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The ground state of an homogeneous electron gas is a paradigmatic state that has been used to
model and predict the electronic structure of matter at equilibrium for nearly a century. For half
a century, it has been successfully used to predict ground states of quantum systems via the local
density approximation (LDA) of density functional theory (DFT); and systematic improvements
in the form of generalized gradient approximations and evolution thereon. Here, we introduce
the LDA for excited states by considering a particular class of non-thermal ensemble states of the
homogeneous electron gas. These states find sound foundation and application in ensemble-DFT – a
generalization of DFT that can deal with ground and excited states on equal footing. The ensemble-
LDA is shown to successfully predict difficult low-lying excitations in atoms and molecules for which
approximations based on local spin density approximation (LSDA) and time-dependent-LDA fail.

I. INTRODUCTION

Excitation of many-electron systems characterize novel
states of matter and increasingly permeate the functions
of novel advanced technologies. In problems ranging from
photovoltaic devices to quantum dots to nano-particle
catalysts to quantum computing devices, particle-like,
collective, or topological excitations are exploited coher-
ently. Challenges are multidisciplinary, yet solutions can
be inspired – and, increasingly, predicted – by compu-
tationally investigating quantum structures and mecha-
nisms at the nanoscale. Density functional theory [1, 2]
(DFT) has dominated the stage of computational elec-
tronic structure methodologies since the 1960s, by bal-
ancing accuracy with efficiency. But DFT does not han-
dle excited states directly, being restricted to addressing
eigenstates of lowest energy (i.e. ground states). This
work will show how successful DFT methods for ground
states can be upgraded into methods for also tackling
excited states.

The most fundamental model from which DFT gained
inspiration, can be traced back to the seminal works
by Thomas and Fermi [3, 4]. In 1927, they indepen-
dently proposed a remarkable approximation for quan-
tum physics – that the state of any many-electron sys-
tem can be modelled by referring, via the particle den-
sity (a local quantity), to an homogenous gas of electrons.
Due to its poor treatment of kinetic energy contributions,
the resulting Thomas-Fermi approximation is not very
good in practice. But almost all modern modelling of
electronic structure employs its spiritual descendent, in
the form of Kohn-Sham DFT [1, 2]: 1) kinetic energy
contributions are treated quantum mechanically, via a
non-interacting auxilliary system; 2) the energy of elec-
trostatic interactions is treated clasically, for any given
particle density; 3) the HEG is only used to treat the re-

∗ t.gould@griffith.edu.au

maining quantum exchange-correlation (xc) energy con-
tributions.

The homogeneous electron gas (HEG [5]) is, arguably,
the simplest many-electron system. It involves N →
∞ electrons interacting in response to a uniform posi-
tive background charge of fixed density, n, and volume,
V = N/n → ∞. The resulting (interacting) electronic
structure problem can be solved semi-analytically in its
high-density and low-density limits, and to high accu-
racy for moderate densities using quantum Monte Carlo
(QMC) techniques. [6–8] The known paradigmatic xc be-
haviour of HEG may then be used to approximate the un-
known xc behaviour of inhomoheneous quantum systems,
via parametrisations. [9–11]. Crucially, it has also been
recognised that the LDA provides exact leading terms in
a semi-classical expansion of any quantum system, un-
der appropriate limits; [12–14] which helps to explain the
ongoing success of the Jacob’s ladder [15] philosophy of
systematically improving on the LDA. [16–19]

What about excited states? In the late 1980s, the time-
depended extension of DFT (TDDFT) was revealed to be
an highly effective tool for simulating spectra, via a per-
turbative (linear-response) expansion around the ground
state. But, despite its ongoing success, it was soon re-
vealed [20, 21] that approximations to TDDFT could not
describe important double excitations at all; and strug-
gle to describe charge transfer excitations except by us-
ing specialized approximations. [22–24] More recently,
singlet-triplet inversion [25] (with great promise for pho-
tovoltaics) has emerged as another important problem
where TDDFT struggles. [26, 27]

In parallel with TDDFT, Kohn and collaborators put
forward a density functional theory for stationary exci-
tations based on mixed states (ensembles) rather than
pure states: ensemble-DFT (EDFT). [28, 29] Unlike the
perturbation-based formalism of TDDFT, EDFT recast
the problem of computing excited states into an ex-
tended “ground state”-like problem involving variational
minima. TDDFT’s rapid success in predicting spectra,
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and challenges in constructing useful ensemble approx-
imations, initially led to EDFT falling by the wayside.
Recently, however, it has re-emerged as a powerful al-
ternative to TDDFT because approximations in EDFT
can solve precisely those excitation problems for which
TDDFT struggles or fails. [30–42]

Moreover, recent theoretical breakthroughs [35, 43–47]
have revealed aspects of the architecture of key functional
forms in EDFT that have opened unprecedented possi-
bilities for novel approximations for excited states. The
change of perspective brought about by EDFT compared
to (TD)DFT is radical: 1) the auxiliary states of the
Kohn-Sham ensemble can acquire the form of coherent
(finite) superposition of Slater determinants (rather than
the ‘disentangled’ single determinant for pure ground
states); 2) the ensemble Hartree energy (in contrast to
the classical Hartree energy) accounts for peculiar quan-
tum features; 3) the ensemble exchange energy does not
(necessarily) reduce to textbook Fock-exchange expres-
sions; 4) in addition to regular-looking state-driven cor-
relations, unusual density-driven correlations emerge.

In this work, we demonstrate that the same system of
knowledge allows us to derive an exchange-correlation en-
ergy approximation from first principles (ab initio). We
consider the prominent example of approximations that
are derivable from the HEG. Given nearly 100 years of
exploration, one might expect the HEG to have given
up all its useful secrets. Crucially this work reveals
that when the HEG is viewed from the perspective of
EDFT, we can introduce a class of non-thermal ensem-
bles from which we can derive a local approximation
for excited states directly. The regular LDA has pro-
vided an highly-effective cornerstone for systematic im-
provements for ground states – both as the first rung of
Jacob’s ladder [15] and as a paradigmatic/semi-classical
limit that can constrain functional forms [16–18, 48]. The
ensemble-LDA developed in this work therefore provides
us with a (long-sought) cornerstone for systematic im-
provements to approximations for excited states.

The remainder of this work is organized as follows:
Section II gives an introduction to the HEG in the con-
text of density functional theory, and briefly introduce
the elements of ensemble-DFT which are exploited in the
novel parts of the work. Section III presents the relevant
ensemble-states of HEG, which are designed to capture
excited-state physics in crucial energy components of the
HEG ensemble-states (Appendix D reports a parametri-
sation). Section IV demonstrates the practical usefulness
of the formal developments done by setting up and apply-
ing an ensemble-LDA to atoms and molecules. Finally,
Section V summarizes the work, looks toward the near
future, and draws conclusions.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The properties of HEGs are conventionally defined
using the the Wigner-Seitz radius, rs := ( 3

4πn )
1/3 ≈

0.620350n−1/3, and spin-polarization factor, ζ =
n↑−n↓

n .
Here, n is the density of electrons and n↑,↓ are the densi-
ties of ↑, ↓ electrons obeying n↑ +n↓ = n. This combina-
tion of terms reflects the fact that interactions between
same- and different-spin electrons are fundamentally dif-
ferent due to the Pauli exclusion principle, so energies
change not only with the total density but also the rela-
tive contributions of majority (↑) and minority (↓) elec-
trons to the density.
This section will first motivate the standard approach

to understanding HEGs, in the context of density func-
tional theory. Then, it introduce ensemble density func-
tional theory, which provides the key theoretical tool for
the rest of the work. Throughtout, we use atomic units so
that lengths (e.g. rs) are expressed in Bohr and energies
(e.g. ϵx) are expressed in Hartree (Ha).

A. Understanding HEGs through density
functional theory

Density functional theory (DFT) provides an impor-
tant tool for the analysis and parametrisation of HEGs.
Key theorems [1, 49, 50] demonstrate that all proper-
ties of a quantum mechanical ground state are described
by its density, n(r) (constant, n in an HEG). This is
easily extended to spin-DFT, [51] which covers de facto
ground states like the lowest energy with a given spin-
polarization, ζ(r) (constant ζ in an HEG). DFT is typi-
cally used synonymously with Kohn-Sham (KS) DFT, [2]
and we shall adopt this convention throughout.

In Kohn-Sham DFT, the ground state energy of an N -
electron system in external (nuclear) potential, v(r), is
written as,

E0[n] :=Ts[n] +

∫
nvdr + EH[n] + Ex[n] + Ec[n] , (1)

where [n] indicates a functional of the density, n(r), obey-
ing

∫
ndr = N . Useful exact energy expressions are

known for:

1. The Kohn-Sham kinetic energy functional, Ts[n],
that includes kinetic energy effects from a non-
interacting system with the same density (and spin)
– we may write Ts =

∑
iσ∈occ

∫
1
2 |∇ϕiσ(r)|2dr

using a set of occupied Kohn-Sham orbitals,
ϕiσ(r); [2]

2. The Hartree energy functional, EH[n] = U [n], that
includes mean-field electrostatic interactions;

3. The Fock exchange energy functional, Ex[n] =
−
∑

ii′σ∈occ U [ϕiσϕ
∗
i′σ], that includes corrections

for Fermionic exchange based on the same non-
interacting system used for Ts.

The unknown correlation energy functional, Ec[n], cap-
tures classical and quantum contributions that are missed
in the other terms.
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TABLE I. Summary of Kohn-Sham derived properties of the HEGs considered in this work. Here, Cs = 1.10495 and Cx =
0.458165. The cases ζ = 0 and f̄ = 2 correspond to an unpolarized gas; and ζ = 1 and f̄ = 1 are equivalent.

Type of HEG Params ts ϵx ∆ϵH

Unpolarized gas rs
Cs
r2s

−Cx
rs

0

Polarized gas rs, ζ
Cs
r2s

(1+ζ)5/3+(1−ζ)5/3

2
−Cx
rs

(1+ζ)4/3+(1−ζ)4/3

2
0

Constant occupation factor (cof) rs, f̄
Cs
r2s

[
2
f̄

]2/3 −Cx
rs

[
2
f̄

]1/3 |ϵx| (2−f̄)(f̄−1)

f̄

Here we introduced an electrostatic Coulomb integral,

U [ρ] = ℜ
∫

ρ(r)ρ∗(r′)
drdr′

2|r − r′|
(2)

that was adapted for complex-valued inputs to accom-
modate classical (here, in EH only) and quantum (here,
in Ex only) interactions. All functionals are readily ex-
tended to spin-polarized ground states by introducing the
number, N↑ ≤ N , of ↑ electrons (N↓ = N − N↑) as an

additional constraint, or equivalently setting ζ =
N↑−N↓

N .
Precise details do not matter at this point and will be
introduced as required.

