arXiv:2212.12624v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 24 Dec 2022

Moment potentials for spectral density functional theory: Exploiting the momentum distribution of the uniform electron gas

Frank Freimuth^{1,2},^∗ Stefan Blügel^1, and Yuriy Mokrousov^{1,2} 1Peter Grünberg Institut and Institute for Advanced Simulation, Forschungszentrum Jülich and JARA, 52425 Jülich, Germany and 2 Institute of Physics, Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Germany

In standard Kohn-Sham (KS) density-functional theory (DFT) the valence band satellites in Ni and Pd are missing, the band widths in Ni and Na are too large, and the formation of lower and upper Hubbard bands in SrVO3 is not described. These spectral features may be corrected by constructing the spectral function from the first four spectral moments, which may be obtained numerically efficiently within a moment-functional based spectral density functional theory (MFbSDFT). In order to obtain a suitable potential for the second moment, one may use existing models of the uniform electron gas (UEG). However, models for the third moment of the UEG are not yet available. Therefore, we show that reproducing the momentum distribution of the UEG within the two-pole approximation of the spectral function determines the third moment, when the second moment is given. This allows us to find a model for the second and third moment potentials, which reproduces the experimental spectra of Ni, Pd, Na, and SrVO3, and which is consistent with the second moment of the UEG at low density. Additionally, we describe an efficient algorithm to compute the spectral function from the first 2P spectral moment matrices, which paves the way to increasing the accuracy of MFbSDFT by using more than 4 spectral moments.

I. INTRODUCTION

If the first 2P spectral moment matrices (P = 1, 2, 3, . . . ) are given, one may calculate a spectral function with P N poles that reproduces these spectral moments [1]. Here, N is the number of rows of the square spectral moment matrices. The case P = 1 corresponds to the KS-DFT without correlation, i.e., only with the first-order exchange (the so-called Xα method [2] with α = 2/3 when the exact exchange is replaced by its local approximation [3]). The cases P ≥ 2 involve higher-order correlation functions such as ⟨Ψ^†_σ (r)Ψ^†_σ′ (r^′)Ψ_σ′ (r^{′′})Ψ_σ(r^{′′′})⟩ [4–6].

Several strategies exist to deal with these higher-order correlation functions: First, one may use results from Monte-Carlo simulations of the uniform electron gas (UEG) in order to evaluate some of the correlation functions and use the single Slater Determinant approximation to estimate the remaining terms [5]. Second, one may in some cases express the higher-order correlation function in terms of the single-particle spectral function [7]. Third, one may compute the higher-order correlation functions self-consistently from suitably defined higher-order spectral functions, which depend themselves on these higher-order correlation functions [8]. Fourth, one may argue that the higher spectral moments may be expressed in terms of universal functionals of the spin density, which circumvents the necessity to evaluate the higher-order correlation functions if these universal functionals are known [1].

The fourth strategy makes the various techniques [9– 12] that have been developed in order to approach the universal exchange correlation potential of KS-DFT and its time-dependent generalizations available to find suitable potentials, from which the spectral moments may be obtained. Within this method, the simplest possible expression for the moment matrices is [1]

M^{(I)} = [ M^{(1)} ]_I + M^{(I+)}, (1)

where M^{(1)} is the first spectral moment matrix, I = 2, 3, . . . , M^{(I+)}_{nm} = ∫ d^3rV^{(I+)}(r) [ϕ_n(r)]^∗ ϕ_m(r), (2)

V^{(I+)}(r) are the moment potentials, and ϕ_n(r) are orthonormalized basis functions. The first spectral moment matrix, M^{(1)}, is simply the standard KS-Hamiltonian with first order exchange only, i.e., without correlation. Within the local density approximation, the moment potentials V^{(I+)}(r) depend on position r only through the local density n(r): V^{(I+)}(r) = V^{(I+)}(n(r)). Possible extensions are the inclusion of density gradients in the local potentials V^{(I+)}(r) and the use of non-local potentials V^{(I+)}(r, r^′).

Assuming that the potentials V^{(I+)}(r, r^′) (or V^{(I+)}(r) in the local approximation) are universal functionals of the charge density, one may obtain them from the UEG. However, in the UEG only M^{(1)} and M^{(2)} have been studied in detail so far [5]. Nevertheless, one may vary suitable trial functions V^{(I+)}(r) until spectral properties known from experiment are reproduced. If MFbSDFT is used in this way, it is a similar approach like LDA+U, where the appropriate U is often determined by trying rather than by calculation. Using this trial approach, we have reproduced the experimental band-width and exchange splitting in Ni, as well as the position of the valence band satellite peaks [1].

Finding the moment potentials V^{(I+)}(r, r^′) for a given spectrum in this way may be considered as a generalization of the inverse problem of DFT [12]. Thus, the trial approach to MFbSDFT may also be considered as a form of inverse MFbSDFT. However, since we need a moment potential for every I (I = 2, 3, . . . ), the functional space of the trial potentials V^{(I+)}(r, r^′) is now much larger: If we use the first four spectral moment matrices, we need to find two potentials, V^{(2+)}(r, r^′) and V^{(3+)}(r, r^′), simultaneously.

In this work we show that the simultaneous search for suitable V^{(2+)}(r) and V^{(3+)}(r) may be simplified by requiring V^{(3+)}(r) to reproduce the known momentum distribution n_k of the interacting UEG for a given V^{(2+)}(r). Consequently, only V^{(2+)}(r) needs to be varied in this simplified version of inverse MFbSDFT, because V^{(3+)}(r) is determined by n_k when V^{(2+)}(r) is given. The momentum distribution of the UEG is known from Monte Carlo simulations [13–15] and suitable analytical models have been developed for it [16].

Compared with the many established techniques for the treatment of correlations in ab-initio theory, we expect the MFbSDFT approach to have an advantage when the system size is large due to its small computational cost [1]. While the LDA+U approach is also well suited to study large systems, it corrects mostly the Fermi surface e.g. in Ni [17], but not the bandwidth. While response functions such as the AHE can often be computed in good agreement with experiment if the Fermi surface is described well [18], the correct bandwidths are certainly important for laser-excited responses such as photocurrents [19] and torques [20].

