavelet-based methods are employed. In addition, we integrate this approach with
machine learning techniques, demonstrating that the forces obtained through surface integrals are
sufficiently accurate to be used as training data for machine-learned potentials. This stands in
contrast to forces calculated using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem, which do not offer this level of
accuracy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Density functional theory (DFT) [1, 2] has become a
cornerstone in the computational study of molecular and
condensed matter systems due to its balance of accuracy
and computational efficiency. Central to the practical
application of DFT is the accurate calculation of forces
acting on nuclei, which is essential for geometry opti-
mizations [3–5], molecular dynamics simulations [6], and
various other simulations. The Hellmann-Feynman the-
orem [7] provides a direct route to force calculations by
relating the forces to expectation values of gradients of
the Hamiltonian with respect to nuclear positions, thus
avoiding the calculation of derivatives of molecular or-
bitals.
In DFT, the choice of basis sets is crucial for the ac-

curacy and efficiency of calculations. Common basis sets
like Gaussian type orbitals (GTOs) [8] offer computa-
tional efficiency and ease of integration but cannot fully
eliminate basis set errors due to their inability to accu-
rately represent nuclear cusps and their non-systematic
nature. Numerical atomic orbitals (NAOs) [9] are tuned
to resemble physical orbitals and can for example repre-
sent nuclear cusps better than GTOs. The dependence of
GTOs and NAOs on atomic positions complicates force
calculations, rendering the Hellmann-Feynman theorem
inapplicable. This necessitates the computation of Pulay
forces [10], which is computationally intensive and re-
quires complex corrections. In contrast, systematic basis
sets like wavelets and plane waves do not suffer from this
issue, making them more efficient for accurate force cal-
culations. Wavelets [11–13] allow for adaptive resolution
and efficient handling of both smooth and sharply varying
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functions. Plane waves can also be used as basis sets
in bulk materials. However, their inability to accurately
represent the cusps in the orbitals at the position of the
nuclei necessitates the use of pseudopotentials [14, 15].
Each of these basis sets has its own advantages and is

suited to different types of problems in electronic structure
calculations [16].
In this paper, we will focus on multiwavelets

(MWs) [17] as basis sets which is used in the codes
M-A-D-N-E-S-S [12] and MRChem [13]. Multiwavelets, in
the formulation of Alpert [18] correspond in essence to us-
ing polynomials on adaptive grid in such a way that the er-
ror is kept rigorously under control[17]. Coupled with the
separated representation of the main Green functions[19]
(Poisson and Helmholtz kernels) they enabled Hartree-
Fock (HF)[20] and DFT[21] calculations with this method
to achieve very high precision[22]. In twenty years the
model has matured from a niche for precise benchmarks
on small molecules[21, 23] to a robust tool for production
calculations for energies[22, 24, 25] and properties[26–28]
including both correlated methods[29, 30] and relativis-
tic Hamiltonians[31–33]. Despite these developments a
robust and reliable way to compute gradients (an indis-
pensable tool for any computational chemistry practi-
tioner) has been lacking: the current implementation
based on the Hellmann-Feynman theorem requires very
high precision to yield acceptable results and is therefore
of limited applicability.[34] With this development we aim
to provide a method to compute geometrical derivative at
enhanced precision which will make multiwavelet methods
appealing to for quantum chemistry applications.