In a standard HEG, the mean-field Hartree contribu-
tion (from EH) is cancelled exactly by the positive back-
ground charge. The energy per particle, e = E/N , of an
HEG may therefore be separated into three components,

e(n, ζ) = ts(n, ζ) + ϵx(n, ζ) + ϵc(n, ζ) , (3)

using eq. (1). Here, n and ζ are scalar constants; and
ts := Ts/N , ϵx := Ex/N and ϵc := Ec/N are energy den-
sities per particle. The Kohn-Sham kinetic and exchange
energies may be obtained analytically, and are,

ts(rs, ζ) =ts(rs)
(1+ζ)5/3+(1−ζ)5/3

2 := ts(rs)fs(ζ) , (4)

ϵx(rs, ζ) =ϵx(rs)
(1+ζ)4/3+(1−ζ)4/3

2 := ϵx(rs)fx(ζ) , (5)

where,

ts(rs) :=
Ct

r2s
= 3

10

(
9π
4

)2/3
r−2
s = 1.10495r−2

s , (6)

ϵx(rs) :=
−Cx

rs
= − 3

4π

(
9π
4

)1/3
r−1
s = −0.458165r−1

s , (7)

are the kinetic and exchange energies of an unpolar-
ized HEG (in atomic units). We may alternately write,
ts(n) = 2.87123n2/3 and ϵx(n) = −0.738559n1/3.
The final ingredient is the correlation energy term,

ϵc(rs, ζ) :=
∑
k

ϵkc (rs)f
k
c (ζ) , (8)

which has known series expansions for the high- (rs → 0)
and low-density (rs → ∞) limits, but is unknown in gen-
eral. Total energies, eQMC, of HEGs may be evaluated
to high accuracy via quantum Monte-Carlo (QMC) sim-
ulations, which have served to supplement limiting cases
since pioneering work by Ceperley and Alder. [6] Then,
ϵc = eQMC − ts − ϵx, may be parametrised (e.g. [9–11])

by a truncated series in the general form of (8). Models
and parameters for ϵc are usually designed to satisfy or
approximately satisfy limiting behaviours of HEGs, with
some free parameters that can be optimized to reproduce
reference data from QMC at intermediate values.

B. A brief introduction to ensemble DFT

We conclude our theory introduction by digressing
from standard DFT text book material, to provide some
theoretical foundations for ensemble DFT (EDFT) which
addresses a wider class of electronic structure problems
than are allowed by conventional DFT. [28, 50, 52–55]
The results from this section will then be applied to
HEGs, to reveal some surprising results. Specifically, we
shall focus on EDFT for excited states [28, 29].
To understand ensemble DFT, let us first define quan-

tum state ensembles. A (quantum state) ensemble, Γ̂, is
an operator that describes a classical mixture of quantum
states. It may be defined using a spectral representation,

Γ̂ =
∑
κ

wκ|κ⟩⟨κ| , 0 ≤ wκ ≤ 1,
∑
κ

wκ = 1 , (9)

in which an arbitrary set of orthonormal quantum states,
|κ⟩, are assigned probabilities/weights, wκ. Operator ex-

pectation values, Ō = ⟨Ψ|Ô|Ψ⟩, are replaced by Ōw =

Tr[Γ̂wÔ] =
∑

κ wκ⟨κ|Ô|κ⟩ which involves quantum and
classical averages. Ensembles are more flexible than wave
functions, so can describe constrained, open and degener-
ate systems that are otherwise outside the remit of wave
function mechanics or DFT. Various theorems [28, 29, 54]
extend key results of DFT to ensembles, including impor-
tant variational principles.
In excited state EDFT, the usual variational formula,

E0 = minΨ⟨Ψ|Ĥ|Ψ⟩, is replaced by the weighted average,

Ew := inf
Γ̂w

Tr
[
Γ̂wĤ

]
=

∑
κ

wκEκ , (10)

where Γ̂w is an ensemble with a given set of weights
w = {w0, w1, . . .}; and Eκ are eigen-energies of Ĥ or-
dered such that the lowest energies are associated with
the largest weights. The energies are in usual ascending
‘excitation’ order if we define the weights to be mono-
tonically decreasing, i.e. wκ′ ≤ wκ for Eκ′ ≥ Eκ. Note,
we follow the usual convention of using superscripts w
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(or cofe later) to identify ensemble functionals. But we
depart from the recent convention of using calligraphic
letters to avoid confusion between E for total energies of
ensembles, and ϵ for energies per particle of HEGs.

It is convenient to generalize eq. (1) to ensembles by
writing,

Ew[n] :=Tw
s [n] +

∫
nvdr + Ew

H [n] + Ew
x [n] + Ew

c [n] .

(11)

Here, w indicates the set of weights, n is the density, and
v is the external potential. In a Kohn-Sham formalism,
the ensemble density is conveniently written as,

nw(r) :=
∑
k

fw
k nk(r) , fw

k :=
∑
κ

wκθ
κ
k , (12)

in terms of orbital densities, nk(r) := |ϕk(r)|2; and av-
erage occupation factors, fw

k , which may be non-integer
and involve a weighted average over the integer occupa-
tion factors, θκk ∈ (0, 1, 2) (i.e. no occupation, occupation
in one spin, or occupation in both spins) of each KS state
in the ensemble. The orbitals obey a spin-independent
KS-like equation, [t̂ + vws (r)]ϕk(r) = εkϕk(r), where
t̂ ≡ − 1

2∇
2 is the one-body kinetic energy operator.

With the ensemble formalism defined, we are now
ready to define the terms in eq. (11). Recent work [43,
44, 46] has sought to rigorously define exact energy func-
tionals for excited state ensembles, giving,

Tw
s [n] :=

∑
k

fw
k

∫
1
2 |∇ϕk|2dr , (13)

Ew
H [n] :=

∑
κκ′

wmax(κ,κ′)U [ns,κκ′ ] , (14)

Ew
x [n] :=−

∑
kk′

fw
max(k,k′)U [ϕkϕ

∗
k′ ] (15)

Here, we used
∫
ϕ∗t̂ϕdr =

∫
1
2 |∇ϕ|2dr; U [ρ] as defined

earlier in Eq. (2); introduced ns,κκ(r) = ⟨κs|n̂(r)|κs⟩ as
the density of Kohn-Sham state, |κs⟩; and introduced
ns,κ ̸=κ′(r) = ⟨κs|n̂(r)|κ′

s⟩ as the (potentially complex-
valued) transition density between Kohn-Sham states
|κs⟩ and |κ′

s⟩.
The remaining energy, Ew

c := Ew −
∫
nvdr − Tw

s −
Ew

H −Ew
x , is the unknown correlation energy functional.

It is convenient to partition,

Ew
c [n] :=Ew,SD

c [n] + Ew,DD
c [n] . (16)

into state-driven (SD) and density-driven (DD) compo-
nents, each with different physical origins. [44–46] The
density-driven term is always zero in pure states like po-
larized and unpolarized HEGs.

It is sometimes useful to rewrite eqs (14) and (15) as,

Ew
H/x =

∫
nw
2,H/x(r, r

′)
drdr′

2|r − r′|
(17)

kFkF kFkcofe
F

Wavenumber, q

0

Oc
c.

, f
q

FIG. 1. Occupation factors as a function of wavenumber for
an unpolarized gas (solid block), polarized gas (ζ = 1

2
, solid

line) and cofe gas (dotted line) – all at the same electron
density.

using the ensemble Hartree and exchange pair-densities,

nw
2,H(r, r

′) =
∑
κκ′

wmax(κ,κ′)ns,κκ′(r)ns,κ′κ(r
′) , (18)

nw
2,x(r, r

′) =−
∑
kk′

fmax(k,k′)ρk(r, r
′)ρ∗k′(r, r′) , (19)

where ρk(r, r
′) = ϕk(r)ϕ

∗
k(r

′). It is straightforward to
see that using eqs (18) and (19) in (17) give the same
energies as (14) and (15), respectively. Details and other
helpful relationships for functionals will be introduced
and used as required.
Before proceeding further, we make the important as-

sumption that the results of Section II B apply to HEGs.
This is an assumption because all EDFT results shown
so far are for finite systems with countable numbers of
excitations. By contrast, homogeneous electron gases are
infinite and their excitations are uncountable. The rest
of this manuscript treats HEGs as the appropriate ther-
modynamic limit of finite systems whose properties are
consistent with the ensemble density functional theory
presented in this section, and so obey straightforward
generalizations of key equations.

III. CONSTANT OCCUPATION FACTOR HEGS

With core theory now established, let us proceed to
explore generalizations of HEG physics that exploit the
additional degrees of freedom from ensembles. Our aim is
to develop an understanding of HEGs that spans ground-
and excited-state physics. To that end, we will reveal
the properties of “constant occupation factor ensemble”
HEGs – the meaning of the name will soon become appar-
ent. The key to generalizations is to invoke both ground
and excited states of HEGs. As we shall show below,
many properties are then uniquely determined by the oc-
cupation factors, fq, of the HEG; while others depend on
w explicitly, so require some extra restrictions on the na-
ture of excited states because there can be many different
sets of weights, w, that yield a given fq.
Eqs (12), (13) and (15) reveal that the density, kinetic

energy and exchange energy of any ensemble system de-
pend explicitly only on the orbital occupation factors,
fw
i . In HEGs, we replace fw

i by fq, i.e as a function
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of absolute wavenumber, q. This follows from: i) the
fact that the KS “orbitals” of an HEG are planewaves
ϕq(r) ∝ eiq·r; and ii) that KS minimization dictates that
we fill each q = |q| in full. Thus, given fq it is possible to
define the density, n, as well as the kinetic and exchange
energies. We will therefore first discuss some HEGs from
the perspective of orbital occupation factors; before pro-
ceeding to refine the definition.

The most intuitive form of HEG is an unpolarized gas
in the lowest energy (ground) state. In orbital (KS)
terms, the unpolarized HEG non-interacting ground state
is a Slater determinant of doubly occupied plane-wave
orbitals. Occupied states fill in ↑/↓ pairs up to a sin-
gle Fermi wave number, kF . Its wave-number dependent
occupation factor and density are,

funpol
q =2Θ(kF − q) , kF = (3π2n)1/3 , (20)

where Θ(x) = {1∀x ≥ 0; 0∀x < 0} is a Heaviside step
function. The density, n, of the gas is sufficient to de-
scribe the state.

Ground states realized by exposing the HEG to a uni-
form external magnetic field (the corresponding vector
potential being ignored, as in spin-DFT) have a wave-
number dependent occupation factor determined by spin-
dependent Fermi wavenumbers,

fpol
q =Θ(k↑F − q) + Θ(k↓F − q) , k↑,↓F = (6π2n↑,↓)

1/3 .

(21)

The unpolarized gas is then the special case of n↑ =
n↓ = n

2 giving ζ = 0. A fully polarized gas has n↑ = n,
n↓ = 0 and ζ = 1. For definiteness, we work under the
convention that the majority spin channel is the “up”
(↑) channel. The density, n, and spin-polarization, ζ, are
sufficient to describe the state.