Promising applications of the MFbSDFT approach may therefore be expected e.g. in the field of antiferromagnetic spintronics [21]. Here, correlation effects are often strong, because the suppressed hybridization between nearest-neigbor magnetic lattice sites reduces the bandwidth when compared with the corresponding ferromagnetic state. While ground state properties such as crystal structure, lattice parameters, and magnetism are sometimes well described by GGA in antiferromagnets such as FeRh [22], the proper description of the correlation effects in the spectra is expected to be important for the calculation of response functions. At the same time the ab-initio description of these response functions for realistic spintronic devices requires often large unit cells. For example the device structure FeRh(10 nm)/Cu(2 nm)/Ni_{80}Fe_{20}(10 nm)/Al(3 nm) [23] would require a forbidding amount of computational time in several beyond-DFT methods [24].

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II A we briefly review the MFbSDFT approach. In Sec. II B we review existing models of the first two spectral moments of the UEG. In Sec. II C we show how to determine the third moment within the two-pole approximation when the momentum distribution and the second moment are given. In Sec. II D we discuss various suitable model potentials. In Sec. III we show how to obtain some higher-order correlation functions from the spectral function in the UEG. In Sec. IV we present an efficient algorithm to construct the spectral function from the first 2P spectral moment matrices. In Sec. V we discuss our results for Na, SrVO_3, Ni, and Pd. After discussing conclusions and open questions in Sec. VI, this paper ends with a summary in Sec. VII.

II. THEORY

A. MFbSDFT

In this section, we briefly review the key components of the MFbSDFT approach, which are given in detail in Ref. [1]. We assume that the spectral moments are expressed in a basis set of N orthonormalized functions ϕ_{kn}(r) and thus given by N ×N matrices. Therefore, the zeroth moment M^{(0)}_k is simply the unit matrix. In order to compute the spectral function approximately from the first four spectral moments (M^{(0)}_k , M^{(1)}_k , M^{(2)}_k , and M^{(3)}_k ), we diagonalize the hermitean 2N × 2N matrix [1]

H_k = ( M^{(1)}_k B_{1k} B^†_{1k} D_{1k} ) , (3)

where B_{1k} = U_k √ D_k, B_{2k} = [M^{(3)}_k − M^{(2)}_k M^{(1)}_k ][B^†_{1k}]^{−1}, and D_{1k} = B^{−1}_{1k} [B_{2k} − M^{(1)}_k B_{1k}]. Here, D_k is a diagonal matrix, and U_k is a unitary matrix so that U_kD_kU^†_k = M^{(2)}_k − M^{(1)}_k M^{(1)}_k . We suppress the spin index in H_k and in the moments M^{(I)}_k for notational brevity.

We may write H_k = UDU^†, where D is a diagonal matrix with the i-th eigenvalue of H_k in the i-th row, i.e., D_{ij} = δ_{ij} E_j . The eigenenergies of H_k determine the poles of the single-particle spectral function, which is given by S_{ij} (E) ℏ = 2N∑ l=1 a_lV_{il}V^∗_{jl}δ(E − E_l). (4) Here, V_{ij} = U_{ij} √a_j , (5) with i = 1, ..., N, j = 1, ..., 2N, and a_j = N∑ i=1 U_{ij} [U_{ij} ]^∗ (6)

are the spectral weights. The spectral density is given by A(E) = 1 N ∑ k A_k(E) (7) where N is the number of k points,

A_k(E) = 2N∑ l=1 a_lδ(E − E_l), (8) and we suppress the k-index in a_l and E_l for notational convenience.

B. The first two moments in the homogeneous electron gas

Expressions for the spectral moments in the homogeneous electron gas have been given in Refs. [5, 6]. Ref. [5] expresses the contributions to the second moment in terms of the exchange self-energy, the pair correlation function, and a remaining higher correlation function, which has been treated within the single-Slater-determinant approximation.

Explicitly, we obtain M^{(2)}_k = [ M^{(1)}_k

]_2 + M^{(2+)}_k , where

M^{(2+)}_k = Σ^{(1)}_{loc} + Σ^{(1)}_{nl,k} (9)

comprises a k-independent contribution [5]

Σ^{(1)}_{loc} = [ ℏ^2 2ma^2_B

]_2 32 3π^2 k_F (ᾱr_s)^2 ∫_∞ 0 d k^′ k^{′2} S(k^′) (10)

and a k-dependent contribution [5]

Σ^{(1)}_{nl,k} = − [ Σ^{(0)}_k

]_2 − [ ℏ^2 2ma^2_B

]_2 2 (ᾱr_s)^3πkk_F × × ∫_∞ 0 d k^′ k^′ Σ^{(0)}_k′ (1 − 2n_k′ ) ln | | | k − k^′ k + k^′ | | | . (11)

Here, ᾱ = [4/(9π)]^{1/3}, k_F = (ᾱr_sa_B)^{−1}, S(k) is the structure factor, which is obtained from the pair correlation function g(r) by the Fourier transformation

S(k) = 1 + 4πn ∫ d rr sin(kr) k [g(r) − 1], (12) and Σ^{(0)}_k = − ℏ^2 2ma^2_B 2 πkk_Fᾱr_s ∫_∞ 0 d k^′ k^′ n_k′ ln | | | k + k^′ k − k^′ | | | (13)

is the exchange self-energy.

For the momentum distribution function n_k occurring in Eq. (11) and in Eq. (13) several models are available. The simplest possibility is the Hartree-Fock model n_k = θ(k_F − k), where θ(k) is the step function. Monte Carlo simulations have been used to compute n_k for the homogeneous electron gas [13] showing that deviations of n_k from the Hartree-Fock model can be significant (see e.g. Fig. 1). A refined model for n_k, which is close to the results of Monte Carlo simulations, is based on the

Kulik function [16]. Similarly, several models for the pair correlation function g(r) in Eq. (12) are available [25, 26].

