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Quantitative low-energy electron diffraction [LEED I(V )] is a powerful method for surface-
structure determination, based on a direct comparison of experimentally observed I(V ) data with
computations for a structure model. As the diffraction intensities I are highly sensitive to subtle
structural changes, local structure optimization is essential for assessing the validity of a structure
model and finding the best-fit structure. The calculation of diffraction intensities is well established,
but the large number of evaluations required for reliable structural optimization renders it compu-
tationally demanding. The computational effort is mitigated by the tensor-LEED approximation,
which accelerates optimization by applying a perturbative treatment of small deviations from a
reference structure. Nevertheless, optimization of complex structures is a tedious process.

Here, the problem of surface-structure optimization is reformulated using a tree-based data struc-
ture, which helps to avoid redundant function evaluations. In the new tensor-LEED implementation
presented in this work, intensities are computed on the fly, eliminating limitations of previous algo-
rithms that are limited to precomputed values at a grid of search parameters. It also enables the
use of state-of-the-art optimization algorithms. Implemented in Python with the JAX library, the
method provides access to gradients of the R factor and supports execution on graphics processing
units (GPUs). Based on these developments, the computing time can be reduced by more than an
order of magnitude.

I. INTRODUCTION

Low-energy electron diffraction (LEED) is a widely
utilized technique in modern surface science due to its
ability to quickly provide information on the structure
of single-crystal surfaces. A sharp diffraction pattern
confirms the long-range order and reveals the period-
icity and symmetry of the surface structure. Beyond
qualitative analysis, quantitative examination of diffrac-
tion intensities as a function of the incident electron en-
ergy, producing so-called I(V ) curves, offers deep insights
into the atomic-scale arrangement of the surface, requir-
ing only small investment in additional instrumentation.
LEED I(V ) combines surface sensitivity with high preci-
sion, making the method a valuable tool for the analysis
of surface structures [1–8].

Similarly to x-ray diffraction, LEED diffraction inten-
sities encode information about atomic positions and vi-
bration amplitudes on the picometer scale. However,
unlike x-rays, the electrons used in LEED I(V )—with
typical energies ranging from fifty to a few hundred elec-
tronvolts—have an inelastic mean free path of only a few
atomic layers [9]. As a result, the elastically scattered
electrons that contribute to the diffraction intensities in-
teract only with the uppermost atomic layers. In addi-
tion, elastic-scattering cross sections are large, leading to

∗ Corresponding author: riva@iap.tuwien.ac.at

strong contributions of multiply scattered electrons to the
diffraction signal and enhancing the sensitivity to small
structural changes. This unique combination of surface
specificity and high sensitivity to interatomic distances
makes LEED I(V ) the most successful method to verify
or exclude structure models of surfaces [5–8].

Unfortunately, like most diffraction techniques,
LEED I(V ) suffers from the well-known phase problem,
where only the intensities of the diffracted beams are
accessible in the experiment. The loss of the phase infor-
mation and the contributions of multiple scattering make
it impossible to directly derive the atomic positions from
the measured intensities (with the exception of selected
cases where holographic LEED or other “direct” meth-
ods can aid structure determination [10–13]). Instead, a
LEED-I(V ) study requires an initial structure model (a
result of a search using computational methods or a hu-
man “guess”), calculating the diffraction intensities for
this model and refining the model by minimizing the
disagreement between calculated and experimental I(V )
data. Thereby, qualitatively different structures can be
evaluated and the parameters (such as the exact atomic
positions) of a structure model can be determined.

Despite considerable progress in terms of usability
and performance of LEED I(V ) calculations [7, 14], the
search for a best-fit structure is computationally expen-
sive and often requires human intervention. With the
currently most widely used programs, search is limited to
a discrete grid and geometrical optimization is restricted
to one direction at a time. This makes LEED I(V ) poorly
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suited for automated structure search, for instance, to
assess the validity of structure models generated by
machine-learning (ML) algorithms based on density-
functional theory (DFT). The current work presents a
new implementation for structural search by LEED I(V ),
which does not suffer from the limitations discussed
above. Describing search parameters as a tree structure
paves the way for the use of state-of-the-art search algo-
rithms and computational optimization. Taking advan-
tage of graphics processing units (GPUs) and automatic
differentiation to calculate R-factor gradients, the new
implementation greatly reduces the computing time.

A. Basics of LEED-I(V ) Calculations

Theoretical modeling of I(V ) curves is a non-trivial
task. As mentioned in Section I, the calculation must
account for multiple scattering, also known as a “full-
dynamic” calculation. Techniques for solving this prob-
lem were first described by Pendry, Tong, van Hove,
and collaborators in the 1970s, and many of their meth-
ods form the basis of LEED-I(V ) calculations today [1–
4, 15]. Various codes have been developed over the years
that can perform these calculations, each with their own
strengths and target audiences [16–23].

Today’s LEED codes are based on the muffin-tin ap-
proximation, with a constant potential V0 (also referred
to as inner potential) for the interstitial region and a
spherical potential well for each atom [1, 7]. Based on
this potential, scattering phase shifts can be calculated
that describe a single scattering event of an incident elec-
tron wave with the scattering atoms [24–27].

Under that approximation, atoms are reduced to point
scatterers that impart phase shifts onto the incoming
electron wave. The atoms are then grouped into crystal
layers, and intra- and inter-layer scattering is calculated.
The scattering in between such layers is treated using
plane waves, whereas the scattering within a layer uses a
spherical-wave expansion. This expansion is truncated at
a maximum angular momentum quantum number ℓmax.
The choice of ℓmax is a trade-off between accuracy and
computational cost, since the size of most intermediate
tensors in the calculation scales with powers of ℓmax up to
(ℓmax+1)4, and the number of floating-point operations
scales with up to (ℓmax+1)6.

Diffraction from the bulk crystal is modeled by in-
finitely repeating bulk-like layers at the bottom of the
structure. The final diffraction intensities are obtained
by considering transmission, reflection, and attenuation
for each crystal layer, and summing the possible diffrac-
tion paths [2, 15].

B. The Optimization Problem

Because LEED I(V ) is extremely sensitive to struc-
tural details—down to picometer-scale changes in atomic

positions—a single calculation of diffraction intensities is
insufficient to assess the validity of a structure model.
Even for structures relaxed by DFT, the deviations be-
tween the calculated and actual coordinates may be large
enough to yield a poor R factor when compared to exper-
iment; this may depend on the choice of the DFT func-
tional [28]. Consequently, a valid structure model may
be misjudged as incorrect. Thus, a local optimization
against experimental data is required, even when only a
qualitative yes/no decision is sought.