In this work, we consider (non-thermal) ensembles of
excited states, which correspond to averaged occupation
factors. Specifically, we consider ensembles obeying,

f cofe
q =f̄Θ(k̄cofeF − q) , k̄cofeF = (6π2n/f̄)1/3 (22)

The bar on top of f̄ (and, thus, k̄F ) means that this quan-
tity stems from an average w.r.t. an ensemble rather than
to a pure state; and ‘cofe’ stands for ‘constant occupation
factor ensemble’, [56] reflecting the fact that the system
has the same occupation factor right up to a single (en-
semble) Fermi level, unlike a polarized gas. We shall
discuss below that the correct interpretation associates
f cofe
q with an unpolarized ensemble.
Before proceeding further, it is worth considering why

we should choose f cofe
q to be constant or zero, rather than

any of the infinite number of other options we could have
chosen. The main motivation is simplicity. Firstly, we
aim to keep the number of parameters to two (n and f̄)
like the spin-polarized gas (n and ζ). We also aim to
ensure that limiting cases (unpolarized and fully polar-
ized gases) are reproduced by cofe gases – once adapted
to inhomogeneous systems the limits respectively corre-
spond to singlet ground states and ground and excited

states of one-electron systems. Finally, noting that both
limits have the special feature that they yield constant
occupation factors (two and one, respectively), we aim
to retain this special feature in between the limits as a
sensible generalization that incorporates excited states.
These three aims dictate the form of Eq. (22), as well

as the kinetic and exchange energies of cofe HEGs. The
addition of some extra restrictions (to be discussed below,
as needed) on the excited states dictates the remaining
properties of cofe-HEGs. As we shall see later in Sec-
tion IV the resulting cofe gas is effective for predicting
ground and excited states of inhomogeneous systems.
Figure 1 illustrates the different occupation factors for

unpolarized, polarized and cofe HEGs, all at the same
density n. The polarized gas has ζ = 1

2 , while the cofe

HEG has f̄ = 1.7. The unpolarized gas has a single Fermi
level with double occupations, the polarized gas has two
Fermi levels, one higher (↑) and one lower (↓) than that
of the unpolarized gas, and is doubly occupied up to the
lower level and then singly occupied to the higher level.
The cofe gas also has a single Fermi level between the
unpolarized and ↓ levels, but is only partly occupied for
all q. The choice of ζ = 1

2 and f̄ = 1.7 ensures that the
polarized and cofe HEGs also have the same exchange
energy – as can be seen by evaluating eqs (5) and (26).
Once we accept to deal with ensembles from con-

strained occupation factors, we can mix with equal
weights a polarized HEG with its time-reversed partner.
Nothing change in terms of the evaluation of the energy
components. What changes is the interpretation. Now,
we can find a continuum of unpolarized ensembles of cofe-
HEGs, with energies that go from that of the regular
unpolarized to that of the regular fully polarized HEGs.
But the ensembles can also accommodate ground states
and excited states (keeping in mind that the polarized
gas is itself an excited state in the absence of a magnetic
field), in a sense that will be clarified just below.

The ingredients of Γ̂cofe are most easily understood by
considering a finite system with four electrons:

• The unique unpolarized state is |unpol⟩ = |1222⟩,
which is consistent with a Fermi level, k̄cofeF = ϵ+2 ,
just above the second orbital energy. As a singular
state we set wunpol = 1 and obtain f1 = f2 = f̄ = 2.

• The fully polarized system, |fullpol⟩ = |1↑2↑3↑4↑⟩,
is also unique (wfullpol = 1). It has k̄cofeF = ϵ+4 (four
orbitals allowed) and yields f1 = f2 = f3 = f4 =
f̄ = 1. The corresponding state with all ↓-electrons
has the same energetics (but time-reversed dynam-
ics). Ensemble averaging the ↑- and ↓-spin systems
therefore yields a net unpolarized system with the
same energy terms.

• But, if we allow three orbitals, we have three max-
imally polarized (N↑ = 3 and N↓ = 1) states:
|cofe0⟩ ≡ |122↑3↑⟩, |cofe1⟩ ≡ |1↑223↑⟩, and |cofe2⟩ ≡
|1↑2↑32⟩. Each state has a spin-polarization ζeff =
3−1
4 = 1

2 . The (non-interacting) Fermi level, k↑F ,
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0
1
2

0
1
2

0
1
2

Wavenumber, q
0
1
2

Oc
cu

pa
tio

n 
fa

ct
or

, f
q

FIG. 2. Like Figure 1 except showing polarized and cofe
HEGs at a variety of ζ and f̄ . Note that the polarized and
cofe gas are, as expected, the same for ζ = 0 and f̄ = 2, or
ζ = 1 and f̄ = 1.

for ↑ electrons is always k↑F = ϵ+3 . But, we can-
not define a level for ↓ electrons due to holes in
|cofe1⟩ and |cofe2⟩. Assigning each of the three
states an equal weight, w0 = w1 = w2 = 1

3 ,

yields f1 = f2 = f3 = 4
3 , as desired. Thus,

k̄cofeF = k↑F (= k↓F ) = ϵ+3 (after we also average over
spin) for the whole ensemble.

Replacing orbital indices by q, and taking the limit
N,V → ∞ for fixed density, n = N

V , and ensemble Fermi

level, k̄F , yields the actual cof ensemble. It is composed
of ground and excited states all with the same polariza-
tion, ζeff = 2/f̄ − 1, (and their time reversed partners)
where f̄ = 6π2nk̄−3

F follows from eq. (22). Sections III B
and IIID will expand a little on the specifics of states
required for cofe HEGs. Here and henceforth we drop
the superscript from k̄cofeF , and simply use k̄F .

It is finally worth noting that the energy of a cofe HEG
with f̄ = 2 is always equal to that of an unpolarized gas
with ζ = 0, while the energy of a cofe HEG with f̄ = 1 is
always equal to that of a fully polarized gas with ζ = 1
(keeping in mind that the ensemble averages over the
time-reversed state). Figure 2 shows fq for a selection of
polarized and cofe gases between (and at) these limits,
all yielding the same density, n. Values of ζ and f̄ are
‘paired’ to yield the same exchange energy – we will later
exploit this pairing in eq. (42) of Section IIID.

We will next proceed to compute the energy compo-
nents of the cofe HEG. Key results are summarized in
Table I.

A. Density, kinetic and exchange energies

The density, n[fq] :=
∫∞
0

fq
q2dq
2π2 , and kinetic energy

per particle,

ts[fq] :=
1

n[fq]

∫ ∞

0

fq
q2

2

q2dq

2π2
. (23)

of an HEG are direct functionals of the occupation fac-
tor distribution, fq. Prefactors deal with normaliza-

tion of the orbitals and energies. The kinetic energy
integral follow from the fact that ϕ∗

q(r)[− 1
2∇

2ϕq(r)] =
1
2q

2ϕ∗
q(r)ϕq(r).

Typically we are interested in some fixed density, n =
3

4πr3s
, defined by its Wigner-Seitz radius, rs, which im-

poses constraints on fq (e.g. the Fermi levels in the pre-
vious section). Throughout we will implicitly define all
HEGs to be at fixed Wigner-Seitz radius, rs, and vary
other parameters under this assumption. Using the oc-
cupation factor model for a polarized gas with fixed ζ
and rs yields the kinetic energy given by eq. (4).

Consider instead a cofe HEG, where fq is given by

eq. (22). We obtain, n[fq] =
f̄ k̄3

F

6π2 from which we confirm

that k̄F = (6π2n/f̄)1/3. The kinetic energy of a cofe
HEG therefore has the separable expression,

tcofes (rs, f̄) =
3k̄F (rs, f̄)

2

10
= ts(rs)

[
2

f̄

]2/3
, (24)

using ts(rs) from eq. (6).

In addition to the density and kinetic energy, the ex-
change energy of any HEG may also be evaluated directly
from fq. Replacing sums over k and k′ by integrals over
q and q′ lets us rewrite Eq. (15) as,

ϵx[fq] :=− 1

n[fq]

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

fmax(q,q′)V (q, q′)
q′

2
dq′

2π2

q2dq

2π2
,

(25)

where, V (q, q′) =
∫ 1

−1
πdx

q2+q′2−2qq′x = π
qq′ log

|q+q′|
|q−q′| is the

spherically averaged Coulomb potential. A little addi-
tional work on the integral (see Appendix A for details)
yields eq. (5) for a polarized gas; and,

ϵcofex (rs, f̄) =− f̄

n

∫ k̄F

0

q

π

q2dq

2π2
= ϵx(rs)

[
2

f̄

]1/3
, (26)

for cofe HEGs, where ϵx(rs) is the unpolarized HEG ex-
pression of eq. (7).

Although not necessary for computing, ϵx, we may sim-
ilarly derive an expression for the HEG exchange hole,
defined in eq. (19). We obtain,

ncofe
2,x (R; rs, f̄) =Πcofe

x (rs, f̄)N(k̄FR) (27)

where,

Πcofe
x (rs, f̄) =− f̄

∫ k̄F

0

q3

3π2

q2dq

2π2
=

−n2

f̄
(28)

is the on-top pair-density of the exchange hole, and
N(x) := 9[sin(x) − x cos(x)]2/x6 is a function. We will
use the relationship between the exchange energy and
exchange hole to help in deriving the properties of the
Hartree energy, in the next section.
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B. Hartree energy

The ensemble Hartree energy functional is given in
eq. (14). This term is usually ignored in HEG discus-
sions because n2,H = n2 in polarized and unpolarized
gases at arbitrary ζ, which means that ϵH exactly can-
cels the energy of the positive background charge, ϵbg –
that is, ϵH[n2,H = n2] = −ϵbg. In cofe HEGs this can-
cellation is incomplete. The singular background charge
is guaranteed, by charge neutrality, to be cancelled in
full. However, the Hartree pair-density, nw

2,H ̸= n2, dif-

fers from the background charge density, n2, and thus ϵwH
includes additional terms. The energy per particle of an
ensemble HEG is,

ew[fw
q ] := ts[f

w
q ] + ∆ϵwH [fw

q ] + ϵx[f
w
q ] + ϵwc [fw

q ] , (29)

where superscripts w indicate an explict dependence on
the nature of the ensemble. The additional positive
Hartree energy contribution,

∆ϵwH = ϵwH − ϵbg =
1

n

∫
∆nw

2,H(R)
dR

2R
, (30)

may be evaluated [eqs (17) and (18)] using the ensemble
Hartree pair-density deviation, ∆nw

2,H = nw
2,H − n2.

We therefore seek closed-form expressions for ncofe
2,H and

∆ϵcofeH for the special case of a cofe HEGs with maxi-
mal polarization within the ensemble, as defined earlier.
Full details for Hartree expressions are rather involved
so have been left to Appendix B. The rough argument
is as follows: 1) the background charge is cancelled by
κ = κ′ terms in (14) or (18), so we need only evaluate
κ ̸= κ′ terms; 2) the cof ensemble states, |κ⟩, contain ev-
ery possible combination of paired and unpaired orbitals
up to k̄F ; 3) each of these states is weighted equally; 4)
we may therefore use combinatorial arguments to evalu-
ate key expressions. The final step recognises that each
state may be defined by a set, {q}double, of doubly occu-
pied orbitals, such that the remaining occupied orbitals
(with |q| ≤ k̄F ) contain only an ↑ electron. Each non-
interacting state is then a Slater determinant consistent
with the occupations, whose properties may be under-
stood via {q}double and k̄F .

