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The adiabatic connection interaction strength interpolation (ISI)-like method provides a high-level
expression for the correlation energy, being in principle exact in the weak-interaction limit, where it
recovers the second-order Görling-Levy perturbation term, but also in the strong-interaction limit
that is described by the strictly correlated electron approach. In this work, we construct the genISI
functional made accurate for the uniform electron gas, a solid-state physics paradigm that is a very
difficult test for ISI-like correlation functionals. We assess the genISI functional for various jellium
spheres with the number of electrons Z ≤ 912 and for the non-relativistic noble atoms with Z ≤
290. For the jellium clusters, the genISI is remarkably accurate, while for the noble atoms, it shows
a good performance, similar to other ISI-like methods. Then, the genISI functional can open the
path using the ISI-like method in solid-state calculations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Density Functional Theory (DFT)1,2, is exact in
principle, but in practice, the exchange-correlation (XC)
energy Exc[n(r)] as a functional of the electronic den-
sity n(r) must be approximated. The XC functional
should contain all the many-body quantum effects raised
by the electron-electron interactions beyond the Hartree
method. Nowadays, there are known important exact
properties of Exc[n] that have been used in the con-
struction of many XC functional approximations, that
are classified on the so-called Jacob’s ladder3,4. The first
rung of the ladder is the Local Density Approximation
(LDA)2,5,6 which has been constructed from the uniform
electron gas (UEG) model system7. The UEG is one of
the most important model systems for the XC functional
development, being a solid-state paradigm. In fact, LDA
is still often used in solid-state calculations because of its
remarkable accuracy for various properties, such as sur-
face energy of transition metals8 and work function9,10.
One of the most rigorous paths for constructing new

XC functionals is via the adiabatic connection (AC)
method11–17, that gives the exact XC energy as the fol-
lowing coupling-constant integral

Exc[n] =

∫ 1

0

dα Wxc,α[n], (1)

where

Wxc,α[n] = ⟨Ψmin,α
n |V̂ee|Ψmin,α

n ]⟩ − U [n]. (2)

Here U [n] = (1/2)
∫
dr

∫
dr′ n(r)n(r′)/|r − r′| is the

Hartree energy, V̂ee is the Coulomb repulsion opera-
tor, and Ψmin,α

n is the antisymmetric wave function that
yields the density n(r) and minimizes the expectation

value ⟨T̂ + αV̂ee⟩, with T̂ being the kinetic energy oper-
ator, and α ≥ 0 the coupling constant (known also as
interaction strength). We note that Ψmin,α=1

n = Ψmin
n is

the interacting, exact ground-state wavefunction for den-
sity n(r) and Ψmin,α=0

n = Φmin
n is the non-interacting KS

wavefunction for density n(r) given in the form of Slater
determinant. Considering that the exchange energy func-
tional is, by definition,

Ex[n(r)] = ⟨Φmin
n (r)|V̂ee|Φmin

n (r)⟩ − U [n(r)],

then the adiabatic connection integrand Wxc,α[n] can be
also written as

Wxc,α[n] = Ex[n] +Wc,α[n],

Wc,α[n] = ⟨Ψmin,α
n |V̂ee|Ψmin,α

n ⟩ − ⟨Φmin
n |V̂ee|Φmin

n ⟩.
(3)

The AC was often used in the construction of accurate
hybrid functionals16,18–21, and especially the most so-
phisticated, fifth-rung functionals, including the Görling-
Levy (GL) perturbation correlation terms22–24, the ran-
dom phase approximation (RPA), and RPA-like methods
based on XC kernel approximations25–38.
In this work, we will focus on the high-level interac-

tion strength interpolation (ISI) methods39–44, that accu-
rately interpolate between the weak- (α → 0) and strong-
(α → ∞) interaction limits. Such methods have been in-
tensively studied and tested45–66. Efficient implementa-
tion of ISI methods are also available in public quantum-
chemistry codes67.
In the weak-interaction limit, the GL perturbation the-

ory becomes exact, and Wxc,α[n] is
23,39,68

Wxc,α→0[n] = W0[n] +W ′
0[n]α+ ...+W

(m)
0 [n]αm + ....,

(4)
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where W0[n] = Ex[n] is the exact DFT exchange func-

tional, W ′
0[n] = 2EGL2

c [n], and W
(m)
0 [n] = (m +

1)E
GLm+1
c [n]. In this work, as in most of the ISI-like

methods, we consider only the first two terms of the per-
turbation expansion.