When multiresolution wavelets are used to represent the
Kohn-Sham orbitals, the singularity of the 1/r electron-
nucleus potential complicates integral evaluations which
can be solved by using a smooth form of the nuclear
potential [34]. The introduction of this finite, smooth nu-
clear potential enables the use of the Hellmann-Feynman
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theorem to compute the forces acting on the nuclei.
However, this approach may encounter noise due to

the rapidly changing nature of the approximate nuclear
potential and its derivative. To address these issues, we
propose to calculate forces by evaluating surface integrals
over the quantum mechanical stress tensor.[35, 36] This
approach mitigates numerical problems inherent in tra-
ditional methods through the use of integration surfaces
that are far away from all nuclei where the spatial vari-
ation of the orbitals is low. It is therefore particularly
well-suited for use with wavelet-based DFT methods. By
integrating the stress tensor over a carefully chosen sur-
face that encloses each nucleus, forces can be computed
from regions far from the nuclear cusp in the orbitals,
thereby avoiding potential numerical issues caused by
these cusps. We believe that stochastic methods like self
averaging Kohn-Sham DFT [37] and techniques using dis-
continuous Galerkin orbitals [38, 39] could also benefit
from this approach due to its ability to avoid the nuclear
cusps.
In this paper, we detail the theoretical foundations

of our method, starting with a review of the Hellmann-
Feynman theorem and its limitations. We then introduce
the concept of the stress tensor in the context of DFT
and describe how surface integrals over this tensor can
be used to compute forces. Our method is then bench-
marked against the traditional approach using a variety of
molecular systems, demonstrating its superior accuracy.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A. Hellmann-Feynman theorem

The total energy the Kohn Sham density functional
theory [1, 2] has the following form:

Etot =

Nel∑
k=1

⟨ϕk|
p2
k

2me
|ϕk⟩ −

Nat∑
k=1

∫
ρ(r)

Zk

∥r−Rk∥
d3r

+
1

2

∫ ∫
ρ(r)ρ(r′)

∥r− r′∥
d3rd3r′

+

∫
ρ(r)εxc(ρ,∇ρ)d3r. (1)

The single particle wave functions |ϕk⟩ are eigen-

states of the Kohn Sham Hamiltonian HKS = p2

2me
−∑Nat

k=1
Zk

∥r−Rk∥ +
∫ ρ(r′

∥r−r′∥d
3r′ + vxc[ρ] that fullfill a single

particle Schrödinger equation HKSϕk = εkϕk. Forces act-
ing on the nucleus k are the negative derivative of Eq. (1)
with respect to the position of the nucleus Rk.

Derivatives of quantum mechanical expectation values
can be calculated using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem[7]
which states that ∂

∂λ ⟨Ψ(λ)|H |Ψ(λ)⟩ = ⟨Ψ(λ)| ∂H
∂λ |Ψ(λ)⟩.

The Hellman-Feynmann theorem can be used to calculate
forces acting on the nuclei within the DFT approximation:

Fk = −∂Etot

∂Rk

= ZkEe(Rk)−
∑
i ̸=k

ZiZk

(
Ri −Rk

∥Ri −Rk∥ 3

)
. (2)

where Ee is the electronic electric field and Zk is the
proton number of atom k.

B. Finite Nucleus Model

When multiwavelets are used to solve the DFT equa-
tions numerically, evaluating the electron-nucleus interac-
tion integrals becomes challenging due to the singularity
in the 1/r potential. In that case it is more efficient to
use an approximate, smooth nuclear potential.

Yanai et al. [34] propose the use of a smoothed nuclear
potential of the form

u(x) =
erf(x)

x
+

1

3
√
π

(
e−x2

+ 16e−4x2
)
. (3)

Here, U(r) =
u( r

c )
c is the smoothed nuclear potential

with the property limc→0 U(r) = 1
r . Yanai et al. [34] also

provide a method to estimate the length scale c of the
smoothed potential U to ensure overall precision in the
calculations.

The introduction of the approximate nuclear potential
U changes the first term in Eq. (2):

Fk =Zk

∫ ∫
Rk − r

∥r−Rk∥
U ′(∥r−Rk∥)ρ(r′)d3rd3r′

−
∑
i̸=k

ZiZk

(
Ri −Rk

∥Ri −Rk∥ 3

)
(4)

The second term technically also changes, but the differ-
ence between U(r) and 1

r is insignificant when r is of the
order of a bond length.

