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Analytic mathematical models for the static spin (G_-) and density (G4 ) local field factors for the
uniform electron gas (UEG) as functions of wavevector and density are presented. These models
closely fit recent quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) data and satisfy exact asymptotic limits. This model
for G_ is available for the first time, and the present model for G+ is an improvement over previous
work. The QMC-computed G+ are consistent with a rapid crossover between theoretically-derived
small-q and large-q expansions of G4. These expansions are completely determined by rs, the UEG
correlation energy per electron, and the UEG on-top pair distribution function. We demonstrate
their utility by computing uniform electron gas correlation energies over a range of densities. These
models, which hold over an extremely wide range of densities, are recommended for use in practical
time-dependent density functional theory calculations of simple metallic systems. A revised model
of the spin susceptibility enhancement is developed that fits QMC data, and does not show a

ferromagnetic instability at low density.

A critical quantity for evaluating the linear response
of an interacting uniform electron gas (UEG), or simple
metal, are the local field factors (LFFs) G4(rs, ¢, w). The
UEG (sometimes called jellium) can be characterized by
a Wigner-Seitz density parameter 7, = [3/(47n)]/? and
relative spin-polarization { = (ny —n,)/n, for total den-
sity n = n4 + ny. The density (spin-symmetric) LFF
G (rs, q,w) governs the density-density response x(q,w)
of a many-electron density to a wavevector ¢- and fre-
quency w-dependent perturbation via [1]

v aw) = xo (@ow) - ‘;—” 1-Gi(rmaw)]. (1)

Xo(g,w) is the response function of non-interaction elec-
trons; for the UEG, this is the Lindhard function [2].
Thus G is related to the exchange-correlation kernel
fxc of time-dependent density functional theory [3 [4] as
G (rs,q,w) = =2 fre(rs, ¢,w)/(47). The spin (antisym-
metric) LFF governs the paramagnetic spin-response via

I
xols. (0,0) = x5 (@.w) + ‘;—Zws, ow). @

There exist many approximate expressions of G or fyc,
which range from those which are local in space and time
[5], nonlocal in space only (as in this work) [6], nonlocal
in time only [4, [7], or nonlocal in both space and time
[8HIO]. However, there are no realistic expressions of G_
other than that of Richardson and Ashcroft (RA) [8],
which is based on perturbation theory calculations, and
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is complicated by typographical errors. As we make ex-
tensive comparisons to the RA LFFs, we correct these
typographical errors in Supplemental Material Sec. [S6
The RA LFFs are presumably most realistic at higher
densities typical of simple metals, and less realistic at
lower densities.

This work provides flexible, analytic expressions for
the static LFFs G4 (rs, ¢) = lim,,—o G+ (rs, ¢, w) based on
known asymptotic limits. Free parameters are then fit-
ted to recent variational diagrammatic quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC) calculations [IT]. This QMC data covers
the region below ¢ = 2.34kp for 7 = 1 —5 for G_, but is
only available for r¢ = 1 & 2 for G;. The current model
of G (rs,q) also more reliably fits older QMC data [12]
that covers ry = 2,5, & 10, but with no data below kp,
than the expression due to Corradini et al. [6], and pro-
vides accurate predictions of the UEG correlation energy.

Both G (rs,q) are characterized by a rapid crossover
between small- and large-¢ asymptotics near ¢ = 2k,
with kp = (372n)'/3 the Fermi wavevector. This
crossover is likely responsible for the “2kp-hump” phe-
nomenon [I3| I4]: a maximum in G4 (g) may exist for
q =~ 2kp. The presence of a peak can markedly change
the properties of phonon dispersion [I5], superconduct-
ing critical temperatures [16], etc. when using G, (q)
to approximate the LFF of simple metals in TD-DFT.
Moreover, explicit inclusion of the spin-dependence of
the electronic response via G_ is crucial for describing
pairing of electrons in superconducting phases [I7), [I§].
Thus a realistic approximation of G_ at all possible den-
sities and wavevectors is needed to understand the spin-
dependence of the electronic response. Such a model G _
would enable realistic calculations of simple metals using
the Kukkonen-Overhauser framework [I7] or other theo-
ries of linear response.

In this brief paper, we present the formulas for G and
G _ for all wave vectors given only the density r5. The de-
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tails of the curve fitting, asymptotic behavior, and code
are given in the Supplemental Material. The formulas
may look complex, but are simple to implement com-
putationally; a documented Python implementation is
provided in the public code repository [I9]. More, the
models with optimized parameters can be accessed from
PyPI by pip installing “AKCK LFF.”