Appendix B yields, ∆ϵcofeH (rs, f̄) := CH

rs

(2−f̄)(f̄−1)

f̄4/3 ,

[eq. (B8)] where CH = 21/3Cx. We rewrite this as,

∆ϵcofeH (rs, f̄) = |ϵx(rs, f̄)|
(2− f̄)(f̄ − 1)

f̄
, (31)

for use in eq. (29) and later expressions. This result fol-
lows from the fact that,

ncofe
2,H (R; rs, f̄) =n2 +∆Πcofe

H (rs, f̄)N(k̄FR) , (32)

∆Πcofe
H (rs, f̄) =n2 (2−f̄)(f̄−1)

f̄2 = − (2−f̄)(f̄−1)

f̄
Πcofe

x , (33)

where N(x) is the same expression used in (27).

C. Energies in the low-density limit

We cannot analytically evaluate the energy of an
HEG at arbitrary density, n. We can, however, semi-
analytically evaluate it in the high density (large n, small
rs) and low density (small n, large rs) limits. The high
density limit may be obtained from a series solution
around the Kohn-Sham solution. In the low density limit,
the electrons are far enough apart to undergo a process
known as a Wigner crystallisation. [57, 58] The resulting
“strictly correlated electron” physics may then be under-
stood via a classical leading order term, with quantum
corrections. The transition occurs at rs ≈ 100 Bohr.
Recent work [47] has shown that any dependence on

ensemble properties must vanish in the low-density limit
of any finite system; so that all excited state properties
become degenerate to both leading and sub-leading order.
It is very likely that this result also holds true in the ther-
modynamic limit of HEGs, as justified by the following
intuition:

1. As the density becomes small, the distance between
electrons becomes large and the particles become
effectively classical with a quantum state defined
by fluctuations around a classical minima;

2. Whether the system is finite, or infinite, the fluctu-
ations may be “excited” any number of times with
no impact on the classical leading order term of the
interaction energy;

3. Furthermore, the next leading order quantum cor-
rection from zero-point energy fluctuations around
the classical minima are dictated only by the den-
sity constraint, and are therefore also independent
of excitation structure.

This result has important implications for both spin-
polarized and cofe HEGs, as both may be represented
as ensemble of excited states – with specific properties
governed by ζ or f̄ , respectively. It follows from the
above that the leading two orders of their low-density en-
ergies are independent of the excitation structure. Con-
sequently, energies are independent of f̄ and ζ. Inde-
pendence of ζ has long been theorized for spin-polarized
HEGs. Recent QMC data [59] provides confirmation of
this result.
The leading order terms correspond to 1/rs and 1/r

3/2
s

in the usual large-rs series description of HEGs. There-
fore, ensemble and spin effects can only contribute at
O(1/r2s). The (Hartree) exchange- and correlation en-
ergy of strictly correlated electrons in the low-density
limit (ld) therefore obeys limrs→∞ ϵHxc(rs, ζ) = ϵldHxc(rs),
where,

ϵldHxc(rs) :=
−C∞

rs
+

C ′
∞

r
3/2
s

+ . . . , (34)

includes only the part of the Hartree energy that is
not cancelled by background charge. The best esti-
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mates for coefficients are C∞ = 0.8959 ≈ 1.95Cx and
C ′

∞ = 1.328. [60, 61]
In regular HEGs, the Hartree term is fully cancelled

by background charge so can be ignored. For polarized
HEGs we therefore obtain, limrs→∞ ϵc = ϵldHxc − ϵx, and,

lim
rs→∞

ϵc(rs, ζ) :=
−C∞ + Cxfx(ζ)

rs
+

C ′
∞

r
3/2
s

+ . . . , (35)

using fx from eq. (5). By contrast, in a cofe HEG there is
a non-zero component (∆ϵcofeH ) in the Hartree energy. It
therefore follows that, limrs→∞ ϵcofec = ϵldxc−∆ϵcofeH −ϵcofex .
We finally obtain,

lim
rs→∞

ϵcofec (rs, f̄) =
−C∞ + Cxf

cofe
Hx (f̄)

rs
+

C ′
∞

r
3/2
s

+ . . . ,

(36)

where,

f cofe
Hx (f̄) =

[
2

f̄

]1/3
(f̄ − 1)2 + 1

f̄
, (37)

follows from eqs (26) and (31). This is the appropriate
low-density series expansion for the correlation energy of
cofe HEGs.

D. State-driven correlation energies

In general, the correlation energy of an ensemble is
separable into two terms, [44, 45]

Ew
c := Ew,SD

c + Ew,DD
c , (38)

where each covers different physics of the ensemble. The
“state-driven” (SD) term is the only term present in pure
states, such as polarized gases. In general ensembles, it is
like a weighted average of conventional correlation ener-
gies for the different states of the ensemble. The “density-
driven” (DD) term reflects the fact that the densities
of the individual Kohn-Sham and interacting states that
form the ensemble are not necessarily the same – only
the averaged ensemble density is the same.

We expect that only the SD part of the correlation en-
ergy should form part of the xc energy used in density
functional approximations, so focus here on this term –
we explain this choice in Section IV. Our goal is there-
fore to determine ϵSD,cofe

c (rs, f̄) as a function of rs and
f̄ , which we will use as a basis for parameterization in
the next section. This involves considering the high- and
low-density limits of matter (and therefore cofe-HEGs),
for which exact results will be derived. We will also
discuss how to repurpose existing data for values in be-
tween these limits. Comprehensive analysis of both state-
and density-driven correlation terms is reported in Ap-
pendix C. Below, we summarize key elements of the SD
correlation energy analysis.

The division into SD and DD terms is not unique, [44–
46] and any explicit study of the separation into SD and
DD terms requires accessing the properties of a variety
of excited states of interacting HEGs. Nevertheless, dis-
cussion near eq. (14) of Ref. 46 argues that the SD cor-
relation energy may be written in adiabatic connection
and fluctuation-dissipation theorem (ACFD) form:

ϵSDc :=
1

n

∫ 1

0

dλ

∫ ∞

0

−dω

π

∫
drdr′

2|r − r′|
×
[
χλ(r, r

′; iω)− χ0(r, r
′; iω)

]
. (39)

Here, χ0 is the collective density-density response of the
non-interacting cofe HEG defined earlier – i.e. the en-
semble of part-polarized ground- and excited states that
yield f̄ . χλ is its equivalent it a scaled Coulomb inter-
action 1

R → λ
R . In principal, the individual states in the

interacting ensemble may be followed from their known
λ = 0 values to their unknown value at arbitrary λ, al-
though this is not required in practice.
The key step toward understanding how to separate

and parametrise terms is to use the random-phase ap-
proximation (RPA). RPA becomes exact (to leading or-
der) in the high-density limit. [10] More generally, RPA
provides an approximate solution for eq. (39), and thus
provides insights into the SD correlation term. Details
are provided in Appendix C 1. Key findings are: i) that,
ϵSD,cofe
c is approximately linear in f̄ for high densities; ii)
for low densities we obtain a scaling that is similar to
f cofe
x (f̄). Appendix C 2 then uses the RPA results, and
fundamental theory, to argue that,

ϵSD,cofe,hd
c (rs, f̄) =(f̄ − 1)ϵc(rs, 0) + (2− f̄)ϵc(rs, 1) ,

(40)

ϵSD,cofe,ld
c (rs, f̄) =ϵx(rs)

[
C∞
Cx

− f cofe
x (f̄)

]
+

C′
∞

r
3/2
s

, (41)

are, respectively, the exact high- and low-density limits of
ϵcofec . That is, limrs→0 ϵ

SD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) = ϵSD,cofe,hd

c (rs, f̄)
and limrs→∞ ϵSD,cofe

c (rs, f̄) = ϵSD,cofe,ld
c (rs, f̄).

Filling in the gaps between these limits requires quan-
tum Monte Carlo (QMC) calculations: which, however,
are only available for spin-polarized ground-states of ho-
mogenous gases. Appendix C 2 therefore shows how
to reuse existing spin-polarized QMC data for the in-
between regime, by adapting it for cofe HEGs. Specifi-
cally, it argues that,

ϵSD,cofe,mhd
c (rs, f̄) ≡ϵQMC

c (rs, ζ = f̂−1
x-map(f̄)) (42)

is a reasonable approximation for medium-high densities
(mhd). The key assumption behind this relationship is
that HEGs with same exchange energy should have a

similar state-driven correlation energy. Thus, f̂x-map(ζ)

is a function yielding, ϵcofex (rs, f̂x-map(ζ)) = ϵx(rs, ζ) and

ϵcofex (rs, f̄) = ϵx(rs, f̂
−1
x-map(f̄)). Eq. (42) becomes exact

in the low-density limit, but incorrect in the high-density
limit. More information is provided in Appendix C 2.
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FIG. 3. Correlation (top) and xc (middle) energies and xc
(bottom) enhancement factors for HEGs as a function of rs
and f̄ ∈ (2, 1.85, 1.50, 1). Plots show the cofe (solid lines)
parametrisation introduced here, and the adapted benchmark
results from Ref. 8 (circles). The inset plot shows ϵxc (cofe
and benchmark) as a function of f̄ , for rs = 2. Line colours
indicate the value of f̄ (see inset for values).

Appendix D details parametrization of ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄)

for arbitrary densities, based on the theoretical work
in this section. As an intermediate step, it also in-

troduces approximations for f̂x-map and its inverse,
for use in eq. (42). Key results are visually sum-
marized in Figure 3, which compares the parametri-
sation of ϵSD,cofe

c with the (adapted) reference data
used to fit it. The top plot shows correlation ener-
gies, ϵSD,cofe

c (rs, f̄). The middle plot shows deviations,
∆ϵSD,cofe

xc = ϵSD,cofe
xc (rs, f̄) − ϵSD,cofe

xc (rs, 2), from unpo-
larized gas values. The bottom plot shows xc enhance-
ment factors, ϵSD,cofe

xc (rs, f̄)/ϵ
SD,cofe
xc (rs, 2), which must

approach one (100%) in the low-density (large rs) limit.

IV. FROM COFE-HEG TO REAL,
INHOMOGENEOUS SYSTEMS

A. Adaptation to inhomogeneous systems

The main application of HEG work is as the founda-
tion for approximations to inhomogeneous systems. Di-
rect approximations based on Thomas-Fermi theory is
generally not very effective for this purpose. But Kohn-
Sham density functional approximations (DFAs) based
on HEGs are wildly successful. What explains the dif-
ference? Kohn and Sham proposed to use an inhomo-

geneous description of the (quantum mechanical) kinetic
and (classical) Hartree energies, together with an HEG-
based approximation for the exchange and correlation
energies – see Eq. (1) and related discussion. It is natu-
ral to assume that ensembles will similarly benefit from
a Kohn-Sham treatment, with the goal to extend the
success of KS-based approximations for ground states to
excited states. Therefore, we write

Ew
eLDA =min

n

{
Tw
s [n] +

∫
n(r)v(r)dr + Ew

H [n]

+

∫
n(r)ϵcofexc (rs(r), f̄(r))dr

}
. (43)

Here, we have replaced pure state Ts and EH by their
ensemble equivalents, Tw

s [eq. (13)] and Ew
H [eq. (14)];

and locally approximated the xc energy by the cofe LDA
with local Wigner-Seitz radius, rs(r), and local effective
occupation factor, f̄(r) – to be discussed below.