On the other hand, in the strong-interaction limit,
Wxc,α[n] behaves as

44

Wxc,α→∞[n] = W∞[n]+W ′
∞[n]α−1/2+W (2)

∞ [n]α−3/2+...,
(5)

where W∞[n], W ′
∞[n] can be in principle exactly cal-

culated using the strictly correlated electron (SCE)
approach69–71. In practice, generalized gradient approx-
imation (GGA) models have been developed for W∞[n]
and W ′

∞[n]40,60,62.

Eq. (5) shows that the α−1-term in the expansion
should be zero. However, the original ISI method39 has
a spurious α−1-term, that was removed in the revISI43

and LB44 methods.

The total XC energy of ISI methods can be expressed
as

Exc[n] = F(Ex, E
GL2
c ,W∞,W ′

∞) (6)

where F is a non-linear function of the ingredients Ex and
EGL2

c and of the density functionals W∞ and W ′
∞. Eq. 6

thus resembles (also from a computational cost point-of-
view) the one of double-hybrid (DH) functionals72: how-
ever, the former employs a non-linear dependence from
the GL2 (or MP2) term and do not diverges for systems
with vanishing gaps52,63,67, which is a clear superiority
with respect to DH approaches.

However, the ISI methods have difficulties to recover
the logarithmic singularity of the UEG correlation en-
ergy per particle in the high-density limit (ϵc ∝ ln(rs)
when rs → 0, where rs is the bulk parameter), but all
of them are accurate in the UEG low-density limit (at
rs → ∞)40,73. We recall that the high-density limit of
the UEG correlation energy is exactly described by the
RPA method6.

In spite of this limitation, we construct an ISI-like
method, named genISI, that is very accurate for the UEG
correlation energy when rs ≥ 1. Note that most mate-
rials are characterized by 1 ≤ rs ≤ 10. Thus, one could
expect increased accuracy of the proposed method.

The paper is organized as follows. In section II, we
present the construction of genISI XC functional. Com-
putational details are described in Section III, while in
section IV, we report the correlation energies results of
genISI and other ISI-like methods for the UEGmodel sys-
tem, various jellium clusters, non-relativistic noble atoms
and small systems for which the exact quantities (W ′

0,
W∞, W ′

∞) are known exactly. Finally, in section V, we
summarize our conclusions.

II. THE GENISI XC FUNCTIONAL

We start the construction of genISI XC functional con-
sidering the UEG limit (denoted by UEG-ISI), where
W ′

0 → −∞ and W ′
0/W0 → ∞. In fact, in the UEG,

the energy-gap vanishes and thus the GL2 correlation di-
verges.

A. The UEG-ISI XC functional

Let us consider the revISI expression43 for the UEG-ISI
XC functional

WUEG−ISI
xc,α [n] = W∞[n] +

b(2 + cα+ 2d
√
1 + cα)

2
√
1 + cα(d+

√
1 + cα)2

,

(7)
so that the UEG-ISI XC energy is

EUEG−ISI
xc [n] =

∫ 1

0

dα WUEG−ISI
xc,α [n]

= W∞[n] +
b[n]

d+
√

1 + c[n]
(8)

In Ref. 43 the parameters b, c, d were functions of W ′
0,

which tends to−∞ for the UEG. Here, instead, we define:

b[n] = (W0 −W∞)(1 + d),

c[n] = b[n]2/[4W ′2
∞]. (9)