The QMC data for both G and G_ closely follow the
theoretical asymptotic behavior of varying as ¢ at small
g. The coefficients of ¢? are determined by the compress-
ibility and susceptibility sum rules. The QMC data rises
somewhat faster than ¢? to about 2kp, and then falls
rapidly. Theory predicts that the large-¢ behavior of G4
is B+ + Cq¢?. Although B, and B_ differ, they are de-
termined by r¢ and the on-top pair correlation function.
C is the same for both Gi. The qualitatively similar
behaviors of the LFFs permit us to use the same analyt-
ically simple expressions, defined below in Egs. and
, to model G4 and G_.

The fitting process, partially described below, simply
allows the small-¢ behavior to rise above ¢2, combined
with an adjustable exponential cutoff near 2kr. This cut-
off modulates the transition to the large ¢ asymptotics.
The recent QMC data stops at 2.34kp, but is consistent
with the large-q asymptotic behavior, assuming a simple
transition. The following equations completely specify
the local field factors.

Let # = q/kp, then we model both G as

Gj(rs,q) = * [A;(rs) + aj(rs)x4] H (3:4/16; as;, as;)
+ [C’(rs)x2 + Bj(rs)] [1 - H (3:4/16; asj, a4j)} , (3)

a;(rs) = ao;j + aij exp(—az;7s), (4)
where j = 4+, —. The smoothed step function
eBr — 1) e By
H(y: B,7) = ( ) ()

1+ (eBr —2)eBy

is constructed to satisfy three limits: H(0;5,v) = 1;
H(v;8,7) = 1/2; and H(oo;8,7) = 0. While H has
no physical basis, it represents a simple and reasonable
transition from the low-g behavior of the QMC data to
the large-¢ asymptotics. The a;; parameters are fitted to
QMC data.

Equation satisfies the exact small-¢ expansions
(SQESs) of G4, which are identical in structure. For G,
this is the compressibility sum rule:

lim G+(7“S, q) = A+ (Ts)x2 + O(.’E4), (6)
q—0
i el
Ay(rs) = T ar on2 (7s), (7)
with eZP4 the local-density approximation [20H22] for the

UEG exchange-correlation energy density. Unless speci-
fied, we use Hartree atomic units, A = m, = e = 1; 1
Hartree energy unit is 2 Rydberg, 27.211386 eV; 1 bohr
length unit is 0.529177 A [23]. The SQE of G_ is the

susceptibility sum rule [IJ:

lim G_ (7, q) = A_(r5)z* + O(z?), (8)
q—0
3 9RLSDA
A_(rs) = _MTCQ(TS’O). (9)

For simple polynomial approximations of A4 (1) valid for
1 <7y <5,see Egs. (6) and (7) of Ref. [T1]. eL5PA is the
local spin-density approximation for the UEG exchange-
correlation energy per electron, for which we use the
Perdew-Wang approximation [22]. The quantity

2_LSDA
0 e

TCQ(TS,()) (10)

Qxe(rs) =
is often called the spin-stiffness [24]. The exchange
contribution to the spin-stiffness can be shown to be
ax(rs) = —kgp/(3m) |20} 21, 25].

Equation (3) also satisfies the large-q expansions
(LQEs) of G4, again identical in structure. For G, [0]

lim Gy (ry,q) = C(r)a® + By (r) + O(@™?), (1)

q—

L [reekPA(rg)] - (12)

The function B (rs) is parameterized as [12]

14 (2.15)r% + (0.435)r2°

By (rs) :
3+ (1L57)re/? + (0.409)r2/2

(13)

The LQEs of G_ and G are connected as [11 8, 26, 27]
lim G _(rs,q) = C(rg)z* + B_(rs) + O(x™2), (14)

q—00
B_(rs) = By(rs) +29(rs) — 1, (15)

i.e., they differ only by the on-top pair distribution func-
tion g(rs), which we approximate as [28§]

1 1+ 2(0.193)r,

909 = ST s + 019 19

To fit Eq. for G4, we minimize the deviation from
the QMC-computed values of G4, weighted by their cor-
responding uncertainties. The fitting method is described
fully in Supplemental Material Sec. [S1] Table [[] presents
fitted parameters a;; and their uncertainties estimated
using a bootstrap method. This method is described in
the Supplemental Material Sec. S1. We recommend us-
ing the full precision of the parameters rather than trun-
cated values based on uncertainty estimates.

Figure [I] compares our fitted G4 to the data of Ref.
[I1I] and to the older QMC data of Moroni et al. [12]
for r4 = 2. The quality of fit is excellent, lying within
the uncertainty of the QMC data at all computed points.
The LFF of Corradini et al. [6], although fitted to the
Moroni et al. data, fits it poorly. The LFF developed
here, fitted to the Moroni et al. data at r¢ = 5 and 10
only, fits it rather well.