M^{(2+)}_k as given by Eq. (9) is positive definite (see Fig. 7 in Ref. [5]). This is important, because the algorithm for the construction of the spectral function from the first 4 spectral moment matrices that we have developed in Ref. [1] requires M^{(2+)} to be positive definite.

The first moment of the homogeneous electron gas is given by [5]

M^{(1)}_k = ℏ^2k^2 2m + Σ^{(0)}_k . (14)

Therefore, [ M^{(1)}_k

]_2

contains the term [ Σ^{(0)}_k

]_2

. When

we evaluate M^{(2)}_k = [ M^{(1)}_k

]_2

+ M^{(2+)}_k this term [ Σ^{(0)}_k

]_2

cancels with the term − [ Σ^{(0)}_k

]_2

in Σ^{(1)}_{nl,k} (see Eq. (11)).

When we construct the moment potentials for MFbS- DFT, we should therefore aim at a similar cancellation of the square of the exchange self energy in the second moment.

In order to construct V^{(2+)}(r) from Eq. (9) we recall that in the local density approximation to DFT the first order exchange potential is given by [3]

V_x(r) = Σ^{(0)}_{k=kF =(ᾱaB rs(r))−1} = ℏ^2 ma^2_B [ 3 2π ] 2_3 1 r_s(r) , (15)

i.e., Eq. (13) is evaluated at k = k_F using the Hartree- Fock model of the momentum distribution n_k = θ(k_F − k). Therefore, one possible way to obtain the moment potential is

V^{(2+)}_F (r) = Σ^{(1)}_{loc} + Σ^{(1)}_{nl,k=kF=(ᾱaB rs(r))−1} , (16)

where the Hartree-Fock model n_k = θ(k_F − k) is used to evaluate Eq. (11).

Since the difference between the moment distribution n_k and the simple Hartree-Fock model n_k = θ(k_F − k) may be significant, Ref. [5] considered using the refined model for n_k presented in Ref. [16] in order to evaluate the exchange self energy Eq. (13) and found that the exchange self energy may indeed be modified by this refinement (see Fig. 3 in Ref. [5]). However, the refined model of Ref. [5] does not impose k_F as a cutoff for k, i.e., the Fermi sea of the correlated electron gas may contain wavenumbers larger than k_F by any amount. Consequently, there does not seem to be a good reason to believe that evaluating Eq. (13) at k = k_F with the refined model of n_k gives the right answer for the refinement of the LDA exchange self energy.

Therefore, we recall the derivation of Eq. (15) from the minimization of the total energy [3]:

V_x(r) = ∂[n(r)ϵ_x(n(r))] ∂n(r) , (17) where ϵ_x is the exchange energy per particle, which may be obtained from

ϵ_x = ∫ dk^′k^{′2}n_k′ Σ^{(0)}_k′ 2 ∫ dk^′k^{′2}n_k′ (18)

even when the refined model of n_k is used. Similarly, one may consider to use

V^{(2+)}_A = Σ^{(1)}_{loc} + ∂ [ n(r) ∫ dk^′k^{′2} n_k′ Σ^{(1)}_{nl,k′} 2 ∫ dk^′ k^{′2} n_k′ ]

∂n(r) (19)

to obtain the second moment potential.

In Table I we compare V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A in the first two columns, where we use the Hartree-Fock model for n_k and the Perdew-Wang model [25] for g(r). Even with the Hartree-Fock model V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A differ. This suggests that Eq. (19) is not the correct way to construct a local density approximation for M^{(2+)}. If the MFbSDFT approach may be combined with variational techniques has not yet been explored, therefore it is an open question if a correct version of Eq. (19) can be derived from a variational principle. Consequently, we stick to V^{(2+)}_F computed with the Hartree Fock model of n_k.

TABLE I. Comparison between the second moment potentials derived from the UEG and the square of the correlation potential [Vc]^2. All numbers are in units of Ry^2, where Ry=^{ℏ2}_{2ma2B} =13.6 eV.

r_s V^{(2+)}_F V^{(2+)}_A 15[V_c]^2 100[V_c]^2 1 4.56 9.6 0.28 1.84 2 0.92 2.2 0.16 1.07 3 0.35 0.91 0.11 0.74 4 0.18 0.49 0.084 0.56 5 0.104 0.3 0.067 0.45 6 0.067 0.19 0.055 0.37 7 0.046 0.14 0.046 0.31 8 0.033 0.1 0.04 0.26 9 0.025 0.079 0.035 0.23

V^{(2+)}_F is a parameter-free model for V^{(2+)}. In Table I the square of the correlation potential is shown in the last two columns for comparison. The potential 100[V_c]^2 is close to V^{(2+)}_F for density parameters around r_s = 2. In Ref. [1] we have used 100[V_c]^2 for SrVO_3, but 15[V_c]^2 for Ni. At r_s = 7 we find V^{(2+)}_F ≈ 15[V_c]^2. Our different choice of V^{(2+)} for SrVO_3 and Ni in Ref. [1] is therefore qualitatively consistent with the expectation that the strongly correlated system SrVO_3 is described by a smaller value of r_s than Ni. However, as will become clear in section II C, the potentials V^{(2+)} and V^{(3+)} need to correspond to each other: An increase of V^{(2+)} may sometimes be compensated by an increase of V^{(3+)}. Therefore, comparing only V^{(2+)} between two systems may be insufficient when V^{(3+)} differs as well.

The potentials V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A both rise stronger than r^{−2}_s as r_s decreases, while V_c rises weaker than r^{−2}_s . Therefore, at r_s = 7 we find V^{(2+)}_F ≈ 15[V_c]^2, while V^{(2+)}_F > 15[V_c]^2 for r_s < 7, and V^{(2+)}_F < 15[V_c]^2 for r_s > 7. Similarly, we find V^{(2+)}_F < 100[V_c]^2 for r_s > 1, but V^{(2+)}_F > 100[V_c]^2 for r_s < 1.