The functionals b[n] and c[n] have been found such that
WUEG−ISI

xc,α [n] has the following properties:

WUEG−ISI
xc,α→0 [n] −→ W0 −

(W0 −W∞)3(1 + d)

4W ′2
∞

α+O(α2),

WUEG−ISI
xc,α→∞ [n] −→ W∞ +W ′

∞α−1/2 +O(α−3/2). (10)

Then, WUEG−ISI
xc,α [n] recovers the strong interaction limit

of Eq. (5), and the first leading term of the weak in-
teraction limit expansion of Eq. (4). Of course, the
first perturbation term W ′

0[n]α can not be fulfilled by
WUEG−ISI

xc,α [n], because in the UEG limit W ′
0 = −∞,

such that WUEG−ISI
xc,α [n] should be a function only of W0,

W∞, and W ′
∞.

We also mention that, under the uniform scaling of
the density nλ(r) = λ3n(λr), with λ ≥ 0 (λ = α−1), the
functionals have the following scaling behavior23,40:

W∞[nλ] = λW∞[n], W0[nλ] = λW0[n],

W ′
∞[nλ] = λ3/2W ′

∞[n], W ′
0[nλ] = W ′

0[n], (11)

such that

WUEG−ISI
xc,α [n 1

α
] = αWUEG−ISI

xc,α [n]. (12)

Note that all ISI-like functionals in the limit of W ′
0 →

−∞ , can be written as

Exc[n] = W∞ +W ′
∞F (q), (13)

Wα[n] = W∞ + (Ex −W∞)f(x), (14)
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with

q =
Ex −W∞

W ′
∞

> 0, (15)

x = q
√
α, (16)

and F (q) =
∫ 1

0
qf(

√
αq)dα. The functions F (q) and f(x)

for common ISI-like functionals are reported in the Ap-
pendix A. For the UEG-ISI we have

FUEG−ISI(q) =
2q(d+ 1)

H(q) + 2d
, (17)

f(x) = (d+ 1)
H(x)2 + 4dH(x) + 4

H(2d+H(x))2
, (18)

H(x) =
√
4 + (d+ 1)2x2. (19)

For small q we have

FUEG−ISI(q) → q − q3

8
(d+ 1) +O(q5), (20)

and thus

EUEG−ISI
xc (q) → Ex +W ′

∞

(
−q3

8
(d+ 1) +O(q5)

)
.

(21)
For one electron systems, if W∞ is computed exactly

(which is the case for WTPSS
∞ and for the point-charge-

plus-continuum (PC) model40 for the hydrogen atom),
we have that q = 0 and thus UEG-ISI is correctly one-
electron self-correlation free. Actually for one electron
systems, it should also be that W ′

∞ = 0, which can only
be the case for a meta-GGA functional like TPSS: in
this case q is undefined, but still W ′

∞qn vanishes for any
n, and thus the UEG-ISI correlation is zero. For other
GGA models of W∞ and W ′

∞ see e.g. Refs.60 and 62 the
genISI correlation of one electron systems is small but
not exactly zero.

The only parameter of the UEG-ISI functional is d and
it is fixed as described in section IVA

B. The genISI XC functional

To restore the α-term of the weak interaction limit
expansion of Eq. (4) and to preserve the UEG limit con-
structed above, we consider the following expression for
the genISI functional

W genISI
xc,α [n] = WUEG−ISI

xc,α [n] +

a[n] p[n] α

(1 + r[n] p[n] α)3
(22)

where

a[n] = W0

[
1 + q3

W ′
∞

4W ′
0

(1 + d)
]
,

p[n] = W ′
0/W0,

r[n] = m
( W0

W∞

)3

, (23)

and m = 18.0 was fixed by fitting to the correlation
energy of the Hooke’s atom with force constant k =
1/462,74. Considering the density scaling relations, we
observe that

W genISI
xc,α [nα(r)] = αW genISI

xc,α [n(r)]. (24)