For structure optimization, the disagreement between
calculated and experimental I(V ) curves is quantified by
a single number, the R factor, which should be mini-
mized. The most commonly used R factors are those
of Zannazi and Jona [29] and Pendry [30], with the lat-
ter being the preferred choice in most cases [16, 31, 32].
Recently, the authors of this article proposed a new
“smooth” R factor [33], which addresses several short-
comings in its formulation.

The optimization problem can be formulated in terms
of the model parameters: the atomic coordinates ri, the
mean vibration amplitudes vi =

√
⟨u2

i ⟩T , and, in case
of substitutional alloys, compounds, or structures with
(disordered) vacancies, the statistical occupancy values
(concentrations) ci [34]. Here, the index i runs over all
scattering centers in the unit cell, that is, all geometric
sites and all chemical species that may occupy them. In
addition, diffraction intensities also depend on nonstruc-
tural parameters (collectively denoted by µ in the follow-
ing), such as the offset V00 of the real part of the inner
potential [35]. For any vector ξ = {ri, vi, ci, µ} of these
input parameters (including all scattering centers i), the
diffraction intensities Icalc

g (ξ) can be calculated for all
diffraction orders g and all electron energies. These cal-
culated intensities are compared to the experimental data
Iexp

g through the associated R factor, R(Icalc
g (ξ); Iexp

g ).

This leads to a high-dimensional optimization problem
with the R factor as the objective function:

min
ξ

R(Icalc
g (ξ); Iexp

g ). (1)

Any approach to tackle such a high-dimensional opti-
mization problem inevitably requires a huge number of
evaluations of the objective function, each involving the
calculation of a full set of diffraction intensities.

While full-dynamic calculations give access to the I(V )
curves Icalc

g (ξ) for arbitrary ξ, this calculation is compu-
tationally expensive [36]. A single reference calculation
on a state-of-the-art workstation or supercomputer node
requires on the order of minutes for anything but the
smallest unit cells [14], and many hours for large struc-
tures [37, 38]. Although this cost is acceptable for single-
shot calculations, it becomes prohibitive in a structure-
optimization loop with a large parameter space.
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C. The Tensor-LEED Approximation

To overcome the computational bottleneck of full-
dynamic calculations, the so-called tensor-LEED approx-
imation was introduced by Rous et al. [39–41]. It treats
small changes to an initial “reference” structure via a per-
turbative approach. Compared to an optimization using
only full-dynamic calculations, this substantially reduces
the computational cost and therefore accelerates struc-
ture optimization by several orders of magnitude. Per-
turbations to the reference structure may be geometric
displacements of atoms, changes of vibration amplitudes,
or even chemical substitutions [42–44]. If the reference
structure is denoted as

ξref = {rref
i , vref

i , cref
i , µref} (2)

and the perturbation as

δξ = {δri, δvi, δci, δµ}; (3)

then the perturbed structure is given by

ξ = ξref + δξ. (4)

The intensities of the diffracted beams are then given by

Ig = |Aref
g + δAg(δξ)|2, (5)

where the amplitude changes δAg (sometimes also called
“delta amplitudes”) are a function of δξ. In tensor LEED,
the amplitude changes for any beam g are approximated
by a linear combination of the amplitude changes for each
scattering center i in the unit cell [45],

δAg =
∑

i

δAi,g. (6)

Nonstructural parameters µ can affect both the individ-
ual δAg and the overall R-factor calculation.

Tensor LEED is a first-order perturbation theory with
respect to the influence of the scattering matrices ti on
the amplitudes δAg. Nevertheless, the amplitude changes
δAi,g are highly nonlinear functions of the atomic dis-
placements. This nonlinearity is illustrated in Section S1
of the Supporting Information [46]. Consequently, a sim-
ple linearization of the diffraction amplitudes (or intensi-
ties) is not possible, and the optimization problem posed
in Section I B remains nontrivial.

D. ViPErLEED

The current work is based on ViPErLEED, an inte-
grated package for LEED-I(V ) experiments and simula-
tions [14, 47–49]. Its viperleed.calc Python package
provides calculations of diffraction intensities, structure
optimization, and comparison of calculated and exper-
imental I(V ) curves. Internally, viperleed.calc uses
the Erlangen tensor-LEED package (TensErLEED)
[21] for most calculations [50].

E. Optimization in TensErLEED and viperleed.calc

In TensErLEED, for computational efficiency, the
parameter space is sampled on a user-defined grid [21,
51]. For every atom, the user can specify a set of ge-
ometric displacements, vibration amplitudes, and occu-
pancies to be considered during the optimization. Based
on the user input, the code first calculates the ampli-
tude changes δAi,g for all scatterers i and requested grid
points. During the minimization, for each configuration
sampled, δAg is calculated as a linear combination of the
δAi,g [see Eq. (6)] and the R factor is calculated by com-
paring the calculated diffraction intensities to the exper-
imental data. The parameter combination that achieves
the minimum R factor is referred to as the best-fit struc-
ture.

While the method used in TensErLEED is effective,
it also has several shortcomings that lead to inefficiencies.
The calculation of δAi,g is strictly separated from the op-
timization step, and the optimization itself is grid-based.
The step width—and thus the achievable precision of the
optimized structure—must be fixed before the optimiza-
tion loop begins. In addition, atoms can only be dis-
placed along a one-dimensional trajectory, which restricts
the search space and leaves many configurations inacces-
sible. Thus, an iterative approach is required to optimize
atomic positions in three-dimensional (3D) space.

viperleed.calc includes some provisions to work
around these issues as described in Ref. 14, although it
cannot completely circumvent them. The structure opti-
mization remains the bottleneck of the calculation, espe-
cially for large and complex surface structures, and often
takes more than 90% of the total calculation time.

Additionally, the structure optimization is often the
most problematic step in a LEED-I(V ) study from a user
perspective. An inexperienced user may select parame-
ters (such as the step sizes) with which the optimization
algorithm can become trapped at a local minimum. The
grid-based nature of the optimization and the limitation
to one-dimensional atomic displacements make it difficult
to set up the optimization efficiently.