C. Stress tensor

The stress tensor σij(r) is a symmetric tensor field
whose divergence gives the force density:

fi(r) = ∂jσij(r). (5)

The Einstein summation convention is used in Eq. (5)
and will be applied throughout the rest of the paper. A
useful property of the stress tensor is that it can be used
to calculate the force F acting on a body located in the
region of space V by integrating over the surface S(V) of
V:

Fi =

∫
V

fi(r)d
3r =

∫
V

∂jσij(r) =

∫
S(V)

σijnjda. (6)
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Here, nj is the j-th component of the normal vector of
S(V). In the last step the divergence theorem was used.
The total stress ⟨σij⟩ is an important observable in

materials science. It can be used in bulk simulations to
determine the optimal lattice shape or drive variable cell
shape molecular dynamics simulations. The total stress
represents the reaction of a system to a strain deformation
r′i = (δij+εij)rj , where εij is the symmetric strain tensor.

The total stress is ∂E(R′)
∂εij

∣∣∣
ε=0

[40, 41], where R′ contains

the strained atomic positions and E is the potential energy
of the system.

III. METHOD

In the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, the positions
of the nuclei are fixed while the electrons occupy the lowest
energy ground state. Due to the variational principle,
there is no net force acting on the electrons at any point
r. By choosing surfaces that enclose only a single nucleus
and integrating the quantum mechanical stress tensor
over these surfaces, it is therefore possible to compute the
forces acting on each nucleus separately, using Eq. (6) [35].
The quantum mechanical stress tensor density is the

sum of the kinetic stress density σkin
ij , the Maxwell stress

density σelec
ij and the exchange correlation stress density

σxc
ij [35, 36, 42, 43].

σkin
ij (r) =

1

4me

Nel∑
k=1

(
∂ψ∗

k

∂ri

∂ψk

∂rj
+
∂ψ∗

k

∂rj

∂ψk

∂ri

− ∂2ψ∗
k

∂ri∂rj
ψk − ψ∗

k

∂2ψk

∂ri∂rj

)
(7)

σelec
ij (rr) =

1

4π

(
EiEj −

1

2
δijE

2

)
(8)

σxc
ij (r) =δij(ϵxc − vxc)ρ−

∂(ρϵxc)

∂( ∂
∂ri
ρ)

∂ρ

∂rj
(9)

Here, E is the sum of the electric field from the electrons∫ ρ((r−r′)

∥r−r′∥3 (r− r′)d3r′ and the electric field from the nuclei∑Nat

k=1 Zk
(Rk−r)

∥Rk−r∥3 . The second term in Eq. (9) accounts

for the dependence of ϵxc(ρ,∇ρ) on the gradient of the
charge density in the generalized gradient approxima-
tion [40].
If the orbitals in Eq. (7) are real, the equation can be

simplified further. Computing the second derivatives of
the wave functions is computationally expensive. Eq. (7)
can be rewritten using the product rule such that the
second derivatives act on the charge density ρ

σkin
ij (r) =

1

2me

[
Nel∑
k=1

2
∂ψk

∂ri

∂ψk

∂rj
− 1

2

∂2ρ

∂ri∂rj

]
(10)

The expectation value of the stress is given by:
− 1

me

∑
k ⟨ψk| pipj |ψk⟩. Interestingly, the quantum

mechanical kinetic stress density is not given by
− 1

me

∑
k ψkpipjψk but by Eq. (7) or Eq. (10). A de-

tailed derivation of the quantum mechanical kinetic stress
density is presented by Maranganti and Sharma [43].