The genISI XC functional satisfies all the exact condi-
tions also recovered by revISI43 and LB44 functionals,
and additionally has an improved UEG limit.
The genISI XC energy is

EgenISI
xc [n] =

∫ 1

0

dα W genISI
xc,α [n]

= EUEG−ISI
xc [n] + Eadd

xc [n] (25)

with Eadd
xc [n] =

a[n]p[n]

2(r[n]p[n] + 1)2
. (26)

For small q and small EGL2
c we have

Eadd
xc → W ′

∞(
q3

8
(d+ 1) +O(q5)) +

+

(
1− m(d+ 1)W ′

∞(q3 +O(q4))

2W∞

)
EGL2

c +O((EGL2
c )2),

(27)

which cancels the second term in Eq. (21), so that Ex is
recovered for a larger range of q. Finally the total genISI
XC energy behaves as

EgenISI
xc → Ex +W ′

∞O(q5) +

+

(
1− m(d+ 1)W ′

∞(q3 +O(q4))

2W∞

)
EGL2

c +O((EGL2
c )2).

(28)

For one electron systems EGL2
c = 0 and thus genISI is

one-electron self-correlation free, as discussed in section
II B.
Finally, we recall that the genISI total energy is not

size-consistent (as all other interpolation formula), but a
simple size-consistent correction can be added to it54.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

All the calculations for jellium clusters and atoms have
been performed with a modified version of the Engel
code75,76, using a radial numerical grid and Kohn-Sham
LDA orbitals and densities. We consider 24 neutral jel-
lium spheres with number of electrons Z = 8, 18, 20,
34, 40, 58, 92, 132, 138, 186, 196, 254, 338, 398, 438,
440, 508, 556, 612, 638, 676, 758, 832 and 912. We also
consider all noble atoms from Z =2 to 290 e−.
Because the SCE and GL2 results are not available for

such systems, we used some semilocal approximations of
these quantities:
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• WTPSS
∞ of Eq. (37) of Ref. 77 that is one the most

accurate models for W∞ (see Tables I-III of Ref. 77
and Table I of Ref. 78);

• W ′MGGA
∞ of Eq. (D16) of Ref. 40 that is one

the most accurate models for W ′
∞ (see table II of

Ref. 40 and tables I and II of Ref. 79). We re-
call that the hPC GGA model for W ′

∞ is also very
accurate60;

• W ′TPSS
0 of Eq. (A1) of Ref. 80 that is one the

most accurate models for GL2 correlation energy
(see Table S12 of Ref. 63);

• W0 = Ex the exact exchange computed with LDA
orbitals.

We note that for jellium clusters and large atoms, the
meta-GGA approximations of W∞, W ′

∞, and W ′
0 are ex-

pected to be accurate, such that their use in ISI-like func-
tionals should give realistic results.

IV. RESULTS

A. UEG correlation energy

The XC energy Exc =
∫
dr n(r)ϵxc(r) is just Exc =

Nϵxc(rs) in case of the spin-unpolarized UEG, where N
is the number of electrons and ϵxc(rs) is the XC energy
per particle. We also note that W0 = N(−3/(4π))kF ,
W∞ = An1/3N , W ′

∞ = Bn1/2N , where kF = (3π2n)1/3,
n = 3/[4πr3s ], A = −1.451 and B = 1.535. Thus
q = 0.4641n−1/6. Substituting these expressions in the
UEG limit of ISI-like functionals, we obtain their corre-
lation energies per particle ϵc(rs). In the Appendix A,
we show the expressions of ISI, revISI, SPL42, and LB81

XC functionals and their UEG limits.
The parameter d of the UEG-ISI functional was found

by minimizing the expression

Error(d) =

∫ 10

1

d rs |ϵUEG−ISI
c (d, rs)− ϵexactc (rs)|,

(29)
and the results are reported in Fig. 1. At d ≈ 0 and
d ≈ 0.74, the Error(0)≈0.138 and Error(0.74)≈ 0.08 are
similar with the ones given by ISI and revISI, respec-
tively. The curve Error(d) has only one minimum at
d = 3.5 where Error(3.5)≈ 0.003.
In Fig. 2 we show our UEG results. Both SPL and