Jj= + (G4)

- (G-)

— (G-), new ac

ao; —0.00451760 4 0.002 —0.00105483 4= 0.0008 —0.000519869 + 0.0008

ai; 0.0155766 + 0.002

as; 0.422624 % 0.2
as; 3.516054 £ 0.5
as; 1.015830 + 0.04

0.0157086 + 0.0006
0.345319 £+ 0.05
2.850094 £ 0.1
0.935840 4 0.02

0.0153111 £ 0.0005
0.356524 £+ 0.05
2.824663 £ 0.1
0.927550 4= 0.02

TABLE I. Fit parameters a;; for the model LFFs of Eq. and the estimated uncertainties in the parameters. i = 1,2, 3,4,
and j = + for the G, parameters, and j = — for the G_ parameters. The rightmost column uses a revised parameterization
for the correlation spin stiffness, described below. Only ao_ is sensitive to the choice of a., although that may be due to its

relatively larger uncertainty.

The Supplemental Material presents further plots of
G+ that demonstrate the quality of fit to the data of Refs.
[I1, 12] in Figs. Supplemental Figs. [S12HS13
show that our model realistically extrapolates to values
of ry for which there are no QMC data. For surface plots
of G at metallic densities, see Figs. [S16] and [SI7} At a
very high density, rs = 0.1 in Fig. [SI2] our model and the
RA G (rs,q) exhibit very similar behaviors: a simple in-
terpolation between small- and large-q asymptotics with
a hump near 2kr. At a very low density, s = 100 in Fig.
[S13] our model tends to a smooth, hump-free interpola-
tion between the two regimes, but the RA G exhibits
likely unphysical oscillations. This latter behavior of RA
is consistent with its derivation from perturbation theory.

Moreover, from Figs. [[]and [S5HS7] one can see that the
QMC data validates the theoretically-derived asymptotic
expansions in the small-g limit, and is also consistent
with the large-g limit. This is direct validation of the
compressibility sum rule. All parameters in G (rs, ¢) are
completely determined by 7y and the UEG correlation
energy per electron.

Figure [2| plots the errors in the UEG correlation ener-
gies computed using this model and a few common ap-
proximations for G1. The model of this work systemat-
ically overestimates the correlation energies, but makes
errors comparable to any of the LFFs presented there.
More accurate correlation energies require a frequency-
dependent G, (75, ¢,w), such as those of Refs. BHIO. The
method of computation is described in Supplemental Ma-
terial Sec. and a validation of our method using the
random phase approximation (RPA, GEP A =) is given
in Supplemental Table [S4}

Figure [3] compares our fitted G_ to the Kukkonen-
Chen QMC data [11] for rs = 4. The quality of fit is
again excellent, lying within the QMC uncertainties at
all points. The transition between small- and large-q
asymptotics is apparent from Fig. (b) Equation
avoids the unusual oscillations present in the RA LFF,
which is a rational polynomial in ¢2.

Supplemental Figs. [S8HSTI]demonstrate the high qual-
ity of fit to G_(rs,q) at other values of r, € {1,2,3,5}.
Extrapolations to the same high, r¢ = 0.1, and low,
rs = 100, densities are made in Figs. [S14] and [S15] re-
spectively. The same conclusions regarding G hold for
G _: our model and RA’s are consistent at high densities,

but RA’s model becomes unphysically oscillatory at low
densities. For surface plots of G_ at metallic densities,
see Fig. [S18

These figures also show that the QMC data validates
the asymptotic expansions of G_, and thus the spin-
susceptibility sum rule. Note that G_(ry, ¢) depends on
the parameters of G (rs,q) and the UEG on-top pair
distribution function via Eq. .

Last, we discuss the accuracy of the PW92 parame-
terization of the correlation spin stiffness a.(rs). It can
be observed from either Fig. [] or Table [S3] that the en-
hancement of the interacting spin-susceptibility xs, over
the non-interacting spin-susceptibility Xgo)
volume),

(both per unit

1

1/3 2/3 -
Xs (4 T 4 9
(@) ) )

(17)
predicted by PW92 is not consistent with QMC calcu-
lations for r¢ > 10 bohr [II}, 29]. For all applications
besides low-density jellium, extensive tests have shown
PW92 to be robust. In units of the electron spin moment,
YO = 3n/ k%. Recent QMC calculations of xs/ Y9 and
of the UEG correlation energy at low densities [30] make
it possible to accurately fit a. directly. The Perdew-
Wang model of ae(rs) is

ac(rs) =2A(1 + aqry) (18)
1

2A(Birs"* + Bars + Bard? + Bar?)