In practical terms, it is usually better to use a state-
specific DFA, rather than an ensemble. Eq. (43) may be
adapted to a state-specific form [41] by defining EeLDA

κ :=
∂wκ

Ew
eLDA (for any positive weight, wκ, in the ensemble).

Then, target state |κ⟩ has energy,

EeLDA
κ =Ts[nκ] +

∫
nκ(r)v(r)dr + EH,κ[nκ]

+

∫
nκ(r)ϵ

cofe
xc (rs,κ(r), f̄κ(r))dr , (44)

where EH,κ := ∂wκ
Ew

H is its ensemble Hartree energy;
and we evaluate the energy using the Wigner-Seitz radius
and effective occupation factor from nκ.

The above approximation ignores density-driven (DD)
correlations entirely. i.e. sets Ew,DD

c ≡ 0, with the as-
sumption that they are small. More fundamentally, this
choice comes from the fact that the use of exact Hartree
[Eq. (14); defined by the fluctuation dissipation theorem]
is equivalent to a physical argument that HEGs should
only be used to approximate response-like properties of
systems [46] – consistent with work on ground state KS-
DFT. Density-driven correlations are Hartree-like [44–46]
so, by the same argument, should also be treated via the
inhomogeneous system — not from an HEG. Therefore,

ϵcofexc (rs, f̄) := ϵcofex (rs, f̄) + ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) , (45)

involves only the state-driven correlation energy. From
Appendix D, we see that the exchange energy term takes
the exact form,

ϵcofex (rs, f̄) :=ϵx(rs)[2/f̄ ]
1/3 (46)

while the state-driven correlation energy term may be
parametrized as,

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) := (f̄ − 1)ϵ0c + (2− f̄)ϵ1c

+ (f̄ − 1)(2− f̄)
[
M2(rs) + ( 32 − f̄)M3(rs)

]
(47)
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FIG. 4. Left: Enhancement factor for different ratios of core
and frontier occupied orbitals from LSDA (teal); and eLDA
with effective f̄ from Eq. (48) (wocc, magenta) and Eq. (49)
(wdocc, orange). Right: Ionisation potentials (IPs) for atoms
He–Ar using a conventional LSDA [9] (navy), Eq. (48) (ma-
genta) and Eq. (49) (orange). Dashed lines indicate deviations
from experimental IPs.

for ϵζc computed using eq. (D4) (parameters in Table II).
Here, M2,3(rs) involve weighted sums (coefficients in Ta-
ble III) over functions, ϵζc .

All expressions except f̄(r) are thus known. The fi-
nal step demands that we make an ansatz for f̄(r) that
correctly reproduces the properties of a cofe-HEG, but is
also effective for many-electron systems. A natural first
guess is to employ a density-weighted average of occupa-
tion factors,

f̄wocc(r) :=
∑
i

fw
i

fw
i ni(r)

n(r)
=

∑
i(f

w
i )2ni(r)∑

i f
w
i ni(r)

. (48)

Here, ni = |ϕi|2 is the density of orbital ϕi, and fw
i is

its occupation factor in the ensemble. It is easily varified
that this ansatz is exact for any cofe HEG, so is prima
facie a reasonable extension to inhomogeneous systems.
However, testing (to be discussed below) reveals that

this ansatz can yield poor results for ground states.
These errors come from the effective spin-enhancement
being too great in regions that are partly-polarized [i.e.
where 1 < f̄(r) < 2]. Fortunately, we may exploit the
fact that there are other choices of inhomogeneous f̄(r)
that yield correct behaviour in HEGs, but that do not
hamper performance in inhomogeneous ground states.

We therefore (see Supp. Mat. Sec. I [62] for details)
instead adopt a double weighted average,

f̄dwocc(r) :=

∑
i(f

w
i )1/3ni(r)∑
i f

w
i ni(r)

∑
i(f

w
i )8/3ni(r)∑
i f

w
i ni(r)

, (49)

for calculations. The form is chosen to closely match the
spin-enhancement of exchange in doublets and thus ex-
tend the perfect (by construction) replication of LSDA in
one-electron (doublet) systems by an approximate repli-
cation of LSDA in general doublet systems.

The left panel of Figure 4 illustrates the importance
of choosing f̄ appropriately. It shows the exchange
enhancement factor of a doublet system (density n =
2nCore + nFrontier), for different ratios of nFrontier/nCore,
using standard spin-polarization, and ensemble enhance-
ment with Eqs (48) and (49). It is clear that (48) over-
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FIG. 5. Triplet–singlet gaps in atoms and diatomic systems
from LSDA (navy) and eLDA (orange) calculations, compared
to experimental reference data (black with crosses). LSDA
and reference data from Ref. 67. TDLDA gaps are too large
for the figure, so have been left out.

enhances exchange in general, relative to LSDA. By con-
trast, (49) matches quite closely to the spin-polarized
enhancement of LSDA for all ratios.
How well does eLDA work in practice? The next sec-

tions will address excited state energies. But, first, we
need to ensure that the eLDA does not make things worse
for ground state energies. The right panel of Figure 4
therefore shows the ionization potentials (IPs) of atoms
– that is the difference in ground state energies between
the atom and its cation – computed with Eq. (43) using
Eq. (48) and Eq. (49). IPs provide a useful test of f̄(r)
on ground states because the occupation factors of atoms
and ions are always different and at least one system al-
ways involves an unpaired electron.
The figure reveals that Eq. (49) yields results that

are consistently close to standard LSDA calculations,
whereas (48) leads to much greater deviations in some
cases. We therefore see that using (49) yields good (rel-
ative to LSDA) performance on ground states; and use
Eq. (49) for our inhomogeneous effective occupation fac-
tor in all subsequent calculations.
Technical details for all atomic and molecular calcu-

lations for ground and excited states are in Supp. Mat.
Sec. II [62]. For now it suffices to say that we carry out
LSDA and time-dependent LDA (TDLDA) calculations
using standard self-consistent field (SCF) approaches im-
plemented in psi4 [63, 64] and pyscf, [65, 66] but eval-
uate eLDA calculations using an orbital optimized ap-
proach with psi4 as an ‘engine’. Spin and spatial sym-
metries are preserved in eLDA calculations, except for
atoms which are evaluated using cylindrical spatial sym-
metries for consistency with standard quantum chemistry
codes and practice.

B. Low-lying excitations in molecules

With the eLDA established and validated on ground
state systems, we are ready to test its predictive ability
for excitations. As a first test, (Figure 5) we consider the
twelve triplet-singlet gaps in biradicals of the TS12 [68]
dataset. The performance of PW92 [10] energy differ-
ences (referred to as ∆SCF calculations, to differentiate
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FIG. 6. Low-lying spectra (singlets only) of glyoxal, benzo-
quinone and tetrazine predicted using TDLDA (navy) and
eLDA (orange); compared against theoretical best estimate
(TBE) values. [69] Connections between spectrum in approx-
imations and TBE are shown using dotted lines, to facilitate
comparisons. TDLDA captures single excitations (indicated
by single arrows on the level line) but misses the double exci-
tations (double arrows) entirely so these connections are ex-
cluded from the plot.

from TDLDA calculations) on this dataset was explored
in Ref. 67, using restricted, unrestricted and complex or-
bital Kohn-Sham theory. The mean-signed errors (root
mean squared errors) from ∆SCF calculations are −13.7
(14.5) kcal/mol using LSDA (i.e. unrestricted Kohn-
Sham theory); and 10.9 (11.5) kcal/mol for restricted
theory. Employing complex orbitals reduces these LDA
errors substantially, to −1.2 (2.2) kcal/mol, albeit at the
expense of non-idempotent density matrices.

Using the eLDA formalism developed here (also a
∆SCF method) to compute the gaps yields errors of −5.0
(7.4) kcal/mol – respectable statistics and a major im-
provement on LSDA, as shown in Figure 5. Indeed, eLDA
is closer in quality to the complex orbital performance
than LDA or LSDA performance, despite eLDA being
a ‘restricted’ theory that preserves idempotency (unlike
complex orbitals) and avoids spin-contamination issues
(unlike unrestricted KS).

By contrast, evaluating TDLDA (using VWN cor-
relation [9] for consistency with other results) on the
triplet ground states yields enormous errors of 77.2 (88.6)
kcal/mol – with the predicted gaps being too large to in-
clude in the figure. eLDA thus out-performs both ground
state (LSDA) and excited state (TDLDA) LDA-based
calculations, despite being constrained to yield desirable
physical properties of the true KS solution.

Continuing on the theme of predicting difficult exci-
tations, let us consider some excitations that TDLDA
cannot predict at all: double excitations. Double excita-
tions are singlet excited states in which the interacting
wave function is dominated by a Slater determinant with
paired orbitals, and in which one pair is ‘doubly pro-
moted’ from the dominant ground state Slater determi-

nant (e.g. |ϕ2
0ϕ

2
1ϕ

2
3⟩ instead of |ϕ2

0ϕ
2
1ϕ

2
2⟩ for a six-electron

system). They are impossible to predict using the adi-
abatic approximation that is employed in all practical
implementations of time-dependent DFT. [20, 21]
Figure 6 shows the low-lying singlet spectra of some

selected molecules, computed using adiabatic time-
dependent LDA (TDLDA) and eLDA. We choose gly-
oxal, benzoquinone and tetrazine from the QuestDB
dataset, [69] as their low-lying spectra includes difficult-
to-predict double excitations for which high-quality the-
oretical best estimates (TBE) results are available. They
therefore serve as good examples to compare the eLDA
approach with its TDLDA counterpart.
It is immediately clear that, for the lowest-lying exci-

tations involving single promotion of an electron (“single
excitations”, single arrows), eLDA predicts similar exci-
tation energies to TDLDA and thus has similar perfor-
mance – albeit with a slight tendency to underestimate
relative to TDLDA. However, unlike TDLDA, eLDA is
also able to predict excitations involving double promo-
tion of electrons (“double excitations”, double arrows)
with a perfomance similar to that of single excitations.
Thus, eLDA is nearly as good as TDLDA for low-lying
excitations involving single promotion of an electron, but
is also able to predict double promotions, unlike TDLDA.
It therefore offers a major advance on TDLDA.
Figure 6 also provides evidence that eLDA can be

a cornerstone theory for better excited state approxi-
mations, based on the following argument. As can be
seen from the figure, TDLDA and eLDA yield very sim-
ilar energies for most single excitations. The similarity
of TDLDA and eLDA energies suggests that all regular
DFAs are likely to yield similar energies for these ex-
citations, whether evaluated as TDDFAs or eDFAs – a
theoretical justification for this argument is provided in
Supp. Mat. Sec. III [62]. Thus, the thirty years of re-
finement of generalized gradient approximations (GGAs)
and meta-GGAs (MGGAs) that has improved the quality
of spectra predicted using TD(M)GGAs is likely to sim-
ilarly improve spectra evaluated using e(M)GGAs. But
e(M)GGAs may also exploit the extra degree of freedom
enabled by the use of cofe-gas physics and effective f̄(r).
In summary, we see that TDLDA fails quite dramati-

cally for TS12 (Figure 5 and related discussion) and can-
not capture double excitations (Figure. 6); in contrast
to an excellent (TS12) or impressive (double excitations)
performance from eLDA on the difficult excitations. Er-
rors in single excitation spectra (Figure. 6) from TDLDA
and eLDA are similar. Directly, this shows that eLDA ei-
ther improves excited state predictions, or does not make
them worse. Indirectly, it has positive implications for
refinements to eLDAs, e.g. eGGAs or eMGGAs.