In Ref. [1] we tried to reproduce the experimental spectra of Ni and SrVO_3 with V^{(2+)} ∝ r^{−2}_s and with V^{(2+)} ∝ [V_c]^2. We found it significantly easier to reproduce the experimental spectra with the model V^{(2+)} ∝ [V_c]^2. This is surprising, because [V_c]^2 rises slower than r^{−2}_s as r_s decreases, while both V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A rise stronger than r^{−2}_s as r_s decreases. A priori, the following explanations may contribute to this observation: First, Ref. [5] estimates the term ⟨c^†_{k−q}′_σ ρ_qc_{k−q−q}′_σ ⟩ based on the single- Slater-determinant approximation. We will get back to this point in Sec. III. Second, we will show in Sec. II C that V^{(2+)} and V^{(3+)} should be constructed consistently, and a strong rise in V^{(2+)} requires an even stronger rise in V^{(3+)}. Thus, it is possible that the potentials V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A rise too strongly at small r_s for a local density approach to be possible: A local density approach is only meaningful if the inhomogeneities in the potential remain below a certain bound. However, it could be that the steeper potentials V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A require inhomogeneities in V^{(3+)} that are too large for a local density approach. In this case, it could be that V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A can be used in a generalized approach that makes use also of the density gradients to construct the moment potentials. Third, it might be that V^{(2+)}_F or V^{(2+)}_A are close to the universal moment functional if a sufficient number of moments is used: It could be that performing inverse MFbSDFT with only the first 4 moments will not yield the universal moment potential but instead a potential which is different from it because the number of moments used is limited to 4.

C. The uniform electron gas in the two-pole approximation

Within the two-pole approximation the spectral function of the UEG is given by S_k(E − μ) ℏ = a_{k,1}δ(E − E_{k,1}) + a_{k,2}δ(E − E_{k,2}), (20) where we assume E_{k,1} < E_{k,2}. We consider the UEG without spin polarization and therefore we leave away the spin index for notational convenience. The spectral weights a_{k,i} and energies E_{k,i} may be computed numerically by diagonalizing a 2×2 matrix as described in Sec. II A. Alternatively, they may also be obtained analytically:

E_{k,1} = 1 2 M^{(1)}_k M^{(2)}_k − M^{(3)}_k + L [M^{(1)}_k ]^2 − M^{(2)}_k

(21)

E_{k,2} = 1 2 M^{(1)}_k M^{(2)}_k − M^{(3)}_k − L [M^{(1)}_k ]^2 − M^{(2)}_k

(22)

a_{k,1} =

2[M^{(1)}_k ]^3 − 3M^{(1)}_k M^{(2)}_k + M^{(3)}_k + L 2L (23)

a_{k,2} =

−2[M^{(1)}_k ]^3 + 3M^{(1)}_k M^{(2)}_k − M^{(3)}_k + L 2L (24)

where L = [ 4 [ M^{(1)}_k

]_3 M^{(3)}_k − 3 [ M^{(1)}_k

]_2 [ M^{(2)}_k

]_2

− 6M^{(1)}_k M^{(2)}_k M^{(3)}_k + [ M^{(3)}_k

]_2 + 4 [ M^{(2)}_k

]_3] 1_2 . (25) As discussed in Sec. II B useful models for M^{(1)}_k and M^{(2)}_k have been developed for the UEG. However, a model for M^{(3)}_k is still missing. Therefore, we consider the momentum distribution function

n_k = ⟨c^†_kc_k⟩ = ∫ dEf(E)S_k (E − μ), (26) which has been investigated in detail for the UEG using Monte Carlo methods. Inserting the two-pole approximation Eq. (20) into Eq. (26) we obtain

n_k = f(E_{k,1})a_{k,1} + f(E_{k,2})a_{k,2}. (27)

In Fig. 1 we show n_k as obtained from Monte Carlo simulations.

If we reproduce n_k by Eq. (27) we obtain constraints for a_{k,j} and E_{k,j} which themselves put limits on the permissible values of M^{(1)}, M^{(2+)}, and M^{(3+)}. Since we may estimate M^{(1)} and M^{(2+)} according to Sec. II B this means that reproducing n_k with given M^{(1)} and M^{(2+)} determines M^{(3+)}. For k < k_F we have n_k < 1 (see Fig. 1). The only way to realize this by Eq. (27) at zero temperature is E_{k,1} < E_F, E_{k,2} > E_F and a_{k,1} = n_k, where E_F is the Fermi energy of the interacting UEG, i.e., E_F ≠^{ℏ2 k2F}_{2m} . According to Fig. 1 at k < k_F we have a_{k,1} > a_{k,2}, because a_{k,2} = 1−a_{k,1}. Similarly, we find for k > k_F: E_{k,1} < E_F, E_{k,2} > E_F, a_{k,1} = n_k, a_{k,1} < a_{k,2}. The jump of n_k at k = k_F implies therefore that a_{k,1} = n_k and a_{k,2} = 1 − a_{k,1} jump as well. Consequently, M^{(3+)}_k is predicted to jump by the two-pole approximation, because M^{(1)}_k and M^{(2+)}_k do not jump. However, only in the two-pole approximation this jump is unavoidable: It can be avoided when more poles are used.

FIG. 1. Momentum distribution function of the UEG according to the fits to the Monte Carlo data in Ref. [14].

Consider for example the three pole approximation: S_k(E − μ) ℏ = 3∑ j=1 a_{k,j} δ(E − E_{k,j} ), (28)

where we assume E_{k,1} < E_{k,2} < E_{k,3}. This model predicts the momentum distribution to be

n_k = 3∑ j=1 f(E_{k,j} )a_{k,j} . (29)

With this model we can reproduce Fig. 1 at zero temperature by assuming that E_{k,1} < E_F, E_{k,3} > E_F, and E_{kF,2} = E_F, i.e., only E_{k,2} crosses the Fermi level at k = k_F. Consequently, setting a_{k,1} +a_{k,2} = n_k for k < k_F and a_{k,1} = n_k for k > k_F avoids the jump in a_{k,j} if we set additionally a_{kF−,1} = a_{kF+,1} = n_{kF+} , where k_{F−} is infinitesimally below k_F, while k_{F+} is infinitesimally above k_F.