II. TENSOR LEED USING PYTHON, JAX, AND
AUTOMATIC DIFFERENTIATION

Despite the sophistication of the R-factor–minimiza-
tion algorithm [51] used in TensErLEED, its improve-
ments in ViPErLEED, and further efforts to develop op-
timization methods tailored to LEED-I(V ) [16, 52–59],
existing implementations often remain tightly coupled to
specific systems or surface geometries. While effective
in context, this limits their generality. Here, a more ab-
stract formulation of LEED-I(V ) structure optimization
is introduced to improve transferability across systems.
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A. High-Dimensional Optimization and Automatic
Differentiation

As mentioned in Section I B, structure optimization in
LEED I(V ) is a high-dimensional numerical optimiza-
tion problem. As such, it can (and should) be tackled
by modern numerical optimization algorithms that have
been developed over the past decades. Advances in fields
such as machine learning have led to the development of
highly efficient and robust optimization algorithms that
can be applied to a wide range of problems [60–62].

Today, optimization can also make use of automatic-
differentiation libraries that provide an efficient calcula-
tion of gradients for a wide range of functions. While this
development has been primarily driven by the machine-
learning community and the demand for efficient back-
propagation algorithms, the applications of automatic
differentiation are not limited to the field [63–65]. Sev-
eral machine-learning frameworks exist that support au-
tomatic differentiation and highly parallelized execution
on graphics-processing units (GPUs) such as Tensor-
flow [66], Pytorch [67], and JAX [68]. The latter is
used in the tensor-LEED implementation of this work.

B. Application to Tensor LEED

A generalized framework for structure optimization
within LEED I(V ) and viperleed.calc is presented,
based on a reworked tensor-LEED implementation with
four key improvements:

1. Automatic interpretation and dimensionality re-
duction of the parameter space using symmetry
and user-defined constraints (Section III and Sec-
tions S6–S9 of the Supporting Information [46]).
This approach enables all parameter changes (i.e.,
perturbations) to be represented by a single, nor-
malized, real-valued vector.

2. Exploitation of symmetry and composed transfor-
mations to minimize redundant evaluations of func-
tions (e.g., spherical harmonics) at each scattering
center. This substantially reduces computational
cost and is especially valuable for complex systems.

3. Implementation in Python with the JAX library
[68], which supports GPU execution and provides
gradients of the R-factor hypersurface by automatic
differentiation (Sections IV and V). This enables
the use of gradient-based optimizers.

4. Integration of these improvements to enable the ap-
plication of established algorithms to the optimiza-
tion problem. The task is separated into an ex-
ploratory (i.e., global) search for the best-fit struc-
ture followed by a local refinement (Sections V and
VI).

This new implementation, named viperleed-jax,
takes a different approach than TensErLEED: The cal-
culation of the amplitude changes δAg is incorporated
into the structure-optimization step and done on the fly
as required. This allows calculating the R factor at any
point in the parameter space, and removes the need for
a grid-based method. As discussed in Sections V and VI,
while this is computationally more expensive per configu-
ration, it improves the performance of the search, leading
to an altogether faster convergence.

III. ENCODING THE PARAMETER SPACE

The parameter space for a tensor-LEED calculation is
usually high-dimensional. While the full set of mathe-
matically possible perturbations is given by the combi-
nation of 3D geometric displacements δri, changes of vi-
bration amplitudes δvi, and fractional occupancy values
δci for all scattering centers, plus nonstructural parame-
ters δµ, the effective parameter space is much smaller.
Symmetry (which is detected automatically in viper-
leed.calc, but can be overriden by the user) restricts
the set of valid perturbations. Furthermore, users com-
monly impose additional constraints on the perturba-
tions, such as linked vibration amplitudes or concerted
atomic displacements, to conform with physical intuition
or avoid overfitting. Even if these constraints are not di-
rectly required by symmetry, they may be necessary to
ensure that the optimization problem is well posed.

A. Linear Transformations of Parameters

A constraint on the parameters ξ reduces the number
of degrees of freedom of the optimization problem. If
one considers, for example, a symmetry constraint that
links two or more symmetry-equivalent atoms, the num-
ber of free geometric parameters of this group of atoms
is reduced to a total of (at most) three. The displace-
ments δra,b of two symmetry-equivalent atoms a and b
are linked by a linear symmetry operation M as

δrb = Mδra. (7)

Equivalently, any such symmetry-linked displacement δri

may be described by a single parameter vector pk, such
that

δri = Xsym
i,k pk, (8)

where the transformations Xsym
i,k encode the symmetry

information of the system.
A user may further choose to constrain the system, for

instance, by linking out-of-plane displacements of non-
symmetry-equivalent atoms in a crystal layer. In this
case, the displacements of the atoms can be described by
a second linear transformation X link

j,k acting on an even



5

smaller set of parameters tk as given by

δri = Xsym
i,j X link

j,k tk. (9)

In both cases, the constraints reduce the number of
degrees of freedom of the system, and allow determining
the full set of displacements δri (3n values for n linked
atoms) through a linear transformation applied to tk (a
maximum of three values).

It should be noted that there are also nonlinear con-
straints, which cannot be expressed as linear transfor-
mations. Section S10 of the Supporting Information [46]
shows that the occupancy parameters (concentrations)
are such a case and how this can be handled in the cur-
rent framework.

B. Irreducible Parameter Space

The full set of parameters, ξ = {ri, vi, ci, µ} [69], be-
longs to a vector space Ξ. Constraints reduce the degrees
of freedom of the system and can be expressed as (linear)
transformations acting on the parameters. This allows
the full parameter set ξ to be uniquely determined by a
reduced set ξred from a subspace Ξred, with

dim(Ξred) ≤ dim(Ξ). (10)

The mapping f red,

f red : Ξred → Ξ, (11)

is injective, meaning that no two distinct reduced param-
eter sets ξred map to the same full set ξ.

By applying all constraints, a final set of “irreducible”
parameters, ξ̃, is obtained. These parameters belong to
the irreducible subspace Ξ̃, where

ξ̃ ∈ Ξ̃, dim(Ξ̃) ≤ dim(Ξ). (12)

Consequently, the vector ξ of full parameters, can
be uniquely determined from the irreducible vector ξ̃
through an injective mapping

f : Ξ̃ → Ξ, ξ̃ 7→ ξ = f(ξ̃). (13)

The mapping f encodes all constraints on the param-
eters ξ, and converts any ξ̃ to a set of input values for
the tensor-LEED calculation [69]. In other words, f(Ξ̃)
spans the constrained parameter space within Ξ, covering
all valid configurations of ξ. The optimization algorithm
works in the irreducible parameter space. The mapping
f translates each point ξ̃ probed by the optimization al-
gorithm to an input for the tensor-LEED calculation.