To evaluate the integral in Eq. (6) numerically, one has
to define an appropriate surface which contains a single
atom. The stress tensor is integrated numerically, and
it is therefore desirable that the integration domain be
as smooth as possible, such that the integrand is only
varying slowly on that surface. A natural choice that
fulfills both conditions is an atom-centered sphere with a
radius of half the distance to the nearest neighbour of a
given nucleus. This also minimizes possible interferences
with the cartesian adaptive grid used for the representa-
tion of functions with MWs. Another advantage of this
choice is that it allows the use of Lebedev integration
grids [44] which give highly accurate results using only a
few hundred integration points. Since the terms needed to
compute the stress density are already part of a standard
DFT calculation, calculating forces via surface integrals is
highly efficient, typically requiring a fraction of the com-
putational time than a single self-consistent field (SCF)
iteration. The most expensive computational task is to
evaluate the stress density on the integration grid.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Accuracy of the forces

An important property of forces is their consistency
with the corresponding energies. Because the forces are
just the negative gradient of the potential energy surface
with respect to the atomic positions, that consistency can
be checked using line integrals as displayed in Fig. 1:

1. Generate a circle in the 3Nat dimensional configura-
tional space that contains the atomic positions. Let
φ ∈ (0, 2π] be the polar angle that parametrizes all
points on that circle.

2. Consider the function E(φ) which is the poten-
tial energy of a point an that circle and E(φ =
0) −

∫ φ

0
∇E(φ′) · t̂(φ′)dφ′ where t̂(φ) is the unit

tangential vector at the point ϕ. If the forces are
the exact gradient of the potential energy surface,
those two functions are the same.

3. Evaluate E(φ) on a uniform grid and use these
values to solve the integral numerically and compare
the two functions in a plot.

In Fig. 1, the results of the test are shown for a methane
molecule. Energies and forces were calculated with
MRChem and a global precision of 10−5. The difference
between the integrated forces and the exact energy is sig-
nificantly smaller for the new method to calculate forces
compared to the previous approach. This demonstrates,
that the forces computed with surface integrals over the
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FIG. 1. Line integration test to check the accuracy of the forces calculated with the Hellmann-Feynman theorem and with the
surface integration method presented in this manuscript for a methanol molecule. Details of the test setup are explained in
Section IVA. On the left, we plot energies along a high dimensional circle, computed directly (red triangles) and as a result
of the integration E(φ = 0)−

∫ φ

0
∇E(φ′) · t̂(φ′)dφ′ for the Hellmann-Feynman (blue squares) and for the stress tensor (green

circles) method. In the right figure, the difference between the energy along the circle and the corresponding line integral is
shown. The smaller difference obtained with the stress tensor method (green circles) indicates that the forces are more consistent
with the calculated DFT energy than for the Hellmann-Feynman method (blue squares). Energies were calculated using MRChem

with a global precision of 10−5 and the local density approximation.
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FIG. 2. Convergence of the geometry optimizations of an
ethanol molecule for the two methods to compute forces using
MRChem and the BLYP functional, with different precision
thresholds. The stress tensor method is able to achieve a
reduction of the residual force norm of an order of magnitude
for the sape choice of precision parameter, compared to the
Hellmann-Feynman method.

stress tensor are more accurate compared the previous
method. That test was repeated for multiple molecules
with the same result.

Another useful measure to estimate the accuracy of the
forces is presented by Gubler et al. [4] where one uses

the fact the sum of all forces equals zero. However, in a
computer simulation the relation is never exactly fulfilled.
Let si (i = 1, 2, 3) be the sum of all x, y and z components
of the forces respectively. Then, the standard deviation
σ of the error in the numerically computed forces can be
estimated using

σ =

√√√√ 1

3Nat

3∑
i=1

s2i . (11)

This has been done for all the forces that were computed
during the benchmark geometry optimizations. The av-
erage standard deviation for the forces computed using
the Hellmann-Feynman theorem and the forces obtained
with surface integrals over the stress tensor is shown in
the last row of Table I. The average standard deviation of
the force error of forces calculated using surface integrals
is almost ten times smaller than forces computed with
the Hellmann-Feynman theorem.