The first-order exchange energy used in LDA corresponds to the value of Σ^{(0)}_k at k = k_F (see Eq. (15) and Ref. [3]). The jump of a_{k,j} in the two-pole approximation is a disadvantage when we try to construct a local potential for M^{(3+)} for MFbSDFT: Ideally we would like to include information from both k_{F−} and k_{F+} but we can only use k_{F−}, because it is not practical to reproduce a jump with a local potential. While we will stick to the two-pole approximation in most of this work, we present in Sec. IV a generalization of the algorithm described in Ref. [1] for the construction of the spectral function from the first 2P moments. This is a first step towards using more poles and towards accounting for the jump of n_k at k_F.

Ignoring the jump of n_k at k_F we may compute M^{(3+)} for given M^{(2+)} by requiring a_{kF−,1} = n_{kF−} and solving

Eq. (23) for M^{(3)}. The solution may be given in analytical form:

V^{(3+)} = − [ M^{(1)}

]_3 + −B + Z √ B^2 − 4AC 2A , (30)

where

A = 1 − 4Q, (31)

B = 2X − 4Y Q, (32)

C = X^2 − 4QK, (33)

Q = [ n_{kF−} − 1 2 ]_2

, (34)

Y = 4 [ M^{(1)}

]_3

− 6M^{(1)}M^{(2)}, (35)

K = −3 [ M^{(1)}

]_2 [

M^{(2)}

]_2 + 4 [ M^{(2)}

]_3 , (36)

X = 2 [ M^{(1)}

]_3 − 3 [ M^{(1)} ] [ M^{(2)} ] . (37)

Eq. (23) has two solutions and Eq. (30) yields the first solution when we set Z = 1, and the second solution when we set Z = −1. These two solutions are not equivalent. When we use the parameter-free model V^{(2+)}_F , only Z = 1 leads to significant improvement of the spectra. It is therefore likely that another constraint, in addition to the constraint of the momentum distribution, will select the appropriate sign of Z: We suspect that the appropriate sign of Z may be derived by considering for example the additional constraint imposed by Eq. (47) below. However, in this work we choose the sign empirically, and set Z = 1 because it improves the spectra with the parameter-free model V^{(2+)}_F . However, when parameterized models for V^{(2+)} are used (see Sec. II D for a discussion of possible parameterizations), one may obtain improved spectra also with Z = −1, because one can find parameters for which the computed spectra match experiment.

Different models for n_{kF−} are available. One model is given by the direct fit of Monte Carlo data [14]. A second model additionally makes use of analytical results of the UEG [16]. The behaviour of n_k as k → k_F is quantitatively different between these two models. We illustrate this in Fig. 2. A detailed comparison between the jumps of n_k at k_F obtained by various methods is provided in Table II of Ref. [15]. Moreover, the number of states in the interval dk is n_kk^2dk. For the Hartree Fock model the maximum of this function is always k_F. However, for

FIG. 2. Plot of n_{kF −} vs. rs for two different models of the momentum distribution. Model B: Ref. [14]. Model A: Ref. [16].

the refined models of n_k it may differ from k_F. Therefore, the question arises of whether one should use n_{kF−} in Eq. (34) or if one should replace this by the k which maximizes n_kk^2. In order to find out first how sensitive the results are to the precise model of n_{kF−} we tested model A and model B (see Fig. 2). We found that the results depend strongly on the model for n_{kF−} and that model B gives better results in Na and SrVO_3 when used together with V^{(2+)}_F . Since the results depend strongly on the model of n_{kF−} we expect that the construction of the third moment based on the momentum distribution of the UEG can be improved further by improving the models of n_{kF−} and perhaps also by using instead of k_F the k that maximizes the function n_kk^2.

Ref. [5] argues that it is likely that the third moment is zero in the UEG. However, with the third moment set to zero Eq. (23) is generally not satisfied. Therefore, with M^{(3)} = 0 one cannot reproduce the momentum distribution of the UEG at k_{F−} within the two-pole approximation. We suspect that this remains true even when more poles are used. This suggests that it is unlikely that the third moment is zero in the UEG.

D. Construction of the moment potential

In this work we always construct V^{(3+)} according to Eq. (30). Therefore, we do not need to develop a parameterized model for V^{(3+)}. However, according to the discussion in Sec. II B several plausible choices for V^{(2+)} should be tested and compared. The most obvious choice is the parameter-free model V^{(2+)}_F (see Eq. (16) and Tab. I).

In Ref. [1] we have shown that spectral features may often be reproduced with the model

V^{(2+)}_σ (r) = d^{(2+)}_σ [V_c(r_s)]^2, (38)

where d^{(2+)}_σ is a free parameter, which is chosen so that the computed spectrum matches the experimental one as well as possible.

Since the model Eq. (38) has only one free-parameter the question arises how we can introduce additional parameters into it to make it more flexible, while keeping several of its key properties. One key property is that it rises slower than r^2_s when the density increases. We suspect that this is the main reason why we found it easy to use in Ref. [1]. A more flexible model with this key property is

V^{(2+)} = δ

[tanh(βr_s)]^γ r^2_s

. (39)

A priori we suspect that this is a convenient model potential for inverse MFbSDFT, because it has only three free parameters.

III. SELF-CONSISTENT COMPUTATION OF CORRELATION FUNCTIONS FROM THE SPECTRAL FUNCTION

Ref. [5] estimates the higher-order correlation function ⟨ c^†_{k−q}′_σρ_qc_{k−q−q}′_σ ⟩ , which contributes to the second moment of the UEG, using the single Slater Determinant approximation, because Monte Carlo simulations have not yet been reported for this correlation function. Since the accuracy of using this approximation for this correlation function is not known, the accuracy of V^{(2+)}_F and V^{(2+)}_A given in Table I is unclear as well.