where A, (1, and (2 are constrained to ensure the ana-

lytic high-density expansion [24]

. 1
Jim e (re) & — 55

xIn |1+

In 7y + 0.035474401. (19)

We have recomputed the constant term. To refit a., we
minimized the deviation from the tabulated values of the
susceptibility enhancement [IT], 29], and from approxi-
mate values of the spin stiffness at low densities [30].
See Supplemental Material Sec. for a description of
this method. Table [[I] presents fitted parameters and
expansion coefficients. Our parameterization is recom-
mended only for applications where higher precision of
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FIG. 1.  Comparison of the model G4 of Eq. (blue,
solid line) and Table[l] with the QMC data of Ref. [11] (black
circles with vertical uncertainties) and [12] (magenta squares
with vertical uncertainties) for 7s = 2. Panel (a) presents
G and (b) 47G4 (kr/q)?> = ki fw(q). The latter quantity,
essentially the exchange-correlation kernel, is a sensitive test
of the fit quality. Also shown are the LFFs of Corradini et
al. [6] (gray, dash-dotted), which is fitted to the data of Ref.
[12], and of RA [8] (green, dashed). The small-¢ expansion
(SQE) of Eq. @ (teal, dotted) and large-q expansion (LQE)
of Eq. (11) (orange, dashed) are also shown.

ae(rs > 10) is needed: our model and PW92 appear to
differ at most by about 3.3% at rs = 18.3 bohr. We still
use the PW92 parameterization of a. in our model G_
via Eq. @D Table [I| also provides model parameters for
G_ using the current parameterization of a.. Consis-
tent with the improvements in «., the quality of fit is
numerically improved, although the two variants of G_
are visually indistinct.

Consistent with recent QMC-driven analyses of the
low-density phases of the UEG [30] BI], our parameter-
ization of «. yields no divergence in the susceptibility
enhancement. The present and PW92 parameterizations
of a, both predict near-divergences in x;/ Xgo). Such a di-
vergence would indicate a ferromagnetic instability in the
low-density UEG, whereby a transition from the param-
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FIG. 2. Percent deviation (PD) from the Perdew-Wang

approximation [22] of the UEG correlation energy, using a
few common approximations for G;. We define the PD as
(100%) [1 — e&PP* /eZW92]. The solid blue curve is computed
using Eq. and Table |[Il The dashed green curve is the
static limit of the RA LFF [§], and the dotted green curve
is its frequency-dependent form. The dash-dotted gray curve
is due to Ref. [6], and the dash-dotted yellow curve to Ref.
[I0]. The numeric integration for both variants of the RA
LFF appears to become unstable for rs > 45.

~

a. parameter Expansion coefficient
A 0.016886864 | co -0.016886864
a;  0.086888870| c1 0.035474401
£1 10.357564711 | co 0.001467281
B2 3.623216709| c3 0.005782963
B3 0.439233491 | do 0.210976870

Ba 0.411840739|d: 0.225009568

TABLE II. Left two columns: parameters appearing in Eq.
for the correlation spin stiffness, ac(rs). Right two
columns: expansion coefficients derived using these param-
eters, such that lim,, o ac(rs) = colnrs —c1 + corsInrs —

cars + ... and limy, o0 ac(rs) = —do/7s + d1/r§/2 4+ ...

agnetic to ferromagnetic fluid phases is possible. Both
Refs. [3I] and [30] find that a transition to a Wigner
crystal phase occurs before a transition to the ferromag-
netic fluid phase.

In summary, this work presents straightforward ana-
lytic models of the static density (spin-symmetric) and
spin (antisymmetric) local field factors of the uniform
electron gas (UEG), which are fitted to recent QMC data
[I1]. These models hold at an extremely wide range of
densities, and the model of G predicts UEG correla-
tion energies with accuracy sufficient to recommend use
in practical calculations of simple metallic systems. We
have also re-parameterized the correlation spin-stiffness
of the UEG using QMC data [I1], 29, B0], which shows
no transition to a ferromagnetic fluid phase.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the model G_ of Eq. (3) (blue, solid
curve) and Table[| with the QMC data of Ref. [11] (black cir-
cles with vertical uncertainties) for rs = 4. Panel (a) presents
G- and (b) 47G_(kr/q)?. The static RA [§] LFF is also
shown (green, dashed). The small-q expansion (SQE) of Eq.
(8) (teal, dotted) and the large-q expansion (LQE) of Eq. (14))
(orange, dashed) are also shown.
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FIG. 4. Susceptibility enhancement x,/x'” computed with
QMC [11}, 29] (black dots with almost imperceptible error
bars), using Eq. with the Perdew-Wang (PW92) [22]
approximation for a. (orange, dashed), the re-parameterized
form motivated here (blue, solid), or the older expression due
to Perdew and Zunger (PZ81) [32] (green, dash-dotted). Al-
though PZ81 includes no explicit information on ag, it is often
used in solid-state and time-dependent density functional cal-
culations. The inset shows the range 0.5 < rs < 6.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL:
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S1. FITTING PROCEDURE