B. Geometry optimizations

We conducted geometry optimizations for a diverse set
of molecules with MRChem [13] where the new method pre-
sented in this article to calculate forces was implemented.
In order to test the most general case, it was made sure,
that no atoms were on dyadic (coordinates that have the
form m/2n where n and m are integers) points. All the
calculations where done at a global precision of 10−5 and
a geometry optimization was considered converged when
all force components were smaller than 10−4 Hartree per
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Bohr. The stabilized quasi Newton method [3, 4] was
used to conduct all geometry optimizations.

Geometry optimizations were conducted with forces
using the new method presented in this paper. In all
the systems shown in Table I, geometry optimizations
using the new forces converged up to a force norm of
10−4 Ha per Bohr. This is not the case when the forces
are calculated using the Hellman-Feynman theorem. In
Table I, the variance of the error in the forces is shown
for the 22 test molecules. It is approximately one order of
magnitude lower when forces are computed using surface
integrals.

Hellman- Surface
Feynman Integrals

H3Al 1.1 · 10−4 2.3 · 10−5

H2Be 5.4 · 10−6 3.0 · 10−5

H3B 3.5 · 10−5 3.0 · 10−5

C2H6O 1.0 · 10−4 2.3 · 10−5

H2O 1.1 · 10−4 1.2 · 10−5

H2S 1.6 · 10−4 3.7 · 10−5

HCl 9.7 · 10−5 7.6 · 10−5

Hexane 2.9 · 10−5 9.3 · 10−6

HF 2.8 · 10−5 3.2 · 10−5

HLi 2.8 · 10−4 1.2 · 10−6

Methane 1.9 · 10−5 1.1 · 10−5

CH4O 6.2 · 10−5 9.6 · 10−6

H2Mg 9.6 · 10−5 4.7 · 10−6

HNa 4.9 · 10−5 4.1 · 10−5

H3N 4.6 · 10−5 4.8 · 10−6

H3P 2.0 · 10−4 7.4 · 10−5

H4Si 9.5 · 10−5 8.7 · 10−6

Fluoropropylbenzene 4.4 · 10−4 4.2 · 10−5

Hexanaldehyde 2.0 · 10−4 5.6 · 10−5

Hexasilane 9.5 · 10−5 2.2 · 10−5

Naphtalene 1.4 · 10−4 2.5 · 10−5

Nitrobenzene 4.0 · 10−4 2.1 · 10−5

Average 1.3 · 10−4 2.7 · 10−5

TABLE I. Force error measure from Eq. (11) [4] for 22 test
molecules. The last line contains the average force error.

In Fig. 2, the force norm is plotted against the number
of geometry optimization iterations. When the forces
were calculated using the Hellmann-Feynman method,
the force norm stagnates two orders of magnitude before
the MW precision. When the newly developed surface
integral method is used, the improvement in the force
norm is about an order of magnitude with stagnation
occurring only one order of magnitude before reaching
the MW precision. The error in the forces is a result of
the error propagation from SCF procedure using MWs.
This shows that the surface integral method leads to a
sizeable reduction in error propagation.
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-PVQZ

cc-
PV5Z
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-cc
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Energy error [Ha]
Force error [Ha/Bohr]

Basis set

FIG. 3. Convergence of Gaussian basis sets compared to
MW results of a methanol molecule. For the MW calculation,
a global precision of 10−7 Ha was used and the forces were
calculated using surface integrals over the stress tensor.