In the single-band Hubbard model it is possible to express the most important higher-order correlation functions that are needed for the two-pole approximation in terms of the single-particle spectral function [7]. In the following we show that this is also possible for the correlation function ⟨ c^†_{k−q}′_σ ρ_qc_{k−q−q}′_σ ⟩ in the UEG. The Hamiltonian of the UEG is given by [5] H = ∑ kσ ϵ(k)c^†_{kσ} c_{kσ} + 1 2 U, (40)

where U = 1 V ∑ q v(q) [ ρ_qρ_{−q} − ∑ k c^†_{kσ} c_{kσ} ] (41)

and v(q) is the Coulomb potential. Using

[U, c^†_{qσ}]_− = 2 V ∑ q^′ v(q^′)c^†_{q+q}′_σρ_q′ (42) we may write 2 V ∑ q v(q)⟨c^†_{k−q−q}′_σ ρ_{−q}c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩ = = 2 V ∑ q v(q)⟨c^†_{k+q−q}′_σ ρ_qc_{k−q}′_σ ⟩ = =⟨[U, c_{k−q}′_σ]_−c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩. (43)

Our goal is to evaluate Eq. (43) with the help of the identity ⟨[H, c_{k−q}′_σ]_−c_{k−q}′_σ⟩ = = ∫ dEf(E)ES_{k−q}′_σ (E − μ). (44)

For this purpose we use ⟨ ∑ k^′ ,σ̄ ϵ(k^′)c^†_k′_{σ̄}c_k′_{σ̄} , c^†_{k−q}′_σ − c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩

= ϵ(k − q^′) ⟨ c^†_{k−q}′_σ c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩

= ϵ(k − q^′) ∫ dEf(E)S_{k−q}′_σ(E − μ) (45)

to obtain 1 V ∑ q v(q)⟨c^†_{k−q−q}′_σ ρ_{−q}c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩ = = ∫ dEf(E)S_{k−q}′_σ (E − μ) [E − ϵ(k − q^′)] . (46)

Consequently, − 2 V^2 ∑ qq^′ v(q)v(q^′) ⟨ c^†_{k−q}′_σρ_qc_{k−q−q}′_σ ⟩ = = − 2 V^2 ∑ qq^′ v(q)v(q^′) ⟨ c^†_{k−q−q}′_σ ρ_{−q}c_{k−q}′_σ ⟩ = = − 2 V ∑ q^′ v(q^′) ∫ dEf(E)S_{k−q}′_σ (E − μ)× × [E − ϵ(k − q^′)] .

(47)

The first line in Eq. (47) is the contribution to the second moment of the UEG that Ref. [5] has estimated based on the single Slater Determinant approximation (see the last line of Eq. (22) in Ref. [5]). The last line of Eq. (47) shows therefore that this contribution may alternatively be computed from the spectral function. If one approximates the spectral function of the UEG by the two-pole approximation, one may therefore compute this contribution directly and compare to the single Slater Determinant approximation in order to check the validity of the latter.

IV. CONSTRUCTION OF THE SPECTRAL FUNCTION FROM THE FIRST 2P MOMENTS

In Sec. II C we have argued that meaningful approximations for the third moment can be derived easily even when the third moment cannot be calculated directly from existing Monte Carlo data on higher-order correlation functions of the UEG. One may expect that a similar conclusion may be reached for even higher moments. Of particular interest is the increase in precision with which the spectral function of the UEG can be computed due to methodological advances such as diagrammatic Monte Carlo [27] and coupled-cluster theory [28]. If precise spectral functions of the UEG become available for a sufficient set of density parameters r_s, one may compute the spectral moments, including the higher ones, directly from them. Since the precision of MFbS- DFT is expected to increase with increasing number of moments used, we demonstrate in the following that the spectral function may be obtained generally from the first 2P (P = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, . . . ) spectral moment matrices by diagonalizing a P N × P N matrix.

When we consider the first 2P spectral moment matrices of size N × N, we expect that the spectral function may be approximated by [1] S_{σnm}(E) ℏ = P∑ p=1 N∑ γ=1 a_{γpσ}V_{nγpσ} V^∗_{mγpσ}δ(E − E_{γpσ}), (48) where E_{γpσ} are the P N poles of the spectral function for spin σ, a_{γpσ} are the corresponding spectral weights, and V_{γpσ} are the corresponding state vectors with components V_{nγpσ} .

In Ref. [1] we have shown that for P = 2 the spectral poles, spectral weights, and state vectors may be obtained by diagonalizing a 2N × 2N matrix. In this case the 2N poles of the spectral function are simply the 2N eigenvalues of the matrix B^{(1)}, which is defined by

B^{(I)} = ( M^{(I)} B_I B^†_I D_I ) , (49)

where we determine the B_I and D_I so that

B_{I+J} = B_I B_J (50) is satisfied. In the case of P = 2 the matrices B_I and D_I are N ×N matrices and we restrict 1 ≤ I ≤ 2, 1 ≤ J ≤ 2, and 2 ≤ I + J ≤ 3.

In the following we show that this approach may be generalized to P > 2. When we take the first 2P moments, we need P N spectral poles. If these P N spectral poles are identical to the eigenvalues of a hermitian matrix, this matrix has to be of the size P N × P N. We may stick to the matrices defined in Eq. (49), if we require that B_I be an N × (P − 1)N matrix, D_I be a (P − 1)N × (P − 1)N matrix, and B^{(I)} be a P N × P N matrix. M^{(I)} is always a N × N matrix irrespective of the choice of P .