To fit the local field factors (LFFs) G4, we performed a least squares fit using the SciPy package [33]. The sum of
squared residuals

7 7 2
2=y Ga(r).q)) ~ G2 qy)
ek GAN)

irj Ts 545

(S20)

was minimized. GQMC is the LFF computed from QMC, and (5GQMC is its uncertainty. For G, we fit to the Kukkonen-
Chen [11] data for G (0 < g;/kr < 2.5) at ri) e {1,2}; and to the Moroni et al. [12] data for G (1 < g;/kr < 4.25)
at ri") € {5,10}. For G_, we fit only to the Kukkonen-Chen [II]| data for G_(0 < ¢;/kr < 2.5) at ) e {1,2,3,4,5}.

To estimate uncertainties in the parameters, we use a “bootstrap”’ method described by Ref. [34]. Suppose we fit
to N QMC data points. From these IV data points, we construct M artificial data sets whose contents are randomly
selected from the true data set, with replacement. We then repeat the least squares fit, using the optimal parameters
for the true data set as initial guesses; this appeared to be necessary to stabilize the uncertainty estimators. Call the

true, optimized parameters a;. The parameters from optimization of the k" data set will be called a( ). We then
compute the mean and variance in the parameters over M synthetic data sets,

=5 Z al® (S21)

M 2
[a(’“)] . (S22)

g
5
B

I
<l=

k=1

The uncertainty in the i*" parameter is then estimated as
Sa; = [var(a;) — 62]1/2. (S23)

In practice, we used M = 1000 synthetic data sets, and manually inspected their values as a function of increasing M
for stability of the uncertainty estimators.
To fit the correlation spin-stiffness a, we performed a least-squares [33] minimization of the objective function

o= 3 | Keppron(r) = Raue ()]

: SXaqume ()

, L2
ac(rél)) — a?MC(ng))
5a9MC(rs(i))

(S24)

i
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QMC [111 29] PWO92 This work
s Xs/xp PD (%)  xs/xp PD (%)
1 1.152(2) 1.153425 0.12 1.153466 0.13
2 1.296(6) 1.299474 0.27 1.299030 0.23
3 1.438(9) 1.442503 0.31 1.439717 0.12
4 (9)
5 15)

1.576(9) 1.583653 0.48 1.575237  -0.05
1.683(15) 1.723687 2.39 1.705048 1.30

TABLE S3. Values of the spin-susceptibility enhancement calculated in Refs. [111 29], here by Eq. using the Perdew-Wang
(PW92) parameterization [22] of the UEG correlation energy density, and in this work using a revised parameterization of
the Perdew-Wang form. The percent difference (PD) in quantities = and y is defined here as (200%)(z — y)/(z + y), i.e., the
difference of x and y weighted by their average.

XQMC = XSQMC/XE,,O), and dxqmc is its uncertainty, for réi) =1,2,3,4,5. Xapprox = xippm"/xgo) is computed using

Eqgs. (17) and . Using the Perdew-Zunger [32] ansatz for the spin-dependence of the correlation energy,

ec(rs, ) = ec(rs,0) + f(C) [ec(rs, 1) — c(7s,0)], (525)
(1+QY + (1= Q¥ =2
f(Q) = 513 3 : (S26)
we have approximated
a?MC(Ts) = fl/(o) [ECQMC (’I“s, 1) - ESMC(TS> O)] 5 (827)
5aMC(ry) = f"(0) { [6e2MC (1)) + [0e2C(1, 0)] 2}1/2 ) (528)

with eMC the accurate correlation energies from Table VI of Ref. [30], and §e6@M€ their uncertainties. A few values
of the spin susceptibility enhancement predicted by QMC, PW92, and the present work are presented in Table



S2. EVALUATION OF THE FIT QUALITY AT
ALL VALUES OF r;

This section presents figures analogous to Figs. [I] and
[ of the main text, but for the other values of 74 used to
fit GL(q). For G4 (r,q), these are for r, € {1,5,10} in

Figs. [S5[{S7l For G_(rs,q), these are for rs € {1,2,3,5}
in Figs. |58/ [STT]

A. Static density local field factor
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FIG. S5. Comparison of the model G+ of Eq. (3] (blue,
solid curve) and Table [I] with the QMC data of Ref. [II]
(black circles with vertical uncertainties) for rs = 1. Panel (a)
presents G4 and (b) 47G4 (kr/q)* = ki fuc(q). Also shown
are the LFFs of Corradini et al. [6] (gray, dash-dotted), which
is fitted to the data of Ref. [12], and of RA [8] (green, dashed).
The small-g expansion (SQE) of Eq. (6) (teal, dotted) and
large-q expansion (LQE) of Eq. (orange, dashed) are also
shown.