V. FUTURE PROSPECTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Ensemble density functional theory has recently ben-
efited from a surge of fundamental understanding. This
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has led to rapid advancements in extending, to ex-
cited states, the power of density functional theory for
computing electronic structure of ground states. Espe-
cially, EDFT deals seamlessly with highly “quantum”
states [41] (e.g. superpositions of Slater determinants
and double excitations) of relevance to solar energy ap-
plications and quantum technologies.

However, despite an accumulation of successful appli-
cations, EDFT currently lacks a fully consistent frame-
work for improving approximations: in the sense that it
borrows density functional approximations (DFAs) which
were originally designed for ground states as the key
building blocks of the extended DFAs for excited states.

This work takes the first step toward deriving a novel
family of DFAs specifically designed for excitations. It
presents the cornerstone theory: the ‘cofe’ homogeneous
electron gas (HEG) and the LDA for EDFT (eLDA). The
‘cofe’ HEG is developed using an unnoticed – thus, so
far, unexplored – class of non-thermal ensemble states of
the the HEG. Analytic expressions of the relevant (de-
fined by two parameters, like LSDA) energy components
are reported in Table I. Some of these components have
no analogues in regular DFT but find home and use in
EDFT. High- and low-density limits of the correlation
energy have been found analytically.

The eLDA is derived by dividing the DFT energy ex-
pression into terms that need to be treated using the
inhomogeneous system, and those that are locally ap-
proximated using a cofe gas. Parametrisations for all
terms required by the eLDA are derived and provided.
An expression is also derived for the effective occupa-
tion factor of inhomogeneous systems, and is ‘normed’
on doublet systems.

The novel eLDA is then tested on a suite of important
examples including ionization potentials, small triplet-
singlet gaps, and low-lying excitations. These examples
reveal that eLDA performs similarly to LSDA and/or
time-dependent LDA (TDLDA) on problems where stan-
dard theories are known to work. However, it also per-
forms very effectively on problems where LSDA/TDLDA
fail – yielding excellent triplet-singlet gaps and impres-
sive double excitation energies.

eLDA therefore readily offers an effective alternative
to standard polarized-gas based theories for both ground
and excited state problems. But, we stress that its true
potential lies as the cornerstone for better models and
methodologies. What are the next natural steps to be
considered? We finish with three suggestions.

(1) It is vital to develop a generalized gradient approx-
imation (GGA) for cofe-HEGs, to yield an eGGA along
the lines of Eq. (43). The development of accurate GGAs
in the late-1980s/early-90s greatly accelerated interest in
DFT for ground states, by giving answers that were use-
fully predictive. eGGAs should do the same for excited
states. Importantly, eGGAs would seamlessly integrate
with existing hybrid-EDFT successes [40–42] and remove
reliance on combination laws that (despite working un-
expectedly well) are known to be incorrect for correla-

tion. [41] From there, additional steps may readily be
taken up an excited state Jacob’s ladder, [15] to gain sys-
tematic improvements in excited state DFT modelling.

(2) The optimal way to model f̄(r) remains an open
problem, and is entangled with (1). It would be useful
to understand why Eq. (49) works so much better than
Eq. (48). Exploiting exact relationships, like combination
laws, [41] is likely to lead to improved understanding and
adaptation of f̄(r) in inhomogeneous systems; and thus
improvements to the predictive ability of eLDA and any
eDFAs built on it.

(3) The cofe-gas is not the only excited state (ensem-
ble) HEG that we could have used. As discussed in Sec-
tion III it is a logical and simple two-parameter model
that yields appropriate limits yet incorporates excited
state physics. But, allowing for more parameters pro-
vides a wide scope for further generalizations. For ex-
ample, one might separate the density into core (density,
ncore) orbitals that are all double occupied, and use a
cofe-like treatment for the remaining orbitals – yielding
a three-parameter HEG governed by n, ncore/n and f̄
that includes excited states.

Python code for studying and implementing the theory
work in this manuscript is provided on Github https:
//github.com/gambort/cofHEG. Code to reproduce the
atomic and molecular tests is available on request.
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Appendix A: Exchange properties

Both ϵx and Πx involve integrals of form,

X2[f ] :=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

fmax(q,q′)A(q, q′)
q′

2
dq′

2π2

q2dq

2π2

=2

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

q′
fqA(q, q′)

q2dq

2π2

q′
2
dq′

2π2

=2

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

Θ(q − q′)fqA(q, q′)
q′

2
dq′

2π2

q2dq

2π2

=

∫ ∞

0

fqĀ(q)
q2dq

2π2
(A1)
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where A(q, q′) = A(q′, q) and,

Ā(q) =2

∫ q

0

A(q, q′)
q′

2
dq′

2π2

For ϵx we have A(q, q′) = V (q, q′) where V̄ (q) =

2
∫ q

0
V (q, q′) q

′2dq′

2π2 = q
π

∫ 1

0
log |1+x|

|1−x|xdx = q
π . We thus ob-

tain eq. (25) of the main text. To compute Πx we can

set A(q, q′) = 1 where 1̄(q) = 2
∫ q

0
q′2dq′

2π2 = q3

3π2 and so
we can easily compute Πx given fq. For cofe HEGs we
obtain eqs (26) and (28).

The case of n2,x(R) is also covered by (A1), by set-

ting A(q, q′;R) =
∫
ei(q−q′)·R dq̂

4π
dq̂′

4π . However, this is
rather painful to deal with in general. The special case
of cofe HEGs is more easily handled by recognising that
fmax(q,q′) = f̄Θ(k̄F − q)Θ(k̄F − q′). Then,

ncofe
2,x (R) =− f̄

∫ k̄F

0

eiq·R
dq

(2π)3

∫ k̄F

0

e−iq′·R dq′

(2π)3
(A2)

=− f̄

∣∣∣∣ k̄3F6π2
g(k̄FR)

∣∣∣∣2 ≡ −Πcofe
x N(k̄FR) (A3)

where Πx = −n2

f̄
, g(x) = 3[sin(x) − x cos(x)]/x3 and

N(x) = |g(x)|2. Thus, we obtain eq. (27).

Appendix B: Hartree properties of cofe HEGs

Let us consider eqs (17) and (18) for the special case
of an HEG. First, we note that, nκκ = n for every state
and therefore, n2,H = n2 + ∆n2,H where ∆n2,H(r, r

′) =∑
κ̸=κ′ wmax(κ,κ′)nκκ′(r)nκ′κ(r

′). Furthermore, the re-

sulting pair-density can depend only on R = r−r′ while
symmetry means it depends only on R = |r − r′|. Thus,

∆ϵH =
1

N
∆EH =

1

n

∫
∆n2,H(R)

4πR2dR

2R
(B1)

where we used n2 to cancel the background charge,
N = nV to cancel the integral over r, and symmetry
to simplify the remaining integral over r′ = r +R. Our
goal is therefore to determine ∆n2,H(R), Note, the work-
ing in this appendix is rather involved, so we will often
drop superscripts w in working.

We are now ready to look at HEG ensembles. Con-
sider a finite HEG of N electrons in a volume V , with
density n = N/V . The orbitals are ϕq ≈ 1√

V
eiq·r for q

on an appropriate reciprocal space grid. Each state, |κ⟩
has density ns,κκ(r) = N/V = n. The ground state is
|0⟩ = |q2

1 · · · q2
N/2⟩ and is unpolarized. Other states may

be described using |κ⟩ = P̂Qκ
|0⟩ where P̂ promotes Fock

orbitals in the Slater determinant and Qκ :=
qa1

···qap
qi1

···qip

contains lists of from (i ≤ N/2) and to (a > N/2) or-
bitals, including spin. Cross-densities, when κ ̸= κ′, are
ns,κκ′(r) = ei∆qκκ′ ·r/V or zero. The former result oc-
curs if and only if Qκ and Qκ′ differ by a single orbital

of the same spin, giving ∆qκκ′ = q∈κ − q∈κ′ . We use
“connected” (con) to refer to any pair of states κ and κ′

that differ only by a single orbital, and call ∆qκκ′ the
connection wavenumber.

Let us now consider the case that N electrons are as-
signed to N/2 ≤ M ≤ N orbitals, for a mean occupation

of f = N
M . There are NT =

(
2M
N

)
total states once spin

is accounted for, each of which is weighted by, w = 1
NT

.

Each of the NT states, |κ⟩, has N↑,↓,κ electrons of each

spin, giving ζκ =
N↑,κ−N↓,κ

N . State |κ⟩ is connected to
Cκ other states. Since only one orbital may change at a
time, we obtain Cκ = N↑,κ(M−N↑,κ)+N↓,κ(M−N↓,κ) =

NM − N2

2 (1 + ζ2κ), where N↑,↓,κ ≤ M .

Our goal is to obtain useful properties of the Hartree
pair-density. The pair-density is defined by,

∆n2,H(R) =
1

NT

∑
κ,κ′ con κ

ei∆qκκ′ ·R

V 2
, (B2)

where we used wκ = wκ′ = 1
NT

and r−r′ := R. The spe-

cial case of r = r′ (R = 0) yields the “on-top” pair den-
sity deviation, ΠH = ∆n2H(R = 0), which is relatively
straightforward to evaluate using, ∆n2,H = 1

NTV 2

∑
κ Cκ,

which follows from ei∆q·R = 1 for all connected states,
and the definition of Cκ. Using Cκ from the above para-
graph yields,

∆ΠH = 1
V 2 [NM + N2

2 (1 + ζ̄2)] = n2
[
1
f − 1+ζ̄2

2

]
. (B3)

where ζ̄2 = 1
NT

∑
κ ζ

2
κ is the ensemble averaged of the

squared spin-polarization.

As an initial test, consider the above analysis for the
two special types of gases, unpolarized and fully polarized
gases, which have no ensemble effects and which must
therefore yield ∆ΠH = 0. An unpolarized gas involves
M = N/2, f̄ = 2, NT = 1 and ζκ = 0, yielding ∆ΠH =
n2( 12−

1
2 ) = 0. A fully polarized gas involvesM = N , f̄ =

1, NT = 1 and ζκ = 1, yielding ∆ΠH = n2( 11 − 1) = 0.
Thus, both exhibit the expected behaviour. We therefore
see that eq. (B3) is consistent with existing results.