C. Comparison with Gaussian orbitals

We compared the forces obtained using MWs, with
those obtained using the PySCF [45] code with
the correlation-consistent polarized valence bases (cc-
pVnZ)[46], where n stands for the number of zeta func-
tions used and the presence of the “aug” aug indicates that
diffuse GTOs were included in the basis. Methanol was
chosen as a test molecule, and the Becke, Lee, Yang and
Parr (BLYP) [47, 48] exchange-correlation functional was
employed. The methanol molecule was optimized with
a MW precision of 10−7 until all force components were
below 10−4 Hartree/Bohr. In Fig. 3, for sufficiently large
basis sets, the forces from Gaussian orbitals and MWs
were consistent. However, the basis set convergence with
Gaussian orbitals was slow and a large number of basis
functions had to be used. As expected, augmented bases
improve the accuracy of the forces significantly compared
to their non-augmented counterpart. For the absolute
energy, which is sensitive to the quality of the electronic
structure description at the core, the opposite is true:
adding valence functions improves the result more than
augmentation.

D. Machine learned multiwavelet potential energy
surfaces

In recent years, machine-learned potentials (MLPs)
have seen rapid development, maturing into a robust data
driven approach for representing potential energy sur-
faces. Several MLPs are now commonly used, such as
Behler-Parrinello potentials [41, 49, 50], Neural Equivari-
ant Interatomic Potentials (NeqIP) [51], and Gaussian
Approximation Potentials (GAP). These methods have
demonstrated their ability to reliably learn both the poten-
tial energy surface and its derivatives the forces, making
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FIG. 4. Correlation of the machine learned energies (left) and forces (right) against the correct values obtained with DFT for
both MLPs.

them powerful tools in computational chemistry and ma-
terials science.

MLPs typically consist of highly flexible model func-
tions with numerous free parameters designed to predict
the quantum mechanical energy of a molecular system.
The forces are obtained by taking the negative analytic
gradient of this model. To train the model for a specific
system, these free parameters are adjusted based on ref-
erence data. It is crucial that the forces in this reference
data are consistent with the energy since the model as-
sumes this consistency when representing the potential
energy surface.

To assess whether the forces obtained using the surface
integral method are accurate enough for use as reference
data in MLPs, a potential using the second-generation
Behler-Parinello architecture was trained for the silane
molecule. In order to generate reference data, a molec-
ular dynamics simulation was performed using the FHI-
aims [52] code with a time step of 1 femtosecond and
a temperature of 500K. After 50000 steps, every tenth
structure from the last 40,000 steps was added to the
dataset, resulting in 4000 structures. These were ran-
domly divided into training (1800 structures), test (200
structures), and validation (2000 structures) sets. The
MLP was optimized using the training set, with the test
set used to monitor performance and avoid overfitting.
The validation set was not used in any way during the
training phase and was only used after the training phase
to validate the accuracy of the model.

Energies and forces for the training data were calculated

using MWs and MRChem with a global wavelet precision
of 10−4 Ha. Two sets of forces were computed: one using
the Hellmann-Feynman method and another using the
surface integral method. Correspondingly, two neural
network potentials were trained using each set of forces.
The training was carried out using the RuNNeR code [53,
54]. For both methods to compute forces, a machine
learned potential was trained using exactly the same
parameters, training, test and validation sets. In Fig. 4
the correlation between the predicted energies and forces
and the corresponding DFT values is illustrated for the
validation set.

Comparing with the reference values of the validation
set, we find that the accuracy of the machine learned
surface integral forces is significantly better than the ac-
curacy of the Hellmann-Feynman forces. This further
demonstrates the superiority of the method presented
in this manuscript. The higher quality of the forces
computed with surface integrals also affects the energy
correlation as seen in Fig. 4a. Since the forces are the
negative analytic gradient of the machine learned model
with respect to the atomic positions, energies can not
be trained accurately when the forces are not accurate
enough which is the case for the Hellmann-Feynman forces.
For the MLP trained using Hellmann-Feynman forces, the
root mean square error (RMSE) of the validation set is
7.7 · 10−4 Ha for the energies and 5.0 · 10−3 Ha/Bohr for
the forces. In contrast, the MLP trained with surface
integral forces achieves an accuracy that is an order of
magnitude higher with an RMSE of 4.7 · 10−5 Ha for the
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energies and 1.6 · 10−4 Ha/Bohr for the forces. Notably,
the RMSE for the surface integral based MLP approaches
the MW precision used in the DFT calculation which was
10−4 Ha.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have introduced an alternative method for comput-
ing forces within the framework of Density Functional
Theory, which is particularly suited for scenarios where
multiresolution wavelets are employed to represent or-
bitals and densities. Through extensive benchmarking,
we compared our method against the current state-of-the-
art technique for force computation. Our results indicate
that using the Hellman-Feynman theorem to calculate
forces with MWs is around an order of magnitude less ac-
curate than our newly proposed method that uses surface
integrals.
We also performed a line integration test to assess