LB functionals behave similarly as ϵc = −0.44196/rs,
being accurate only in the low-density limit. On the other
hand, the ISI functional is definitely better and in the
high-density limit, behaves as

ϵISI
c −→ −0.1736/

√
rs, when rs → 0. (30)

Moreover, the revISI shows a quite good improvement
over the ISI functional, behaving as

ϵrevISI
c −→ −0.130/

√
rs, when rs → 0. (31)
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FIG. 1. Error=
∫ 10

1
d rs |ϵapproxc (d, rs) − ϵexactc (rs)| versus

the parameter d. Also shown are the errors from ISI and
revISI functionals.
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FIG. 2. UEG correlation energy per particle ϵc(rs) versus
the bulk parameter rs, from several ISI-like functionals. The
exact curve is the accurate parametrization of the Perdew
and Wang6.

However, the UEG-ISI functional shows the best perfor-
mance, being almost exact for rs ≥ 1, while in the high-
density limit is just a constant

ϵUEG−ISI
c → −0.0192(1 + d) = −0.086, when rs → 0.

(32)
We recall that ϵexactc −→ 0.031091 ln(rs)− 0.0469203 for
spin-unpolarized case6 when rs → 0, such that the ex-
change energy per particle ϵx −→ −0.4582/rs is domi-
nating. We note also that the constant term in the exact
high-density limit expansion is almost twice smaller that
the one from UEG-ISI limit.
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FIG. 3. Relative error [(approx−reference)/reference]×100
of the correlation energy of jellium clusters (from Z =8 to 912

e−) versus Z−1/3, for rs = 2 (upper panel) and rs = 5 (lower
panel). For the reference correlation energy, we use the TPSS
one, which is very accurate for such systems82.

B. Jellium clusters

We present in Fig. 3 the correlation energy relative
errors (RE) of the considered jellium clusters for rs = 2
(upper panel) and rs = 5 (lower panel), respectively. The
ISI-like methods have a similar trend as in the UEG case
(see Fig. 1). revISI gives a good improvement over the
ISI functional, but in both cases, the errors increase with
Z. Contrary to this trend, the LDA error decreases with
Z. However, the best performances are reported from the
genISI (with 0.3% ≤ RE ≤ 4.8% for the upper panel, and
−4% ≤ RE ≤ 0.5% for the lower panel) and the UEG-ISI
(with −3.8% ≤ RE ≤ −2.8% for the upper panel, and
−5.6% ≤ RE ≤ −2.2% for the lower panel).

We summarize our results in Table I, where we present
the MAREs in correlation energy of the considered XC
functionals, for several values of bulk parameters. We
observe that all functionals show a worsening of their
prediction when rs decreases. However, both genISI and
UEG-ISI are remarkably accurate, with MARE≤ 5%.

TABLE I. Mean absolute relative error (MARE in %) of corre-
lation energy from 24 jellium clusters (8 ≤ Z ≤ 912), for sev-
eral bulk parameters. The best results have been highlighted
in boldface. We use the TPSS correlation as the reference
correlation energy, because it predicts with high accuracy the
diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC) results corrected for the fixed-
node DMC error (see tables VI and VII of Ref. 82). To our
best knowledge, there are not high-level, benchmark results
available for jellium clusters with Z > 106.

rs 2 3 4 5

ISI 33.7 27.0 22.8 19.9
revISI 20.9 15.5 12.2 10.0
SPL 83.9 72.4 64.4 58.5
LB 104.4 91.4 82.1 75.0
UEG-ISI 4.7 3.8 3.4 3.1
genISI 4.0 1.8 0.9 0.6
LDA 9.7 8.7 8.2 7.9