We are now ready to generalize to constant occupation
factor (cof) gases, with fq = f̄Θ(k̄F − q), for 1 < f̄ < 2.
As discussed in the main text, we restricted to the special
case of maximally polarized states, |κ⟩, in which each
state has the maximum spin-polarization allowed by f̄ .
All these states involve N↑ = M and N↓ = N−M giving,

ζκ = 2M−N
N = 2

f̄
− 1 = ζ̄. Eq. (B3) then yields,

∆ΠH =n2 (2− f̄)(f̄ − 1)

f̄2
, ΠH =n2 3f̄ − 2

f̄2
. (B4)

for the on-top, R = 0, pair-density.

We are now ready to move on from the on-top hole to
consider general R ̸= 0. We first recognise that equal
waiting of states is equivalent to equal weighting of con-
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nection wavenumbers, yielding,

∆n2,H(R) =∆ΠH
1

M2

∑
q

∑
q′ ̸=q

ei(q−q′)·R

=∆ΠH

[
|g(k̄FR)|2 − 1

M

]
, (B5)

where g := 1
M

∑
q e

iq·R. We next impose symmetry on
the wavenumbers, and approximate the sum by an inte-
gral to obtain,

g(k̄FR) ≈ 1

M

∫ (
3M
4π )1/3

0

sin(qkV R)

qkV R
4πq2dq

=
3[sin(k̄FR)− k̄FR cos(k̄FR)]

(k̄FR)3
(B6)

where kV = 2π/V 1/3 is the wavenumber associated with
the volume V ; and k̄F = (6π2M/V )1/3 = (6π2n/f̄)1/3 is
the usual Fermi wavenumber. g(x) the same expression
found in eq. (A3). Note, ∆n2,H(R) integrates to zero, as
expected.

Finally, eq. (B1) becomes ∆ϵH = ∆ΠH

n [
∫∞
0

g(k̄FR)2

R

2πR2dR − f̄
2n (

9π
2V )1/3]. In the limit V → ∞ the second

term vanishes, yielding,

∆ϵcofeH =f̄∆ΠH|ϵcofex (rs, f̄)| =
CH

rs

(2− f̄)(f̄ − 1)

f̄4/3
(B7)

=|ϵcofex (rs, f̄)|
(2− f̄)(f̄ − 1)

f̄
(B8)

where we used, ϵcofex = − f̄
n

∫∞
0

g(k̄FR)2

R 2πR2dR [which

follows from n2,x(R) = −f̄g(k̄FR)2] and ϵcofex =
−Cx

rs
[2/f̄ ]1/3 derived in the main text, to obtain CH =

21/3Cx = 0.577252. Similarly,

n2,H(R) = n2 +∆n2,H(R) =n2 +∆Πcofe
H N(k̄FR) (B9)

where ∆Πcofe
H is defined in eq. (B4); and N(x) = g(x)2 =

9[sin(x) − x cos(x)]2/x6 is the unitless function defined
near eq. (27) or (A3).

Appendix C: State-driven correlation of cofe HEGs

1. State-driven correlation energy from the
random-phase approximation

The state-driven correlation energy [eq. (39)] involves
the response function at imaginary frequencies. The
imaginary frequency density-density response of an un-
polarized HEG is,

χ0(q, iω; rs) := − kF
4π2

C( q
2kF

, ω
qkF

) (C1)
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FIG. 7. Correlation enhancement of spin-polarized (dash-dot
lines) and cofe (solid lines) HEGs as a function of occupation
factor, f . The cofe ot exchange factor (dotted lines) is also
shown after rescaling to yield the same vales for f̄ = 1 and
f̄ = 2.

where kF = 1.9191583/rs = (3π2n)1/3 is the Fermi
wavenumber of an unpolarized gas. Here,

C(Q,Γ) =1 +
Γ2 −Q+Q−

4Q
log

Q2
+ + Γ2

Q2
− + Γ2

+ Γ

[
tan−1 Q−

Γ
− tan−1 Q+

Γ

]
(C2)

where Q± = Q ± 1. For brevity we shall use Q = q
2kF

and Γ = ω
qkF

to always mean unpolarized gas quantities.

For a polarized HEG we take half of two unpolarized
systems with kF↑ = kF (1 + ζ)1/3 := kFh+ and kF↓ =

kF (1− ζ)1/3 := kFh−. Therefore,

χ0(q, ω; rs, ζ) =− kF

8π2

[
h+C( Q

h+
, Γ
h+

) + h−C( Q
h−

, Γ
h−

)
]

(C3)

The cofe case of constant f̄ is easily dealt with by includ-
ing a prefactor of f̄ on χ0, and using the cofe Fermi level,
k̄F = kF (2/f̄)

1/3 := kF g. It follows from f̄ = 2/g3 that,

χcofe
0 (q, ω; rs, f̄) = − kF

4π2g2C(Qg ,
Γ
g ) . (C4)

Setting ζ = 0 and f̄ = 2 yields h± = g = 1 and yields the
same response as the unpolarized gas. Similarly, setting
ζ = 1 in (C3) gives the same result as setting f̄ = 1 in
(C4), as expected.
From the response function we are able to evaluate the

random-phase approximation for the correlation energy,
via,

ϵRPA
c = 1

2n

∫ ∞

0

dω
π

∫ ∞

0

q2dq
2π2 [χ0

4π
q2 + log(1− χ0

4π
q2 )] .

(C5)

This may be made more convenient by using n =
k3
F

3π2 ,
q = 2kFQ and ω = qkFΓ to write,

ϵRPA
c =

12k2F
π

IQΓ

[
π

k2
FQ2χ0

]
. (C6)



15

where IQΓ [f ] :=
∫∞
0

dΓ
∫∞
0

Q3dQ[−f + log(1 + f)]. We

may also define, Ī(P ) = IQΓ

[
P
Q2C(Q,Γ)

]
.

Thus, the RPA enhancement factor for a polarized,
relative to an unpolarized gas at the same density, gas is,

ξRPA
c (ζ) =

IQΓ

[
Ph+

2Q2 C( Q
h+

, Γ
h+

) + Ph−
2Q2 C( Q

h−
, Γ
h−

)
]

IQΓ

[
P
Q2C(Q,Γ)

]
=
h5
+Ī(

P
2h+

) + h5
−Ī(

P
2h−

)

Ī(P )
(C7)

where h± = (1 ± ζ)1/3. The equivalent enhancement
factor of a cof ensemble HEG may be written as,

ξRPA,cofe
c (f̄) =

IQΓ

[
P

g2Q2C(Qg ,
Γ
g )
]

IQΓ

[
P
Q2C(Q,Γ)

] =
g5Ī( P

g4 )

Ī(P )
(C8)

where P := 1
2πkF

= 0.08293rs and g = (2/f̄)1/3.
The RPA enhancement is expected to be accurate in

the high-density of matter kF → ∞. Figure 7 shows
(state-driven) correlation energy enhancement factors,
ξRPA
c (ζ) and ξRPA,cofe

c (f) as a function of the (average)

occupation factor, f̄ , using ζ = f̂−1
x-map(f̄) [from eq. (D8)]

for the effective spin-polarization. It reports ξ for high
(n = 106), medium (n = 1) and low (n = 10−6) densi-
ties. We see that the state-driven correlation energy of
cofe HEGs is: i) virtually linear in f̄ , for high densities;
ii) very similar to the (renormalized) on-top exchange
enhancement factor, for low densities.

The high density (rs → 0) behaviour of ξcofec can be
shown analytically, because P → 0. We may therefore
Taylor expand the log to obtain,

lim
P→∞

Ī(P ) ≈
∫ ∞

0

Q3dQ

∫ ∞

0

dΓ 1
2

(
P
Q2C

)2
, (C9)

from which it follows that ξcofec = g5Ī(P/g4)/Ī(P ) =
g5( 1

g4 )
2 = g−3 = f̄/2 is linear in f̄ . The RPA is not

appropriate for the low density limit, although we shall
later see it is qualitatively correct.

2. State-driven correlation energies in general

We are now ready to use what we have learned about
correlation energies from the RPA and theoretical argu-
ments to obtain general expressions for the SD correla-
tion energies in cofe HEGs. Let us begin with the low-
density limit. The main text has shown that,

lim
rs→∞

ϵcofec (rs, f̄) =ϵx(rs)
[
C∞
Cx

− f cofe
Hx (f̄)

]
. (C10)

It can also be shown that limrs→∞ ϵDD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) →

−∆ϵcofeH (rs, f̄) – this result is a specialized case of a
broader relationship to be discussed in a future work.
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FIG. 8. ξ̄c versus ξx using RPA data for cofe HEG (orange,
dashed lines) and polarized HEG (navy, solid lines). Black
dots indicate data from Ref. 8.

It is thus clear that the SD enhancement factor must
capture the low-density scaling and cancel exchange:

lim
rs→∞

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) →ϵx(rs)

[
C∞
Cx

− f cofe
x (f̄)

]
. (C11)

Surprisingly, this is consistent with the low-density be-
haviour shown in Figure 7 and so reveals that the RPA
is qualitatively correct even in the low-density limit.
In the high-density limit, we instead obtain,

lim
rs→0

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄) →(f̄ − 1)ϵUc + (2− f̄)ϵPc

=ϵUc + (2− f̄)[ϵPc − ϵUc ] (C12)

where ϵUc := ϵc(rs, 0) is the correlation energy of an un-
polarized gas and ϵPc := ϵc(rs, 1) is the correlation en-
ergy of a fully polarized gas and 2− f̄ = [ξRPA,cofe(f̄)−
ξRPA(0)]/[ξRPA(1) − ξRPA(0)]. This is analogous to the
known result that,

lim
rs→0

ϵc(rs, ζ) →ϵUc +HRPA(ζ)[ϵPc − ϵUc ] , (C13)

where HRPA(ζ) = −2[I(ζ)− 1] is obtained from eq. (32)
of Ref. 70 or, equivalently, HRPA(ζ) := [ξRPA(ζ) −
ξRPA(0)]/[ξRPA(1) − ξRPA(0)]. We cannot say anything
about the DD correlation energy in this limit.

We thus obtain limiting behaviours for high and low-
density HEGs. In typical polarized gases, one uses expan-
sion in both limits together with QMC data, ϵQMC

c (rs, ζ),
to fill in the gaps for moderate and large densities. We do
not have QMC data for cofe gases. Thus, the final step
in our analysis of correlation energies is to show how to
reuse existing polarized gas QMC data for cofe HEGs.