the consistency of the computed forces with the potential
energy, and a test to estimate the force error. Our method
demonstrated superior accuracy in both tests, significantly
outperforming the current approach.

To corroborate the accuracy of MW calculations, ener-
gies and forces were compared with those obtained using
Gaussian basis sets. The results show good agreement
when large Gaussian basis sets are employed. However,
smaller, commonly used Gaussian basis sets such as cc-
pVDZ and cc-pVTZ fail to produce accurate forces in our
test. While energy errors might not always impact physi-
cal observables due to the fact that only energy differences
are physically relevant, forces are directly affected by in-
accuracies underscoring the necessity for highly accurate
basis sets like MWs for reliable force calculations.

These findings clearly illustrate that computing forces
using surface integrals over the quantum mechanical stress
tensor offers substantial advantages over the traditional
method based on the Hellmann-Feynman theorem. Our
approach not only improves the accuracy of force compu-
tations but also enhances the overall efficiency of geometry
optimization procedures in DFT calculations.
The comparison of machine learned potentials in Sec-

tion IVD demonstrates that, unlike the previous method
for computing forces with MWs, the surface integral based
approach is accurate enough to serve as training data for
machine learned potentials. This enables the creation of
machine learned potentials free of basis set errors, using
MRChem to generate highly accurate reference data, mak-
ing it possible to create machine learned potentials with

a previously unattainable level of accuracy.

Code availability

A reference implementation of the method presented
in this paper can be found in the following GitHub repos-
itory, and will soon be included in the next MRChem
release: https://github.com/moritzgubler/mrchem/
tree/surface_forces
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P. Wind, J. Užulis, A. Gulans, K. H. Hopmann, and
L. FredianiI, Journal of Chemical Theory and Computa-
tion 10.1021/acs.jctc.3c01095 (2024).

[32] C. Tantardini, , R. Di Remigio Eik̊as, M. Bjørgve, S. R.
Jensen, and L. Frediani, Journal of Chemical Theory and
Computation 20, 882 (2024), 2309.16183.

[33] J. Anderson, B. Sundahl, R. Harrison, and G. Beylkin,
The Journal of Chemical Physics 151, 234112 (2019).

[34] T. Yanai, G. I. Fann, Z. Gan, R. J. Harrison, and
G. Beylkin, The Journal of Chemical Physics 121, 2866
(2004).

[35] O. H. Nielsen and R. M. Martin, Phys. Rev. B 32, 3780
(1985).

[36] O. H. Nielsen and R. M. Martin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 697
(1983).

[37] R. Baer, D. Neuhauser, and E. Rabani, Phys. Rev. Lett.
111, 106402 (2013).

[38] L. Lin, J. Lu, L. Ying, and W. E, Journal of Computa-
tional Physics 231, 2140 (2012).

[39] G. Zhang, L. Lin, W. Hu, C. Yang, and J. E. Pask, Journal
of Computational Physics 335, 426 (2017).

[40] A. Dal Corso and R. Resta, Phys. Rev. B 50, 4327 (1994).
[41] M. Gubler, J. A. Finkler, M. R. Schäfer, J. Behler, and

S. Goedecker, Journal of Chemical Theory and Computa-
tion 20, 7264 (2024), pMID: 39151921.

[42] O. H. Nielsen and R. M. Martin, Phys. Rev. B 32, 3792
(1985).