Eq. (50) may be written as four equations:

M^{(I+J)} = M^{(I)}M^{(J)} + B_I B^†_J , (51)

B_{I+J} = M^{(I)}B_J + B_I D_J , (52)

B^†_{I+J} = B^†_I M^{(J)} + D_I B^†_J , (53) and D_{I+J} = B_I B_J + D_I D_J . (54)

When we set I = J = 1 in Eq. (51) we obtain

M^{(2)} = M^{(1)}M^{(1)} + B_1B^†_1, (55)

which we may use to determine B_1 unambiguously (up to a phase factor) when it is a square matrix, i.e., when P = 2. However, B_1 is not a square matrix for P > 2 and since it has as many rows as M^{(2)}, but more columns than rows, Eq. (55) has no unique solution. Therefore, we build a square (P − 1)N × (P − 1)N matrix B by combining the first P − 1 matrices B_1, . . . B_{P −1} as follows:

B = B_1 . . B_{P −1} . (56)

In order to find an equation for B we combine the corresponding (P − 1)^2 equations of the type Eq. (51):

BB^† =

M^{(2)} − M^{(1)}M^{(1)} M^{(3)} − M^{(1)}M^{(2)} . . . M^{(P )} − M^{(1)}M^{(P −1)} . . . . . . . . M^{(P )} − M^{(P −1)}M^{(1)} M^{(P +1)} − M^{(P −1)}M^{(2)} . . . M^{(2P −2)} − M^{(P −1)}M^{(P −1)}

(57)

Since B is a square matrix, Eq. (57) determines B unambiguously (up to a phase factor). If the matrix on the right-hand side of Eq. (57), which we denote by W , is positive definite, we obtain

B = U √ D, (58)

where D is a diagonal matrix, which holds the eigenvalues of W on its diagonals, and U is the unitary transformation that transforms W into the diagonal form:

W = U DU^†. (59)

From the equation

B_2 = M^{(1)}B_1 + B_1D_1 (60)

we may obtain D_1 unambiguously when B_1, B_2, and M^{(1)} are given and when P = 2. However, when P > 2 Eq. (60) does not determine D_1 uniquely, because B_1 has fewer rows than columns and the corresponding system of coupled equations for D_1 is underdetermined. Moreover, we have not yet used the moment M^{(2P −1)} in any of the equations above. Thus, taking any particular solution for D_1, which satisfies Eq. (60), to set up the matrix B^{(1)}, cannot be a correct approach, because no use is made of M^{(2P −1)}. The consequence of this incorrect approach is that Eq. (50) is not satisfied for all permissible I and J. Therefore, we combine the first P − 1 equations of the type of Eq. (52) into the equation

BD_1 =

B_2 − M^{(1)}B_1 B_3 − M^{(2)}B_1 . . B_P − M^{(P −1)}B_1

. (61)

In this equation B, and the moments M^{(1)}, M^{(2)}, . . . M^{(P −1)} are known. However, on the right hand side B_P occurs, which we have not yet determined.

To determine B_P we combine the following P −1 equations of the type Eq. (51) into one equation:

BB^†_P =

M^{(P +1)} − M^{(1)}M^{(P )} M^{(P +2)} − M^{(2)}M^{(P )} . . M^{(2P −1)} − M^{(P −1)}M^{(P )}

. (62)

We may solve this equation for B^†_P and subsequently we may solve Eq. (61) for D_1. Note that the highest moment, M^{(2P −1)}, is used in Eq. (62).

Using D_1 (from Eq. (61)), and B_1 (the first N rows from B, Eq. (56), which can be computed according to Eq. (58)) we can construct the matrix B^{(1)} (Eq. (49) with I = 1) and diagonalize it:

B^{(1)} = UDU^†. (63)

The normalized eigenvectors of B^{(1)} comprise the columns of the unitary matrix U. We use

a_j = N∑ i=1 U_{ij} [U_{ij} ]^∗. (64) to compute the spectral weight of state j. Since the index i runs only from 1 to N in this summation and not from 1 to P N, a_j may be smaller than one, e.g., when bands split into lower and upper Hubbard bands. We define the N × P N matrix V by V_{ij} = U_{ij} √a_j , (65)

where i = 1, ..., N, and j = 1, ..., P N. The spectral function is given by S_{ij} (E) ℏ = P N∑ l=1 a_lV_{il}V^∗_{jl}δ(E − E_l), (66) where E_l = D_{ll}. By adding a spin index σ and an index p to distinguish the different branches of the spectrum, we may rewrite Eq. (66) in the form of Eq. (48).

V. RESULTS

A. Na

The bandwidth of elemental Na is 3.3 eV in standard KS-DFT with LDA, while it is only between 2.65 eV and 2.78 eV in experiment [29–31]. Here, following Ref. [29], the bandwidth is defined as the distance of the bottom of the conduction band to the Fermi level. Using eDMFT the experimental bandwidth is reproduced very well (2.84 eV in Ref. [29]). In Fig. 3 we show that we may obtain a similar reduction of the bandwidth within MFb- SDFT: The bottom of the conduction band is at 2.74 eV in our calculation (called MFbSDFT-1 in the Figure). To obtain this result we used Eq. (39) with the parameters δ = 1 Ry^2, β = 0.5, and γ = 2. This suggests that Eq. (39) is one suitable model to approach the universal moment functional in the spirit of a inverse MFbSDFT.

We also tested the parameter-free model V^{(2+)}_F (see Eq. (16) and Tab. I), which yields a bandwidth of 2.96 eV (see MFbSDFT-2 in the Figure). This is a remarkable improvement over LDA, which suggests that it is likely that universal moment potentials can be found for MFbSDFT. Additionally, this shows that one cannot assess the effect of the moment potentials on the spectra by comparing only V^{(2+)}: Our recipe to compute V^{(3+)} from V^{(2+)} using the moment distribution of the UEG may lead to similar spectra even with very different V^{(2+)}, while setting e.g. V^{(3+)} = 0 will typically lead to a strong sensitivity of the spectra on V^{(2+)}.

There is an important qualitative difference between the calculations MFbSDFT-1 and MFbSDFT-2: The MFbSDFT-1 dispersion is essentially given by a rigid shift of the LDA dispersion. Consequently, charge neutrality implies that there have to be states at lower energy that complete the 3s contribution to the valence charge.

FIG. 3. Band structure of Na as obtained from standard KS-DFT with LDA, and from MFbSDFT using Eq. (39) (MFbSDFT-1) and Eq. (16) (MFbSDFT-2). EF is the Fermi energy.