C. Tree-like Representation of the Parameter
Space

Borrowing concepts from graph theory, the application
of constraints can be represented using a tree-like data

structure, similar to computational graphs in automatic
differentiation and machine learning [64]. Value propaga-
tion in this “parameter tree” helps to reduce the number
of function evaluations needed to calculate the R factor
and its gradient.

Nodes in the tree (Fig. 1) represent scalar- or vector-
valued parameters, and edges correspond to linear or
affine transformations between them. The leaf nodes con-
tain the full set of parameters ξ of the tensor-LEED cal-
culation [69], while the root nodes form the irreducible
set of free parameters ξ̃. Fig. 1 highlights the hierarchi-
cal structure of the parameter space and the mapping
between full and irreducible parameter sets via multiple
layers of constraints.

Each non-leaf, non-root node has a single parent and
one or more children. The values of each child node are
obtained by applying the transformation Xe associated
with the edge e to the value of the parent node. Con-
straints are naturally applied in a bottom-up manner:
starting from the leaves and narrowing the parameter
space toward the roots. Although the order of constraints
does not affect the uniqueness of the mapping between
full and irreducible parameters, applying symmetry con-
straints first is advantageous, as these are the most funda-
mental ones and make the construction of the tree more
efficient.

All parameters have user-specified bounds (e.g., a
range for displacements). These bounds may reflect phys-
ical limitations, since the tensor-LEED approximation is
only valid for small perturbations, and vibration ampli-
tudes must be positive. For optimization, all parameter
values are normalized such that the components of the
irreducible parameters ξ̃j lie in the [0, 1] interval, as in-
dicated in Fig. 1. Details of the normalization are given
in Section S9 of the Supporting Information [46].

D. Properties of the Parameter Tree

Sections III E–III G describe how the tree-like repre-
sentation of the parameter space can be used and lever-
aged. To facilitate this discussion, some properties of the
tree and the transformations applied to the parameters
are introduced here.

1. Linearity

Each edge in the tree, connecting a parent node n to
a child node n′, is assumed to represents an affine trans-
formation Xn′,n of the form

Xn′,n(p) = Mn′,np + bn′,n, (14)

where Mn′,n is the matrix of a linear transformation act-
ing on the (scalar or vectorial) parameter p, and bn′,n a
translation. Except for normalization to the [0, 1] range
of the irreducible parameters ξ̃, the transformations are
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the parameter tree. The input parameters of the tensor-LEED calculation are ξ = {ξi} =
{ri, vi, ci, µ} [69]. They are linked to the vector of irreducible parameters ξ̃ = {ξ̃j} via system and user constraints. Dashed
lines represent links due to user constraints, which depend on user input and may be changed. Solid lines represent links which
are automatically created and do not depend on user inputs (symmetry restrictions and normalizations).

linear mappings, without a translation (i.e., bn′,n = 0 in
Eq. (14); see Section S8 of the Supporting Information
[46]). Affine transformations are efficiently implemented
using matrix–vector multiplication and addition. Since
the tree is constructed only once per optimization run,
its computational overhead is negligible.

2. Composability and the Mapping Function

The transformation Xn0,nk
between any two nodes n0

and nk is obtained by composing the transformations
along the path connecting them:

Xn0,nk
= Xn0,n1 ◦ Xn1,n2 ◦ · · · ◦ Xnk−1,nk

, (15)

where n1, n2, . . . , nk−1 are the intermediate nodes along
the path.

Thus, the mapping f [Eq. (13)] from irreducible pa-
rameters ξ̃ to the full parameters set ξ is obtained by
composing the transformations along the path connect-
ing the corresponding nodes:

ξi = f(ξ̃j) = Xi,j(ξ̃j). (16)

3. Invertibility

For some calculations (dependent quantities, see Sec-
tion III E, propagation of bounds, see Section S9 of the
Supporting Information [46]), it is necessary to determine
the transformation from a child node n′ to its parent n,
Xn,n′ , which is the inverse of Xn′,n. Affine transforma-
tions are not always invertible; for example, a symmetry-
violating displacement cannot be expressed in terms of
irreducible parameters. However, as mentioned in Sec-
tion III B, all transformations considered here are injec-
tive. A non-invertible case cannot occur because the val-
ues at the child node n′ always lie in the image of Xn′,n.
For the injective linear transformations considered here
(see also Section S8 of the Supporting Information [46]),
the inverse exists and is given by the Moore–Penrose
pseudoinverse [70].

E. Tree Traversal and Dependent Quantities

Since the transformations corresponding to the edges
of the parameter tree are invertible, the transformation
between two nodes with the same root can be computed.
For instance, within a group of linked atoms the dis-
placement δri of atom i can be expressed in terms of the
displacement δri′ of a reference atom i′ as

δri = Xi,i′δri′ . (17)

Here, Xi,i′ = Xi,a ◦ Xa,i′ denotes the composed trans-
formation between nodes i and i′, obtained by traversing
the tree upward from the reference atom i′ to a common
ancestor node a, and then downward to atom i.

Although seemingly trivial, this relation is central to
a highly efficient implementation of tensor LEED, since
the change in the diffraction amplitudes is obtained as a
superposition of atomic contributions δAi,g [39, 40], as
given in Eq. (6). The evaluation of δAi,g for each vector
of parameter variations δξi dominates the computational
cost, as it requires many evaluations of computationally
expensive functions (spherical Bessel functions, spherical
harmonics) for each scattering center. Since displace-
ments of linked atoms can be obtained from those of a
reference atom via composed transformations, only a re-
duced set of atomic contributions δAi,g needs explicit
computation. This avoids redundant evaluations and
yields substantial efficiency gains. The strategy is re-
ferred to here as “dependent quantities” and is detailed
in Section S5 of the Supporting Information [46].