[43] R. Maranganti and P. Sharma, Proceedings of the Royal
Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sci-
ences 466, 2097 (2010).

[44] V. I. Lebedev, Siberian Mathematical Journal 18, 99
(1977).

[45] Q. Sun, T. C. Berkelbach, N. S. Blunt, G. H. Booth,
S. Guo, Z. Li, J. Liu, J. D. McClain, E. R. Sayfutyarova,
S. Sharma, S. Wouters, and G. K.-L. Chan, WIREs Com-
putational Molecular Science 8, e1340 (2018).

[46] B. Nagy and F. Jensen, Reviews in Computational Chem-
istry , 93 (2018).

[47] A. D. Becke, The Journal of Chemical Physics 88, 1053
(1988).

[48] C. Lee, W. Yang, and R. G. Parr, Phys. Rev. B 37, 785
(1988).

[49] J. Behler and M. Parrinello, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 146401
(2007).

[50] T. W. Ko, J. A. Finkler, S. Goedecker, and J. Behler,
Nature Communications 12, 398 (2021).

[51] S. Batzner, A. Musaelian, L. Sun, M. Geiger, J. P. Mailoa,
M. Kornbluth, N. Molinari, T. E. Smidt, and B. Kozinsky,
Nature Communications 13, 2453 (2022).

[52] V. Blum, R. Gehrke, F. Hanke, P. Havu, V. Havu, X. Ren,
K. Reuter, and M. Scheffler, Computer Physics Commu-
nications , 2175 (2009).

[53] J. Behler, Int. J. Quantum Chem. 115, 1032 (2015).
[54] J. Behler, Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 56, 12828 (2017).

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.softx.2024.101632
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.159.98
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.56.340
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1950.0036
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1950.0036
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1950.0036
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2009.06.022
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2009.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268976900100941
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crme.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crme.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1137/15M1026171
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7113393
https://github.com/MRChemSoft/mrchem/tree/v1.1.0
https://github.com/MRChemSoft/mrchem/tree/v1.1.0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.54.1703
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.54.1703
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.58.3641
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.58.3641
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b00255
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b00255
https://doi.org/10.1006/jcph.2002.7160
https://doi.org/10.1006/jcph.2002.7160
https://doi.org/10.1137/0524016
https://doi.org/10.1137/0524016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acha.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acha.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1790931
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1790931
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1791051
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1791051
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b00255
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b00255
https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00957
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268970412331319236
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268970412331319236
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.2c00982
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.2c00982
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.01011
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0046023
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0046023
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.4c00394
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.4c00394
https://doi.org/10.1039/c6cp01294a
https://doi.org/10.1039/c6cp01294a
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c00128
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c00128
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.3c00732
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4820404
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4820404
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.3c01095
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.3c01056
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.3c01056
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.16183
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5128908
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1768161
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1768161
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.32.3780
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.32.3780
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.50.697
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.50.697
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.106402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.106402
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2011.11.032
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2011.11.032
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2016.12.052
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2016.12.052
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.50.4327
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.4c00334
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.4c00334
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.32.3792
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.32.3792
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2009.0636
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2009.0636
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2009.0636
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00966954
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00966954
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1340
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1340
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119356059.ch3
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119356059.ch3
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.454274
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.454274
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.146401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.146401
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20427-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-29939-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2009.06.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2009.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1002/qua.24890
https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.201703114

	Noise Tolerant Force Calculations in Density Functional Theory: A Surface Integral Approach for Wavelet-Based Methods
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Hellmann-Feynman theorem
	Finite Nucleus Model
	Stress tensor

	Method
	Results and discussion
	Accuracy of the forces
	Geometry optimizations
	Comparison with Gaussian orbitals
	Machine learned multiwavelet potential energy surfaces

	Conclusions
	Code availability

	Acknowledgments
	References