S9

2.00 1

. ,’
1.75 L
1.50 - —,

1.25 - e
_ 4

c j .
+ 1.00 A Py AR g

0.75 /

1.0 9 = This work

=== Richardson-Ashcroft
0.5 .

— = Corradini et al. (b)
0.0 T T T T T T

00 05 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
q/kr

FIG. S6. Comparison of the model G+ of Eq. (blue, solid
curve) and Table [ with the QMC data of Ref. [12] (magenta
squares with vertical uncertainties) for rs = 5. Panel (a)
presents G+ and (b) 47G4 (kr/q)? = k& fxc(q). Also shown
are the LFFs of Corradini et al. [6] (gray, dash-dotted), which
is fitted to the data of Ref. |[12], and of RA [8] (green, dashed).
The small-g expansion (SQE) of Eq. @ (teal, dotted) and
large-q expansion (LQE) of Eq. (orange, dashed) are also
shown.
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B. Static spin local field factor
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FIG. S8. Comparison of the model G_ of Eq. (3] (blue,

solid curve) and Table [I| with the QMC data of Ref. [I1]
(black points with vertical uncertainties) for 7y = 1. Panel
(a) presents G_ and (b) 47G_(kr/q)* = k2 fxc(q). The RA
expression for G_ [§] (green, dashed), the small-g expansion
(SQE) of Eq. @ (teal, dotted), and large-q expansion (LQE)
of Eq. (orange, dashed) are also shown.
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S3. QUALITY OF EXTRAPOLATION

This section presents the predictions of the model LFFs
for the shapes of G4 (q) at values of r4 for which they are
not fitted. This gauges the quality of extrapolation and
reliability of this model for jellium at any density.

For both Gi(q), we show extrapolations to an ex-
tremely high density, 7 = 0.1 in Figs. [S12] and [S14}
and to an extremely low density, rs = 100 in Figs. [SI3|
and

A. Static density local field factor
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FIG. S12. Extrapolation of the model G4 to r¢ = 0.1.
Panel (a) presents G and (b) 417G (kr/q)? = k2 fxc(q). Also
shown are the LFFs of Corradini et al. [6] (gray, dash-dotted),
which is fitted to the data of Ref. [12], and of RA [§] (red,
dashed). The small-q expansion (SQE) of Eq. @ (orange,
dotted) and large-q expansion (LQE) of Eq. (11} (green, dot-
ted) are also shown.
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B. Static spin local field factor
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FIG. S14. Extrapolation of the model G_ to rs = 0.1. Panel
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S15

S4. SURFACE PLOTS OF THE LOCAL FIELD FACTORS

This section presents surface plots of G4 (75, ¢) as a function of ¢/kp and rs, with comparisons to the Corradini et
al. LFF in Fig. [S16] and to the Richardson-Ashcroft (RA) LFF in Fig. The model of G_(rs, q) developed here

and the model of RA are compared in Fig.

(a) This work (b) Corradini et al.

<] ]
O O
IR IR
= =
SR SR
= =
1k 1k
< <

-0 -0
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Q@ Q@

q/'%F Q//%‘F

FIG. S16. Surface plot of (a) the model 47G 4 (rs,q)(kr/q)? of this work and (b) of Corradini et al. [6]. Both are shown as
functions of 0 < g¢/kr < 4 and in the metallic range 2 < ry < 10.
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FIG. S17. Surface plot of (a) the model 47G 4 (rs, q)(kr/q)? of this work and (b) of Richardson and Ashcroft (RA) |§]. Both
are shown as functions of 0 < ¢/kr < 4 and in the metallic range 2 < s < 10.

S5. COMPUTATION OF CORRELATION ENERGIES

To compute correlation energies per electron for a spin-unpolarized jellium, e.(rs,{ = 0), we use the standard

coupling-constant integration [35]
(N)

5c(rs,<=0)=‘3/0 d( )/ dA/ (i) ffoff)juﬁ)(fqzz o
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FIG. S18. Surface plot of (a) the model 47G _(rs, q)(kr/q)? of this work and (b) of Richardson and Ashcroft (RA) |§]. Both
are shown as functions of 0 < ¢/kr < 4 and in the metallic range 2 < 4 < 10.