F. Atoms as Leaf Nodes

Sections S7 and S8 of the Supporting Information [46]
discuss the practical construction of the parameter tree
for a tensor-LEED calculation. The tree is built from the
leaves upward to the root, with symmetry relations and
user-defined constraints enforced along the way. This
construction is not only suited for structural optimiza-
tion, but also provides a systematic means of verifying
the consistency of user-imposed constraints.
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As introduced in Section I B, the input parameters for
a tensor-LEED calculation are given by ξ = {ri, vi, ci, µ}
[69], where i indexes all scattering centers, encompassing
the geometric sites and, in the case of mixed occupancy,
all chemical species that may occupy them. A natural
choice is therefore to assign leaf nodes to each scattering
center and parameter type (geometric, vibrational, occu-
pancy). To ensure consistent handling, the nonstructural
parameters µ are included as additional leaf nodes, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1.

G. Bounds, Implicit Constraints, and
Normalization

As mentioned in Section III B, the optimization prob-
lem of Eq. (1) is subject to bounds on the parameters
ξi,

ξlower
i ≤ ξi ≤ ξupper

i . (18)

Parameters can also be completely fixed (e.g., restrict-
ing an atom to displacements normal to the surface plane
even in the absence of symmetry constraints that fix the
x and y coordinates). Such fixed parameters act as im-
plicit constraints, reducing both the number of degrees
of freedom and the dimensionality of the vector ξ̃ of irre-
ducible parameters.

Both bounds and implicit constraints can be incorpo-
rated directly into the mapping function f of Eq. (13).
By construction, f maps the irreducible parameters ξ̃j ∈
[0, 1] onto the full parameters ξi ∈ [ξlower

i , ξupper
i ]. This

formulation ensures that any optimization algorithm op-
erates on normalized parameter vectors ξ̃ with equally
weighted components, which can improve convergence.
Implementation details for this normalization can be
found in Section S9 of the Supporting Information [46]
[71].

IV. IMPLEMENTATION IN VIPERLEED-JAX

The new developments for tensor LEED described
above are realized in viperleed-jax [72]. Written en-
tirely in Python, it is distributed as open-source soft-
ware under the GNU General Public License version 3
(or later) [73]. This implementation can be chosen to re-
place the TensErLEED-based structure optimization of
viperleed.calc [14], which is released under the same
license.

A. Parameter Tree Implementation

The code is designed to be modular and easily extensi-
ble, enabling adaptation to specific applications. In par-
ticular, the tree-like parameter representation is imple-
mented separately from the optimization routines and

includes several layers of abstraction. It depends only on
the Numpy [74], SciPy [75], and Anytree [76] pack-
ages. This separation facilitates extension to problems
beyond LEED I(V ) or the incorporation of additional
types of constraints or nonstructural parameters.

B. Tensor-LEED Implementation in JAX

The new tensor-LEED code in viperleed-jax makes
use of the output of the full-dynamic calculation (the
“reference calculation”) of viperleed.calc (which in-
ternally uses the TensErLEED code) and keeps com-
patibility with the data formats of viperleed.calc.
The calculation of the I(V ) curves by tensor LEED, the
calculation of the R factor and the search have been en-
tirely re-implemented in Python and JAX [68] to en-
able end-to-end differentiability and just-in-time com-
pilation for GPU-accelerated execution. Most required
mathematical functions are available in JAX’s standard
libraries, with additional functionality supplied by the
NeuralIL package [77] for spherical Bessel functions
and the Interpax package [78] for spline interpolations.
The implementation is designed as a plugin for viper-
leed.calc, serving as an optional substitute for the
TensErLEED-based structure search.

To support automatic differentiation and efficient ten-
sor contractions, several computational strategies and
best practices are employed. Selected techniques are
discussed in Section S4 of the Supporting Information
[46], including the use of precalculated Gaunt coefficients,
evaluated with SymPy [79] and stored according to a
scheme inspired by Rasch and Yu [80].

V. SEARCH ALGORITHMS

The R-factor hypersurface, R(ξ̃), depends on the sur-
face structure and the chosen R factor, and is a highly
nonlinear function of the parameters ξ̃ with numerous
local minima [3, 51]. Finding the global minimum be-
comes increasingly difficult as the number of parameters
increases.

No single algorithm is universally optimal, and the
choice of method depends on the specific problem [81].
The approach presented in Section III reduces the struc-
ture optimization in LEED I(V ) to a standard bounded
numerical optimization problem. Thus, the R factor can
be treated as a black-box objective function that takes
the normalized irreducible parameters ξ̃ as input and re-
turns a single scalar value, optionally with a gradient.
This makes it easy to try different algorithms among the
large number of optimization methods developed for nu-
merical optimization. In the present work, several read-
ily accessible methods were compared. The focus, how-
ever, was on demonstrating the optimization framework
rather than performing exhaustive benchmarking or run-
time tuning.
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A two-stage optimization strategy [82] was found to be
the most reliable to locate the global minimum of the R-
factor hypersurface. In this approach, the optimization is
split into an exploratory stage, which aims to identify the
region containing the global minimum within the param-
eter bounds, and a local stage, which refines the structure
in this region. The exploratory and local stages may em-
ploy different optimization algorithms tailored to their
respective tasks.

A. Exploratory Search Using CMA-ES

The first, exploratory stage of the search has the task
of finding the basin of the global minimum. Simple
parameter-wise optimization was found to be insufficient,
as it is highly susceptible to trapping into local minima.
Basin hopping [83], as implemented in SciPy [75], was
also found to be inefficient, due to the computational cost
of evaluating the gradient ∇R across large regions of the
parameter space.

The covariance-matrix-adaptation evolution strategy
(CMA-ES) is a robust optimization algorithm, partic-
ularly suitable for high-dimensional, nonlinear problems.
It provides a balance between exploration and exploita-
tion, is robust against local minima, and does not require
evaluation of gradients [84, 85]. Similar to the search
algorithm in TensErLEED [51], it is based on gener-
ations of point clouds drawn from multivariate normal
(Gaussian) distributions. Compared to the algorithm in
TensErLEED, one of the advantages of CMA-ES is a
sophisticated method for adapting the covariance matrix
of the distribution to the R-factor hypersurface.

The CMA-ES implementation from the Clinamen2
package [86] was employed due to its efficiency and com-
patibility with the Python- and JAX-based framework.
Because the standard CMA-ES implementation does not
support parameter bounds, adaptations were applied to
operate within a bounded parameter space. Details of
this adaptation are provided in Section S11 of the Sup-
porting Information [46].