Finally, let us consider the jellium sphere with Z = 912
and rs = 4. In the upper panel of Fig. 4, we show
the reduced density gradients s(r) and q(r) inside of
this sphere. Note that q in this paragraph is the re-
duced Laplacian and not the global parameter in Eq. 15.
We observe that both s and q are very small (s ≤ 0.1,
−0.1 ≤ q ≤ 0.05), showing the shell structure oscilla-
tions, and only near the boundary of the cluster, when
the density starts to decay, the reduced gradients be-
come large. Thus, the core of this sphere is a typical
example of a slowly varying density, a difficult case for
the ISI-like functionals. In the lower panel of Fig. 4,
we report the coupling constant correlation integrand
Wc,α = Wxc,α − W0, for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. The area under
each curve is the correlation energy. We observe that
genISI has the same correct behavior at α → 0 as ISI
and revISI (see Eq. (4)), while for α ≥ 0.3, it smoothly
recovers the UEG-ISI functional.

C. Noble atoms

In the upper panel of Fig. 5, we report the ratio p[n] =
W ′

0/W0 of the noble atoms (from Z =2 to 290 e−). One
can note that it is very small, decreasing from 0.094 (He
atom) to 0.018 (290 e− atom), in an almost linear pattern
that predicts p[n] → 0 in the limit Z → ∞. Thus, the
core of large atoms is a typical example of a high-density
system where the exchange energy dominates over the
GL2 corelation energy.
In the lower panel of Fig. 5, we report the relative

errors of the correlation energy for these systems. All
ISI-like functionals are quite accurate, within a maximum
error of ± 10%. Note that genISI and revISI give similar
results, showing the best performances. In this case, the
UEG-ISI functional, not shown in the figure, fail badly,
with relative errors −60% ≤ RE ≤ 80%.
In order to understand better the behavior of genISI

for large atoms, we investigate in more detail the case of
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FIG. 4. Upper panel: The reduced gradient s = |∇n|/[2kFn]
and the reduced Laplacian q = ∇2n/[4k2

Fn], versus the nor-
malized radial distance r/Rc, for the jellium sphere with

Z = 912 and rs = 4. Here Rc = rsZ
1/3 ≈ 38.79 a.u. is

the radius of the sphere.
Lower panel: The adiabatic connection correlation integrand
Wc,α = Wxc,α − W0 versus α for the same jellium cluster
(Z = 912 and rs = 4). The area under each curve is the
correlation energy: EISI

c = −34.856 Ha, ErevISI
c = −31.605

Ha, EgenISI
c = −27.759 Ha,EUEG−ISI

c = −26.689 Ha, and
ETPSS

c = −27.525 Ha.

the noble atom with Z = 290. In the upper panel of Fig.
6, we show that s and q are small inside the atomic core,
with the exception of nucleus region where q → −∞ and
s ≈ 0.4, due to the cusp of the density at the nucleus.
However, at the nucleus, rs ≈ 0.0024 is very small, such
that this region approaches the high-density limit.

In the lower panel of Fig. 6, we report the coupling
constant correlation integrand Wc,α, for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, such
that the area under each curve is the correlation energy.
We observe that W genISI

c,α and W revISI
c,α are almost indis-

cernible. Now, the UEG-ISI is very different from genISI,
and only at large coupling constants (α ≥ 50) both func-
tionals will start to agree (as shown in the inset of the
lower panel of Fig. 6).
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FIG. 5. Upper panel: The ratio p[n] = W ′
0/W0 of noble

atoms (from Z =2 to 290 e−) versus Z−1/3.
Lower panel: Relative error [(approx −
reference)/reference] × 100 of the correlation energy

of noble atoms (from Z =2 to 290 e−) versus Z−1/3. The
reference correlation energy is: for Z ≤ 86 (a.i. until Rn
atom) we use the benchmark data shown in Tables I and
II of Ref. 83 (that was taken from Refs.84–86), and for the
atoms with 118 ≤ Z ≤ 290 we use the acGGA correlation
functional of Ref. 87, that was built from semiclassical atom
theory, being very accurate for large atoms.