Xo is the non-interacting or Kohn-Sham response function. When evaluated for the UEG, it also known as the
Lindhard function [2],

ke [22-U?-1 U?+(2+1)2 1+z2 1-2z
Xo(q,zu)w{ P In [U2+(z—1)2 —1—|—Uarctan(U)—|—Uarctan <U) , (S30)

where z = ¢/(2kr) and U = u/(qkr). I({i‘()c is the sum of Hartree,

fule) = — (S31)

q*’
and exchange-correlation kernels evaluated at the coupling-constant A. From Ref. [35], we may obtain this expression
from the coupling-constant scaled LFF

4w\ X
}(I))‘()C(q,zu) 7z {1 -Gy <)\rs, 3 )\2)] ) (S32)

Developing a method to reliably perform the three-dimensional integration needed in Eq. (S29) without combi-
natorial explosion is challenging. To do this, we first computed approximate random phase approximation (RPA)
correlation energies by integrating up to two cutoffs, called z. = ¢./kr and v. = u./ k‘%,

4m\ [xo(g, u)]” ¢?
RPA . _3/ d / d)\/ S33
(rs) * 1 — 4w Axo(q, iu) /g2 (533)

As GRPA =0, the right- and left-hand-sides of Eq. become exactly equal in the limit that z., v. — co. These
integrals were computed using globally-adaptive, Gauss-Kronrod quadrature. See the computational details of Refs.
[36] and [I0] for more details.

The cutoffs were adjusted to give agreement to within, ideally, 1% error of the PW92-parameterized RPA correlation
energies [22]. These cutoffs were then approximately parameterized as continuous functions of rs,

Cz0 + Cz1Ts, Ts S 5
xC(TS) ~ Cx0 + 5cz1 + CIQ(TS - 5) + cz3(rs - 5)27 5 <Tg S 60 ) (834)
Cz0 + 5Cy1 + 55ez2 + 3025¢,3 + cpa(rs — 60), 60 < rg

with ¢z = 3.928319, cy1 = 0.540168, cz0 = 0.042225, c,5 = 0.001810, and c,s = 2.501585. Analogously,

ve(rg) ¢ { €0 + o172, rs <40 ($35)
o Coo + o1 (40)<2 + (1 — 40)%3, 40 < 1y
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rs eXFPA(rg) eEWTRPA(1) Percent Deviation (%)

0.1 -0.143815 -0.143819 0.00
0.5 -0.097155 -0.097221 0.07
1.0 -0.078631 -0.078741 0.14
2.0 -0.061651 -0.061797 0.24
3.0 -0.052619 -0.052774 0.29
4.0 -0.046673 -0.046827 0.33
5.0 -0.042343 -0.042491 0.35
10.0 -0.030549 -0.030661 0.37
20.0 -0.021288 -0.021367 0.37
40.0 -0.014385 -0.014454 0.48
60.0 -0.011300 -0.011367 0.59
80.0 -0.009472 -0.009542 0.74
100.0 -0.008236 -0.008311 0.90
120.0 -0.007345 -0.007413 0.93

TABLE S4. Comparison of the RPA correlation energies computed using the method described here, and with the Perdew-
Wang approximation for the RPA correlation energy, PW-RPA [22]. The PW-RPA approximation is simply a parameterization
of the accurate RPA data of Vosko, Wilk, and Nusair [24]. Percent deviations, 100% - (1 — eXFPA /eDW=EPA) "are shown in the
last column.

with ¢,0 = 1.227277, ¢,1 = 5.991171, c,2 = 0.283892, and c¢,3 = 0.379981.
To recover the error lost in using finite integration bounds, we then perform a set of coordinate remappings. Let
f(z) be a generic function of z, and g(v) a generic function of v. Then the mappings used are

/Oo dx f(z) = /m dz f(z) + /Wc FEACIL) (S36)

t2

/ dv g(v / dvg(v /dw (11”_ w)) (S37)

These mappings are, in principle, exact. For the range of 0 < z < x., we use 100-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature,
and for the range of 0 < ¢ < 1/x., we use 50-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature. The same number of points were
used for the corresponding ranges of v and w, respectively. 100-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature was used for the
coupling-constant, A, integration. Table shows that this method becomes asymptotically exact as s — 0, and, in
the metallic range 1 < g < 10, gives generally negligible percent deviations from the Perdew-Wang parameterization
of the RPA correlation energy, PW-RPA [22]. Indeed, for all r; < 120, this method yields percent deviations less than
1% from PW-RPA.