B. Switching from Exploratory to Local
Optimization

The two-stage approach requires a convergence crite-
rion for switching from the the exploratory stage to local
refinement. While it is impossible to identify the global
minimum with absolute certainty, it is easier to determine
whether the exploratory optimization has converged on
a single attraction basin. Once this happens, the transi-
tion from the exploratory stage to the local one should
be made.

To identify this basin is not trivial; several approaches
are possible. In this work, a threshold (≈ 5 × 10−3) was
applied to the standard deviation of R factors within
a single CMA-ES generation. Once this threshold is

reached, the optimization proceeds to the local stage.
This criterion is based on the assumption that when
CMA-ES generates configurations with similar R-factor
values, the algorithm has likely identified the desired re-
gion. Alternatively, a criterion based on R-factor changes
between generations could be conceived.

Information obtained during the exploratory stage can
be used to improve the local optimization. For example,
the covariance matrix estimated in CMA-ES is propor-
tional to the inverse of the Hessian of the R-factor hy-
persurface [87] and can serve to precondition the local
refinement, as discussed Section S12 of the Supporting
Information [46].

C. R-Factor Gradients for Local Refinement

In optimization, the availability of gradients is known
to improve optimization efficiency by indicating the
direction of steepest descent. Previous structure-
optimization implementations in tensor LEED have not
used analytical gradients of the R-factor hypersurface.
This limitation has been noted in the literature [3, 18, 56],
and existing methods either rely on gradient-free algo-
rithms or on finite-difference approximations [55].

With the automatic-differentiation capabilities of JAX,
the gradient ∇R of the R-factor hypersurface with re-
spect to the irreducible parameters ξ̃ can be calculated.
Most functions in the tensor-LEED calculation are differ-
entiable, but some cases require special treatment, such
as the transformation between Cartesian and spherical
coordinates [88]. Details of these cases are provided in
Section S4 of the Supporting Information [46].

The calculation of the R-factor gradient is compu-
tationally more expensive than a simple evaluation of
the R factor, since gradients require the propagation
of derivatives through all relevant functions. Fig. 2
presents timing benchmarks for a few representative sys-
tems: the α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) surface [14] further dis-
cussed in Section VI A, and the Ir(100)-(2 × 1)O [89],
Pt25Rh75(100)-(3 × 1)O [90], and Pt(111)-(10 × 10)Te
[38] surfaces from Section S14 of the Supporting Infor-
mation [46]. The mean evaluation times for the R factor
(solid symbols) and its gradient (open symbols) are plot-
ted as a function of the cutoff of the angular-momentum
quantum number ℓmax. Calculating the gradient in-
creases the computing time by more than an order of
magnitude. On the other hand, the information content
of the gradient is much larger than that of a single num-
ber (n values for n irreducible parameters), and numeric
differentiation by finite differences (n + 1 evaluations of
the R factor) would be slower than automatic differenti-
ation for the larger systems. Consequently, the choice to
use gradients involves a tradeoff between higher compu-
tational cost and improved efficiency of each optimization
step. As discussed in Section V, selective use of gradients
is recommended.
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FIG. 2. Timing benchmarks for the calculation of Pendry’s R
factor and its gradient for the test systems: α-Fe2O3(1102)-
(1 × 1) (described in Section VI), Ir(100)-(2 × 1)O, and
Pt25Rh75(100)-(3 × 1)O (described in Section S14 of the Sup-
porting Information [46]). The number of free (irreducible)
parameters for these systems are 33, 14 and 40 respectively.
Timing benchmarks for the evaluation of Pendry’s R factor
are also shown for Pt(111)-(10 × 10)Te (119 free parameters;
no gradients calculated due to memory limitations, see Sec-
tion S14 of the Supporting Information [46] for details). The
computing times (with an Nvidia A100 GPU) are shown as
a function of the angular momentum quantum number cut-
off ℓmax. RP-factor evaluations are shown with solid sym-
bols, while gradient evaluations are shown with open sym-
bols. The evaluation time scales almost exponentially with
ℓmax. Dashed lines indicate the exponential fit of the timing
data against the cutoff ℓmax. Arrows indicate the factor by
which the gradient calculation is slower than the R-factor cal-
culation at the respective ℓmax value.

D. Local Refinement

Once a basin in the R-factor hypersurface has been
identified by the exploratory search, an algorithm for
local optimization can be applied to refine the struc-
ture. For this purpose, several algorithms from SciPy’s
optimize.minimize module [75] were tested, including
both gradient-based and gradient-free methods.

The choice of algorithm has a substantial impact on
both success rate and runtime. Algorithms suitable for
medium- to high-dimensional optimization problems and
robust against the small-scale noise [33, 41] in Pendry’s
R factor (i.e., the objective function) are particularly ad-
vantageous.

An overview of runtimes and R-factor ranges for the
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FIG. 3. Comparison of runtime and number of evaluations
(top), as well as reliability (bottom) of local optimization al-
gorithms near the global minimum. Algorithms were com-
pared using the second segment (48 irreducible parameters)
of the α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) optimization described in Sec-
tion VI A, starting from 98 configurations (one per genera-
tion) selected from the CMA-ES run. The algorithms shown
were found to be the most reliable: sequential least-squares
quadratic programming (SLSQP) [91], Broyden–Fletcher–
Goldfarb–Shanno (BFGS) [60], and Powell [92, 93], as imple-
mented in SciPy [75]. Gradient-based algorithms are shown
to the left of the dashed line, while finite-difference methods
are shown to the right. Algorithms labeled as “2-point” em-
ploy two-point finite-difference approximations for the gradi-
ents. Computational details are provided in Section S3 of
the Supporting Information [46]. In each box plot, boxes
extend from the first to the third quartile; whiskers extend
to the furthest data point within 1.5× of the inter-quartile
range. Small circles indicate single outliers beyond the range
of the whiskers. Tests using an improved R factor [33] show
that outliers in the bottom panel are due to the noisiness of
Pendry’s R factor.

most suitable algorithms is presented in Fig. 3. Gradient-
based algorithms (left) were more reliable—at com-
parable runtimes—than their finite-difference counter-
parts (right). Among these, the sequential least-squares
quadratic programming (SLSQP) algorithm [91] and
the quasi-Newton Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno
(BFGS) algorithm [60] were found to perform best.
While BFGS outperformed SLSQP in certain cases,
SLSQP is usually preferable, due to its less frequent
use of computationally expensive gradient evaluations,
as shown in Fig. 3 (orange).