D. Small systems with exact ingredients (W0, W
′
0,

WSCE
∞ , and W ′SCE

∞ )

As a final part of this section, in Table II, we show
the correlation energies for several ISI-like expressions for
two model systems and a few small atoms, using very ac-
curate low- and high-density expansion ingredients (W0,
W ′

0, W∞, and W ′
∞). In the last column, we report the

MARE for each method. The inspection of the table re-
veals that ISI, revISI and genISI have almost the same
accuracy with a MARE in the range 4.0%-4.6% . The
SPL and LB expressions provide errors, which are about
2% worse than ISI. The worst performance is given by the
UEG-ISI formula, which yields MARE of 61.1%. This is
not surprising since this model was designed to be accu-
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FIG. 6. Upper panel: The bulk parameter rs(r) and the
reduced gradients s(r) and q(r), versus the radial distance
from the nucleus r, for the noble atom with Z = 290.
Lower panel: The adiabatic connection correlation integrand
Wc,α versus α (0 ≤ α ≤ 1) for the noble atom with Z = 290.
The area under each curve is the correlation energy: EISI

c =
−25.240 Ha, ErevISI

c = −24.895 Ha, EgenISI
c = −24.924 Ha,

EUEG−ISI
c = −10.613 Ha, and Eref

c = −24.602 Ha. The
inset shows Wc,α versus α, for α ≤ 100.

rate in the UEG limit where W ′
0 → −∞, and it shows

the importance of the Eadd
xc term.

We also note that the same trend shown in Table II was
also reported for the correlation energies of noble atoms
with 2 ≤ Z ≤ 290 (see the lower panel of Fig. 5), even
if they were computed with meta-GGA approximations
for W ′

0, W∞, and W ′
∞.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have constructed the UEG-ISI XC functional,
which depends on W0[n], W∞[n] and W ′

∞[n], being re-
markably accurate for the UEG model system. The
UEG-ISI XC functional behaves correctly in the strong-
interaction limit, while in the weak-interaction limit it
recovers only the leading term W0[n]. We have also de-

TABLE II. The correlations energies for several ISI-like ex-
pressions computed for Hooke’s atom with force constant
ω = 0.5, two-electron exponential density (Exp) with n(r) =
2 exp(−2r)/π, and He, Be, and Ne atoms using the exact
ingredients (W0, W

′
0, W

SCE
∞ , and W ′SCE

∞ ). All reference data
have been taken from Table I of Ref. 62 and the references
therein. In the last column, we report the MARE (in %) for
a given method.

Hook Exp. He Be Ne

W SCE
∞ -0.743 -0.910 -1.500 -4.020 -20.000

W ′SCE
∞ 0.208 0.308a) 0.621 2.590 22.000
W0 -0.515 -0.625 -1.025 -2.674 -12.084
W ′

0 -0.101 -0.093 -0.101 -0.250 -0.938
MARE (%)

SPL -0.036 -0.035 -0.042 -0.106 -0.420 6.0
LB -0.038 -0.037 -0.044 -0.110 -0.432 6.3
ISI -0.037 -0.036 -0.043 -0.104 -0.410 4.6

revISI -0.037 -0.036 -0.043 -0.104 -0.405 4.0
UEG-ISI -0.061 -0.064 -0.086 -0.144 -0.474 61.1
genISI -0.040 -0.038 -0.043 -0.108 -0.411 4.5
Exact -0.039 -0.037 -0.042 -0.096 -0.394

a) - computed using hPC model from Ref.60

veloped the genISI XC functional, by adding a GL2 cor-
rection to the UEG-ISI, such that the genISI fulfills all
the known exact requirements, and additionally it is ac-
curate for the UEG, especially in the region 1 ≤ rs ≤ 10,
that is the most relevant in solid-state applications.