As a first step, we assume that the high-density re-
lationship [eq. (C13)] between RPA and exact results is
true for moderate and large rs. That is, we expect

ξ̄c := 1 +
ξc(ζ = 1)− 1

ξRPA
c (ζ = 1)− 1

[
ξRPA
c − 1

]
≈ ξQMC

c (C14)

to be approximately valid for all rs. The usefulness of this
approximation is further supported by Figure 7, which
shows that the RPA yields an approximately linear de-
pendence on f̄ even for low-density HEGs where the RPA
is expected to be poor.
The second step is to recognise that, in low-density

gases, we may write, ξc =
C∞
Cx

− ξx and ξSD,cofe
c = C∞

Cx
+
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ξcofex and therefore ϵSD,cofe
c (rs → 0, f̄) ≈ X(ϵcofex (rs, f̄))

where ϵc(rs → 0, ζ) := X(ϵx(rs, ζ)) – here X is a single-
variable function. Figure 8 shows that a similar result
nearly holds for moderate rs and, furthermore, that mod-
els of both cofe and polarized gases agree rather well with
QMC data from Spink et al [8], despite the data being
for polarized gases. We therefore assume that,

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̂x-map(ζ)) ≈ϵQMC

c (rs, ζ) (C15)

for moderate and large densities with viable QMC data,

where f̂x-map is defined such that ϵx(ζ) = ϵcofex (f̄ =

f̂x-map(ζ)). This is a rather good approximation in prac-
tice as the maximum difference between ϵSD,cofe

c using
RPA and ϵSD,cofe

c using (C15) is 1 mHa for rs = 1, and
is sub-mHa for larger rs.
Thus, equations (C12), (C15) and (C11) provide a set

of constraints and reference values (from existing QMC
data) for high, moderate and low densities, respectively.
These three relationships are used in Appendix D to pro-
duce the parametrisation for the state-driven correlation
energy of a cofe HEG.

Note, it would be very desirable to obtain QMC or
similar-quality reference data for cofe HEGs, to pro-
vide direct inputs for parametrisations. The derivative,
decofe(rs, f̄)/df̄ |f̄=2, may be amenable to computation
using existing techniques, as it involves only low-lying
excited states.

Appendix D: Parameterizations

The main text and previous appendices have intro-
duced five terms that go into the cofe HEG energy as
a function of rs and f̄ . This appendix will provide a
useful parametrisation of the state-driven (SD) correla-
tion energy that will allow the use of cofe HEGs in den-
sity functional approximations. As explained in the main
text, the cofe-based LDA should be,

EcofeLDA
xc :=

∫
n(r)[ϵx(rs)f

cofe
x (f̄) + ϵSD,cofe

c (rs, f̄)] ,

(D1)

where rs(r) and f̄(r) depend on local properties of the
inhomogeneous system.

The exchange term involves the closed form expression
of eq. (26). The correlation term, ϵSD,cofe

c (rs, f̄), needs to
be parametrised using:

1. The known high-density behaviour of eq. (40);

2. The known low-density behaviour of eq. (41).

3. QMC data for other densities, adapted using
eq. (42);

The high-density limit yields, [to O(rs log(rs))]

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs → 0, f̄) :=c0(f̄) log rs − c1(f̄) (D2)

TABLE II. Correlation energy parameters for selected values
of ζ from fits to benchmark data [8] and exact constraints.

ζQMC A α β1 β2 β3 β4

cofe parameters

0.00 0.031091 0.1825 7.5961 3.5879 1.2666 0.4169

0.34 0.028833 0.2249 8.1444 3.8250 1.6479 0.5279

0.66 0.023303 0.2946 9.8903 4.5590 2.5564 0.7525

1.00 0.015545 0.1260 14.1229 6.2011 1.6503 0.3954

rPW92 parameters

0.00 0.031091 0.1825 7.5961 3.5879 1.2666 0.4169

0.34 0.030096 0.1842 7.9233 3.7787 1.3510 0.4326

0.66 0.026817 0.1804 9.0910 4.4326 1.5671 0.4610

1.00 0.015546 0.1259 14.1225 6.2009 1.6496 0.3952

where the parameters c0,1(f̄) are linear in f̄ and are
trivially related to their un- and fully-polarized counter-
parts. [10] The low-density limit yields, [to O( 1

r2s
)]

ϵSD,cofe
c (rs → ∞, f̄) :=−C∞+Cx[2/f̄ ]

1/3

rs
+

C′
∞

r
3/2
s

. (D3)

where C∞, Cx and C ′
∞ are universal parameters that do

not depend on f̄ . [47]
Perdew and Wang [10] proposed that HEG correlation

energies lend themselves to a parameterization,

F (rs;P ) :=− 2A(1 + αrs) log

[
1 +

1

2A
∑4

i=1 βir
i/2
s

]
(D4)

where P = (A,α, β1, β2, β3, β4) is a set of parameters that
depend on ζ, f̄ or related variables. By construction,
eq. (D4) can be made exact to leading orders for small
and large rs. The high-density limit yields,

Acofe =c0 , βcofe
1 =

e−c1/(2c0)

2c0
, βcofe

2 =2Aβ2
1 , (D5)

where the coefficients are,

c0(f̄) =
0.031091f̄

2 , c1(f̄) =0.00454 + 0.0421f̄
2 .

The low-density limit yields,

βcofe
4 =

α

C∞ − Cxf cofe
x (f̄)

, βcofe
3 =

β2
4C

′
∞

α
, (D6)

using the parameters C∞ ≈ 1.95Cx and C ′
∞ = 1.33 [71]

from Sec. III C, and f cofe
x (f̄) = [2/f̄ ]1/3 from eq. (26).

Thus, only α is left undefined.
Our goal is to find parameters, P (f̄), that can be

used in a constant occupation factor (cof) parameteri-
zation, ϵcofec (rs, f̄

∗) := F (rs;P
cofe(f̄∗)), of the cofe HEG

at selected values of f̄∗; and interpolated to general f̄ .
Our first step is to pick the values of f̄∗. We seek to
adapt the high-quality QMC data of Spink et al [8], who
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TABLE III. Weighted sum parameters for M2,3 (Appendix D)
and Z2,3 (Appendix E). E.g., M2 = −2ϵ0c + 4ϵ0.66c − 2ϵ1c and
Z3 = 19.86ϵ0c − 30.57ϵ0.34c + 12.71ϵ0.66c − 2ϵ1c .

Function ϵ0c ϵ0.34c ϵ0.66c ϵ1c

cofe parameters

M2 -2.00 0.00 4.00 -2.00

M3 13.33 -22.41 11.43 -2.35

rPW92 parameters

Z2 -10.95 13.32 -1.47 -0.90

Z3 19.86 -30.57 12.71 -2.00

provided correlation energies for, ζ∗ ∈ (0, 0.34, 0.66, 1),
using eq. (42). We therefore seek parametrizations at

f̄∗ = f̂−1
x-map(ζ

∗), so that the right-hand side of eq. (42)
is known.

As a first step, we must find f̂x-map and its inverse.
Setting eqs. (5) and (26) to be equal yields,

f̂x-map(ζ) ≈2− 4
3ζ

2 + 1
6 [1.0187ζ

3 + 0.9813ζ4] , (D7)

f̂−1
x-map(f̄) ≈

√
3
4 (2− f̄)

[
1 +

(√
4
3 − 1

)
(2− f̄)

]
, (D8)

which are exact in the polarized and unpolarized limits,
and accurate to within 0.2% for all ζ and f̄ . Eq. (D7)
gives f̄∗ ∈ (2, 1.85, 1.50, 1) for ζ∗ ∈ (0, 0.34, 0.66, 1),
which are the f̄ values we use in fits. Then, for each
f̄∗, we obtain α(f̄∗) by minimizing,

min
α

∑
rs∈QMC

∣∣ϵζQMC

c,QMC(rs)− ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄

∗)
∣∣ (D9)

where ϵζ
QMC

c,QMC(rs) is correlation energy data from Ref. 8

and ϵSD,cofe
c (rs, f̄

∗) := F (rs, P (f̄∗)) involves the five con-
strained coefficients and free α(f̄∗). Optimal parameters
for the four values of ζ∗ (called ζQMC to highlight their
origin) are reported in Table II.

The next step of our parametrisation departs from
PW92, in that we approximate the correlation energy at
arbitrary f̄ via cubic fits (in f̄) to the QMC data. Thus,

ϵcofec (rs, f̄) := (f̄ − 1)ϵ0c(rs) + (2− f̄)ϵ1c(rs)

+ (f̄ − 1)(2− f̄)
[
M2(rs) + ( 32 − f̄)M3(rs)

]
,

(D10)

where ϵζc(rs) := F (rs, Pζ) is computed using eq. (D4) and
M2 and M3 involve weighted sums of ϵc(rs, f̄) at selected
values of f̄ . This fit becomes exact in the high-density
limit, as the correlation energy is linear in f̄ ; and is also
extremely accurate in the low-density limit as (2/f̄)1/3

for f̄ ∈ [1, 2] may be reproduced to within 0.1% by a
cubic fit. A cubic fit on f̄∗ ∈ (2, 1.85, 1.50, 1) yields,

M2(rs) :=2
[
2ϵ0.66c (rs)− ϵ0c(rs)− ϵ1c(rs)

]
, (D11)

M3(rs) :=
40
357

[
102ϵ0.66c (rs)− 200ϵ0.34c (rs)

+ 119ϵ1c(rs)− 21ϵ0c(rs)
]
, (D12)
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FIG. 9. Like Figure 3 but with the addition of polarized
HEG results from PW92 [10] (dots) and rPW92 (dash-dot)
for ζ ∈ (0, 0.34, 0.66, 1), to show differences between cofe and
polarized gases in the high-density limit.

where α is optimized on each of the four spin-
polarizations.
The same strategy may also be applied to a conven-

tional spin-polarized HEG. Thus, in addition to parame-
ters for the cofe model, Tables II and III also contains a
set of coefficients for a “revised PW92” (rPW92) model
that is an analogue of the cofe model introduced here.
Details are provided in Appendix E. As it is based on
similar principles, rPW92 is more directly comparable to
the cofe parametrization provided here than the original
PW92, especially in the low-density limit.

Appendix E: Revised PW92

The “revised PW92” (rPW92) parameterization is de-
signed as a direct replacement for the original PW92
model. [10] Its main differences are: 1) the use of a cubic
fit in ζ2, analogous to the fit to f̄ used in the main text;
2) the use of the most up-to-date understanding of the
low density limit, per Sec. III C; and 3) α is found from
the Spink reference data. [8] Note, we fit to ζ2 because
exchange and correlation are quadratic for ζ → 0, but
linear for f̄ → 2.
The revised PW92 (rPW92) parameterization of cor-

relation energies is,

ϵrPW92
c (rs, ζ) :=(1− ζ2)ϵ0c + ζ2ϵ1c

+ (1− ζ2)ζ2
[
Z2(rs) + ζ2Z3(rs)

]
.

(E1)
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where coefficients for Z2,3 are reported in Table III. In-
terestingly, the values we obtain for α at ζ = 0 and
ζ = 1 are slightly lower than those from the original
PW92 parametrisation, [10] most likely due to the use of
more modern QMC data.

Figure 9 shows results from Figure 3 plus the LSDA
(rPW92) parametrised along similar lines. It also in-
cludes results from an existing LSDA (PW92 [10]). By
construction, both cofe and rPW92 do a better job

of capturing the SCE limit, especially as PW92 incor-
rectly yields different low-density behaviours for differ-
ent ζ. It is important to recognise that differences (for
ζ = 0.34 and 0.66) between cofe enhancement factors and
PW92/rPW92 do not represent errors, but rather rep-
resent different quantum physics captured by cofe and
polarized gases, which lead to different high density be-
haviours.
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