When gradients are unavailable—for example, due
to memory limitations—finite-difference versions of the
algorithms provide a reasonable runtime–performance
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tradeoff. Powell’s algorithm [92, 93] offers a particularly
reliable alternative (as indicated by the lack of outliers
in the lower part of Fig. 3), albeit at the cost of a sub-
stantially increased runtime (cf. top panel of Fig. 3).

Additional algorithms implemented in SciPy, includ-
ing COBYLA [94–96], TNC [60, 97], conjugate gradient
[60], and Nelder–Mead [98], were also tested but found to
be substantially inferior in terms of runtime, reliability,
or both. The lower-memory variant L-BFGS-B [99, 100],
often recommended for high-dimensional problems, did
not outperform SLSQP or BFGS in these tests.

VI. PERFORMANCE BENCHMARKS

To demonstrate the feasibility, and evaluate the perfor-
mance of the presented tensor-LEED implementation, a
series of benchmark tests on several known surface struc-
tures were performed. Section VI A shows the results of a
structural optimization of α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1), which
was used as a main example in the viperleed.calc
publication [14]. Structure optimizations were also per-
formed for the Ir(100)-(2 × 1)O [89], Pt25Rh75(100)-
(3 × 1)O [90], and Pt(111)-(10 × 10)Te structures [38],
which are discussed in Section S14 of the Supporting In-
formation [46]. [101]

A. α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1)

Structural optimization of a bulk-truncated
α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) surface was performed using
previously determined values for the incidence angles
and the imaginary part of the inner potential [14].
Optimization employed both viperleed-jax and the
TensErLEED backend in viperleed.calc. A refer-
ence calculation of the initial bulk-truncated structure
gives RP = 0.747.

Geometric parameters and vibration amplitudes were
optimized in three segments of alternating reference cal-
culations and tensor-LEED–based optimizations. Be-
tween these segments, intermediate reference calculations
were used to reduce the errors introduced by the tensor-
LEED approximation. The parameter ranges were kept
consistent between implementations. In the first seg-
ment, all atoms in the top two layers were allowed to
move in all symmetry-allowed directions, and the vibra-
tion amplitudes of the topmost Fe and O atoms were
optimized. This corresponds to 30 geometric and 2 vi-
brational parameters, plus the shift of the real part of the
inner potential, for a total of 33 irreducible parameters.
In the second and third segments, also the atoms in the
third layer were allowed to relax in all symmetry-allowed
directions, adding 15 geometric parameters for a total of
48 irreducible parameters.

Both implementations achieve similar Pendry R-
factor values after the third segment: RP = 0.163
(TensErLEED) and RP = 0.165 (viperleed-jax).
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FIG. 4. Comparison of structure optimization for the
α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) surface using viperleed-jax and the
TensErLEED backend in viperleed.calc. The running
minimum of the R factor is shown as a function of execution
time. Optimization proceeds in three segments of alternating
reference calculations and tensor-LEED-based optimizations.
The starting configuration for each segment corresponds to
the final structure of the previous segment, with the first seg-
ment beginning from a bulk-truncated structure. R-factor
values of the reference calculations are shown as filled circles.
Broken horizontal lines indicate the time required for setup
and just-in-time compilation in the new tensor-LEED imple-
mentation. Dotted vertical lines mark differences in the R
factor values between the end of an optimization segment and
the subsequent reference calculation, reflecting errors from the
perturbative tensor-LEED approximation that are corrected
by the reference calculations. A dashed gray line indicates
the smallest R-factor value (RP = 0.165) achieved by the new
tensor-LEED implementation.

Further refinement is possible with both implementa-
tions, but does not aid the discussion here. All differences
in geometric and vibration amplitudes are well within the
associated fit uncertainties, indicating that both imple-
mentations converge towards the same minimum config-
uration. Minor differences in the final R factor can be
attributed to two main sources: Firstly, viperleed-jax
prioritizes numerical accuracy over exact reproduction of
the TensErLEED results. Different implementations of
the underlying routines (e.g., interpolation of diffraction
intensities) can affect the exact R-factor value. Secondly,
as mentioned in Section V D, Pendry’s R factor forms a
rough hypersurface with many local minima in the basin
[33]. This means that even when using suitable opti-
mization algorithms, it is impossible to gauge whether
the optimization result corresponds to the global mini-
mum. This problem disappears when using an improved
R factor [33].

The optimization progress is shown in Fig. 4 as R
factor versus execution time. Times for the reference
calculations (170 s in each segment) are excluded, as
they are independent of the tensor-LEED implementa-
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tion. To allow for an unbiased comparison, the comput-
ing times in Fig. 4 include setup and just-in-time compi-
lation for viperleed-jax, and the δAi,g calculation for
the TensErLEED backend.

On a computing node with 128 CPU cores (AMD 7713)
of a modern cluster, viperleed.calc with the TensEr-
LEED backend requires approximately 8.5 h for all three
segments (green in Fig. 4). With the same hardware,
viperleed-jax completes in less than 5.5 h (orange
in Fig. 4). While JAX is not primarily optimized for
CPU execution, it still uses just-in-time compilation and
thread-based parallelization on CPUs. Running the same
calculation on a single Nvidia A100 GPU reduces the to-
tal runtime to less than 15 min (blue in Fig. 4).

B. Discussion of the Optimization Process

Using the α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) example, it is worth
taking a closer look at the optimization process. The first
optimization segment involves 33 irreducible parameters,
automatically identified and analyzed by the parameter-
tree algorithm based on the user input.