The genISI and UEG-ISI have been tested for the
correlation energies of 24 neutral jellium spheres with
number of electrons 8 ≤ Z ≤ 912. The W genISI

xc,α and

WUEG−ISI
xc,α are similar, with the exception of α → 0 re-

gion, where W genISI
xc,α recovers the first two terms of the

GL perturbation expansion of Eq. (4). Consequently,
both genISI and UEG-ISI give very good and almost simi-
lar performances for jellium clusters, as reported in Table
I and Fig. 3.

We have also tested the genISI and UEG-ISI function-
als for noble atoms with 2 ≤ Z ≤ 290, where the ratio
p[n] is small (p[n] ≤ 0.1), such that genISI and UEG-ISI
behave differently. Thus while the genISI is quite accu-
rate with a relative error below 7% (see Fig. 5 (lower
panel)), the UEG-ISI fails badly, with errors larger than
40%, as shown in Fig. 6 (lower panel). This fact shows
that the genISI correction to the UEG-ISI plays a vital
role in this functional construction.

Finally, we have also presented the results from few
small systems where the ingredients W0, W

′
0, W

SCE
∞ , and

W ′SCE
∞ are known with high accuracy. The genISI shows

a reasonable performance, in line with the other ISI-like
methods.

Application of genISI to molecular systems is straight-
forward, with the methods and limitations previously dis-
cussed in Refs. 52, 54, 60, 63, and 67. We expect that
the method of genISI development can be further used
for the construction of more accurate ISI-like function-
als, towards their use in solid-state and material science
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calculations.
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Appendix A: ISI-like methods

1. Interaction Strength Interpolation (ISI)
functional39

W ISI
α = W∞ +

X√
1 + αY + Z

(A1)

EISI
xc = W∞ +

2X

Y

[√
1 + Y − 1− Z ln

(√1 + Y + Z

1 + Z

)]
(A2)

with

X = xy2

z2 , Y = x2y2

z4 , Z = xy2

z3 − 1 (A3)

x = −4EGL2
c , y = W ′

∞, z = Ex −W∞ (A4)

F ISI(q) = 2− 2
ln(1 + q)

q
(A5)

f ISI(x) =
1

1 + x
(A6)

2. Revised ISI (revISI) functional43

W revISI
α = W∞ +

b(2 + cα+ 2d
√
1 + cα)

2
√
1 + cα(d+

√
1 + cα)2

(A7)

ErevISI
xc = W∞ +

b√
1 + c+ d

(A8)

with

b = −8EGL2
c (W ′

∞)2

(Ex −W∞)2
(A9)

c =
16(EGL2

c W ′
∞)2

(Ex −W∞)4
(A10)

d = −1− 8EGL2
c (W ′

∞)2

(Ex −W∞)3
(A11)

Now, putting values of b,c, and d in Eq.(B7) we get

ErevISI
xc = W∞

+
8EGL2

c (W ′
∞)2

(W0 −W∞)2(1 +
8EGL2

c (W ′
∞)2

(W0−W∞)2 −
√
1 +

16(EGL2
c W ′

∞)2

(W0−W∞)4

(A12)

F revISI(q) =
2q

q + 2
(A13)

frevISI(x) =
4 + x

x2 + 4x+ 4
(A14)

3. Seidl-Perdew-Levy (SPL) functional42

WSPL
α = W∞ +

W0 −W∞√
1 + 2αχ

(A15)

ESPL
xc = Ex + (Ex −W∞)

[√1 + 2χ− 1− χ

χ

]
(A16)

with

χ =
2EGL2

c

W∞ − Ex
(A17)

FSPL(q) = fSPL(x) = 0 (A18)

4. Liu-Burke (LB) functional44

WLB
α = W∞ + b(y + y4) (A19)

ELB
xc = Ex +

2b

c

[√
1 + c− 1 + c/2

1 + c
− c

]
(A20)

with

y =
1√

1 + cα
, b =

Ex −W∞

2
, c =

8EGL2
c

5(W∞ − Ex)
(A21)

FLB(q) = fLB(x) = 0 (A22)
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