S6. CORRECTED EXPRESSIONS FOR THE RICHARDSON-ASHCROFT LOCAL FIELD FACTORS

The work of Richardson and Ashcroft [8] is extremely important, as it is the first work to directly compute the
individual LFFs G, G,, and G, at a range of wavevectors, frequencies, and densities. Moreover, they provided
sensible parameterizations of these functions that are unfortunately hindered by typographical errors, as realized by
Lein et al. [35]. We provide further corrections here. The density and spin LFFs are computed as

G+(T57Qa W) = Gs(""sa‘]aw) + Gn(T57Q7w) (838)
G_(rs,q,w) = Ga(rs,q,w) + Gp(rs, q,w). (S39)

As before, ¢ > 0 is a wavevector, and w is a complex-valued frequency. The following dimensionless variables are used
in the Richardson-Ashcroft work

2 =q/(2kr) (540)
1
u= 202 —Imuw. (S41)
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A few rg-dependent functions are used to define the low- and high-frequency regimes of the LFFs, )\Z(-j ), wherei = s, a, n
and j = 0, co. Richardson and Ashcroft parameterized the relationship between the u — 0 behaviors of G, and G,
as

A —(011)r

A0 +>\((10) T1x (0.33)r = F(rs). (S42)

Their sum is rigorously computed using Eq. (RA:39) of Ref. [35],

2/3 2
AP 42D =1-3 (2”) O

+) a0, (43)

where e.(rs, () is in Hartree units, and not Rydberg units as in Ref. [§] or Eq. (RA:39) of Ref. [35]. Thus

2/3 2
A0 Z F () [1 3 (2;) rs%(rs, 0)] , (S44)
OB A GO (S45)

Fre) "
The v — 0 limit of the spin-symmetric, noninteracting LFF is then

2 Oe T 825
0) __ 0 2 c 3 c
)\g ) = 7)\51) +1+ —axTg 77“3 (Ts, 0) — 73 Ax Ty 77“3

(rs,0) (S46)
again with e.(rg, ¢) in Hartree. ax = [4/(97)]'/? is the inverse of the factor that relates the Fermi momentum to the
Wigner-Seitz radius, ry = (axkr) L.

Although not defined explicitly in Ref. [§], the high-frequency limit of the spin-antisymmetric, noninteracting LFF
is

29(r) — 1
Ae) = g(rs) : (S47)
3

where again, g(rs) is the on-top pair distribution function. The high-frequency limit of the occupation number LFF
is given as

)\%OO) = 67Tax7“sairs [rsec(rs, 0)] (548)

and the corresponding limit of the spin-symmetric, noninteracting LFF from Eq. (RA:39) of Ref. [35],

dray [ 5 0ec
7
5 S Org

&) — g - (16, 0) + 2reec(rs, 0) | . (549)

Finally, we give the expression for the spin-symmetric, noninteracting LFF as

9 dags — 3

s = mki‘”) . (S50)
as(u) = A + m (S51)
es(u) = Zm?’f(;i)] — (1t yaw) [g - ai + 4[2(:(;)]] (552)
b1 = au(0) {30, 0+ " = S g1 4 2l g0l + '} (o

o) = 2020) 42— g ()23 s

14+ cs(u)z? 4 bs(u)z8

as = 0.9 is a fit parameter.
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Likewise, the spin-antisymmetric, noninteracting LFF is parameterized as

9 (o 1
Ya = §/\‘(1 )¢ R
)\((10) _)\((100)

Ju)y=A0) 22 Ta
aa(u) = A T

3 -1 (1 3
calt) = 309 = 1 () |+ 5367

313
_Agr) =1 ey (aw)?
fulu) = L= ypo 0

ba(u) = aq(u) [3aa(u)(1 + u)4 — 48, (u)(1 + u)3 — 3cq(u)Ba(u) (1 + u)4] !

('Yau)2 52 aq(u) + by (u)ﬁa(u)zﬁ
1+ (yqu)? 14 co(u)z? + bg(u)28

Last, the occupation number LFF is parameterized as

/\7(10) . )\7(100)

= )\(o0)

AL + ALY

_ 3ynu 21—1
cn(u) = Q)1+ ) [1+ (ynu)?] [

) = @ 0) + A + N () (1 -+ 70

u:—; U u)? é(Oo)a u v
) = s {""( [t 4 )] }
an (1) — ASb, (1) 24

1+ cp(u)22 + by (u)2t

vn = 0.68 is another fit parameter.
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