The first segment employs the two-stage optimiza-
tion approach described in Section V. In the exploratory
stage, CMA-ES searches for the basin containing the
global minimum of the R-factor hypersurface. Using gen-
erations of 30 individuals, CMA-ES initially explores the
parameter space in the wide range given by the param-
eter bounds, homing in on the region of the global min-
imum within fewer than 100 generations, corresponding
to a runtime of less than 7 min (including setup and just-
in-time compilation) on a single Nvidia A100 GPU. This
process is illustrated in Fig. 5, where Fig. 5(a) shows the
R factor as a function of optimization time, and Fig. 5(b)
projects the CMA-ES trajectory onto a two-dimensional
subspace of the parameter space obtained by principal-
component analysis (PCA). When viewing this plot type,
the reader should be aware that the contour lines show
the R factor in a plane though the minimum, but there
are 31 dimensions orthogonal to the plane plotted. The
plane plotted is that with the largest influence on the
R factor. In other words, the points sampled (with the
exception of the final one) are not exactly in the plane
with the contour lines. Thus, the R-factor values along
the trajectory in Fig. 5(a) differ from the values in the
contour plot. The R factor continuously decreases along
the black line in Fig. 5(a) and (b), but this is not seen
in the 2D plot of Fig. 5(b), since the 2D projection can-
not show all the out-of-plane dimensions. Nevertheless,
the plot illustrates that the mean of the CMA-ES pop-
ulation (orange line) approaches the region of the global
minimum (yellow).

After the region around the global minimum is located,
the optimization switches to the local stage, using the
SLSQP algorithm [91] to refine the structure. This de-
creases the R factor from RP = 0.403 to 0.387 by the
end of the first segment. This corresponds to the min-
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FIG. 5. Structure optimization for α-Fe2O3(1102)-(1 × 1) us-
ing a two-stage minimization approach. Exploratory and local
stages used CMA-ES [86] and SLSQP [75] algorithms, respec-
tively. (a) RP factor as a function of time. The dashed line
marks the switch from the exploratory to the local optimiza-
tion stage. (b) Points evaluated by the CMA-ES algorithm,
projected onto two dimensions using PCA. Colors indicate
generation numbers with the same scheme as in panel (a).
Contour lines display the R-factor in a plane spanned by the
first two principal components. The mean and the individual
with the smallest R factor for each generation are highlighted
by orange and a black lines, respectively. (c) Trajectory of
the local optimization, projected onto a 2D plane [different
from that of panel (b)] to highlight convergence towards the
minimum. Evaluated configurations and the running mini-
mum are represented as individual points and as a black line,
respectively. The blue star marks the final configuration with
RP = 0.387.
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imum of the R-factor hypersurface as calculated in the
tensor-LEED approximation based on a perturbation of
the initial bulk-truncated surface. The computing time
for the local-minimum search is 60 s.

Fig. 5(c) illustrates this stage, where the trajectory is
again projected onto a two-dimensional PCA subspace
[different from that in Fig. 5(b); again the remaining
31 dimensions cannot be shown]. The contour lines
also show the roughness (noisiness) of Pendry’s R fac-
tor, which may lead to a partially erratic trajectory; a
problem that can be avoided by an improved R factor
[33].

The second and third segments proceed similarly but
omit the exploratory optimization stage, relying solely
on gradient-based refinement. Detailed convergence in-
formation for these segments is provided in Section S13
of the Supporting Information [46].

It is worth pointing out that the performance im-
provements compared with the TensErLEED search
is due to a huge reduction of the number of R-factor
evaluations—each including calculation of I(V ) curves—
rather than just a reduction in the number of δAg cal-
culations. viperleed-jax and TensErLEED require
a comparable number of δAg evaluations, but the on-
the-fly calculation in viperleed-jax results in a higher
overall efficiency [102].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This work introduces a generalized approach to struc-
ture optimization in LEED I(V ), extending the viper-
leed.calc package. A tree-like representation of the
parameter space reduces the problem to an irreducible
set of normalized variables, decoupling the optimization
from the details of the tensor-LEED technique. This en-
ables the direct use of established bounded optimization
algorithms and, compared with earlier LEED-I(V ) im-
plementations, leverages decades of development in nu-
merical methods, yielding more robust and efficient re-
finements.

Central to this work is a fully JAX-based tensor-
LEED implementation. Developed entirely in Python,
it provides differentiable R-factor calculations and en-
ables gradient-based optimization, marking the first use
of non-finite-difference gradients in LEED-I(V ) structure
determination via tensor LEED.

A two-stage optimization strategy proved particularly
effective: CMA-ES for exploration, followed by gradient-
based local refinement. This combination consistently
identifies the global minimum of the R-factor hypersur-
face and outperforms the TensErLEED-based search
in viperleed.calc. As the R-factor evaluation now is a
black-box objective function, the new tensor-LEED im-
plementation developed in this work provides the ground
for future tests of promising optimization algorithms be-
yond those examined here, such as particle-swarm op-
timization [103] and machine-learning–inspired methods

such as Bayesian optimization or stochastic gradient de-
scent [62] on subsets of beams.

For comparability with previous work, the test cases
presented here use Pendry’s R factor, which is a noisy
objective function for minimization (a “rough” R-factor
surface). In terms of both performance and reliability,
the gradient-based local refinement will greatly bene-
fit from an improved R factor already implemented in
viperleed-jax, eliminating the roughness and multi-
tude of local R-factor minima in the basin of the global
minimum [33].

Although developed for tensor LEED, the principles
are general and may also be valuable for other methods
like surface x-ray diffraction. The modular code design
supports future extensions, such as additional constraints
or nonstructural parameters.

VIII. DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

The source code for viperleed-jax is available online
in Ref. 72 under the GNU General Public License version
3 (or later) [73]. The raw data used for the examples
presented in this work are available at [101].
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[42] U. Löffler, R. Döll, K. Heinz, and J. B. Pendry, Investi-
gation of surface atom vibrations by tensor LEED, Surf.
Sci. 301, 346 (1994).
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Carey, İ. Polat, Y. Feng, E. W. Moore, J. VanderPlas,
D. Laxalde, J. Perktold, R. Cimrman, I. Henriksen,
E. A. Quintero, C. R. Harris, A. M. Archibald, A. H.
Ribeiro, F. Pedregosa, P. van Mulbregt, and SciPy 1.0
Contributors, SciPy 1.0: Fundamental algorithms for
scientific computing in Python, Nat. Methods 17, 261
(2020).

[76] https://github.com/c0fec0de/anytree.
[77] H. Montes-Campos, J. Carrete, S. Bichelmaier, L. M.

Varela, and G. K. H. Madsen, A differentiable neural-
network force field for ionic liquids, J. Chem. Inf. Model.
62, 88 (2022).

[78] R. Conlin, interpax, doi:10.5281/zenodo.10028967.
[79] A. Meurer, C. P. Smith, M. Paprocki, O. Čert́ık, S. B.
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