Indeed there are such states in our calculation. However, different from the valence band satellite in Ni they are distributed over a broad energy range. In contrast, in our MFbSDFT-2 calculation the average slope of the dispersion is reduced combined with an upshift. Therefore, there is no need for states at lower energy to satisfy charge neutrality. Indeed there are no states at lower energy in the MFbSDFT-2 calculation. Qualitatively, the MFbSDFT-2 calculation is in better agreement with eDMFT, because eDMFT does not predict a rigid shift without any change of slope [29]. Moreover, the quantitative difference between eDMFT and MFbSDFT-2 is quite small: 2.96 eV-2.84 eV=0.12 eV is the difference in the bandwidths of these two calculations. Therefore, in Ni, the parameter-free V^{(2+)}_F is almost as good as eDMFT as far as the prediction of the bandwidth is concerned.

Finally, we also tried Eq. (38). This model potential yields the bandwidth of 2.8 eV when we use d^{(2+)} = 15.0.

B. SrVO3

According to experiment, the V-d-DOS in SrVO_3 is distributed into three main peaks, which are reproduced well in LDA+DMFT [32, 33]. In Ref. [1] we reproduced these spectral features with MFbSDFT using Eq. (38) with d^{(2+)}=100, where we did not construct V^{(3+)} in order to satisfy the momentum distribution of the UEG. However, when we compute V^{(3+)} from Eq. (30) strong peaks at around -2 eV and 3 eV with the correct order of magnitude of spectral density emerge already with a much smaller d^{(2+)}=32 (using model A). In Fig. 4 we show the orbitally decomposed spectral density A(E) of SrVO_3 obtained with d^{(2+)}=32. Above the Fermi en-

FIG. 4. Orbitally decomposed spectral density A(E) of SrVO3 vs. energy E as obtained in MFbSDFT with Eq. (38). EF is the Fermi energy.

ergy, our total V-d spectral density agrees acceptably well with a LDA+DMFT calculation with a Hubbard U of 6 eV (see Fig. (8) in Ref. [34]). However, our A(E) exhibits more V-d spectral weight in the region around -2 eV than Ref. [34]. The distribution of the V-d spectral weight into the three regions at around -2 eV, 1 eV, and 3 eV is in good agreement with experiment and LDA+DMFT [32, 33].

We also tested the parameter-free model V^{(2+)}_F (see Eq. (16) and Tab. I), which yields A(E) as shown in Fig. 5 (using model B). The agreement with experiment and LDA+DMFT [32, 33] below the Fermi energy is remarkable. Above the Fermi energy, the peaks at around 1 eV and 3 eV, which are separate peaks in experiment and LDA+DMFT [32, 33] are merged together into a very broad double-peak. Nevertheless, the overall redistribution of spectral weight constitutes a remarkable improvement over LDA, which corroborates the idea that universal moment potentials should exist for MFbSDFT.

C. Ni

In Ref. [1] we have computed the DOS of Ni with M^{(3+)} = 0, which yields an exchange splitting and a bandwidth that agree with experiment. However, with M^{(3+)} = 0 we did not obtain the strong spin-polarization of the satellite peak at around 6 eV below the Fermi energy. Therefore, we discuss here the spectral density A(E) of Ni obtained from MFbSDFT when M^{(3+)} is constructed according to the prescription given in Sec. II C in order to show that this aspect can be improved. We set d^{(2+)} = 20 and first compute V^{(2+)} and V^{(3+)} from the charge density without considering the spin polarization.

FIG. 5. Orbitally decomposed spectral density A(E) of SrVO3 vs. energy E as obtained in MFbSDFT with Eq. (16). EF is the Fermi energy.

In order to reproduce the magnetic moment, we need to spin-polarize these potentials. We use V^{(2+)}_σ = ζ^6_σ V^{(2+)} and V^{(3+)}σ = ζ^6_σ V^{(3+)}, where ζ_σ = (1 − σ(n_↑ − n_↓)/n). With these parameters we obtain a magnetic moment of 0.6 μ_B. In Fig. 6 we show the resulting A(E) of Ni. The valence band satellite at around 6 eV below the Fermi energy is strongly spin-polarized in good agreement with experiment. The width of the main band is reduced in comparison to LDA and therefore it agrees better with experiment. However, similar to standard KS-DFT with the PBE functional, the exchange splitting is much larger than the experimental value of 0.3 eV. Since our previous calculation in Ref. [1] obtained the correct value of the exchange splitting, we suspect that the reason for the overestimation of the exchange splitting in the present calculation is the simplified treatment of the spin polarization.

D. Pd

Experimentally, a valence band satellite has been found in Pd [35]. The inclusion of correlation effects reproduces this satellite peak [36]. When the correlations are treated with LDA+DMFT, additionally the equilibrium lattice constant, the bulk modulus, and the band positions are closer to experiment than in LDA [37, 38].

In Fig. 7 we compare A(E) calculated within standard KS-DFT using the PBE functional [9] and A(E) obtained within MFbSDFT. The bandwidth of A(E) in the region from -6 eV up to the Fermi energy is slightly narrower for the MFbSDFT calculation and several peaks are shifted to slightly higher energies similar to LDA+DMFT calculations [37]. Moreover, below -8 eV small satellite peaks

FIG. 6. Spectral density A(E) of Ni vs. energy E as obtained in MFbSDFT. EF is the Fermi energy.

are visible in the MFbSDFT spectrum, similar to the LDA+DMFT spectrum [37]. The spectral intensity in the satellite region is comparable to the DMFT-result in the order of magnitude [37]. These satellite peaks are missing in the KS-DFT spectrum.

To obtain these results we used d^{(2+)} = 20, i.e., we used essentially the same potentials for the second and third moments as in the MFbSDFT calculation of Ni. The only difference is that we multiplied the V^{(3+)} as obtained from Eq. (30) by the factor 1.1 in order to increase the intensity of the satellite peaks by roughly a factor of 2 such that they have the same intensity as in DMFT (without this factor of 1.1 the MFbSDFT spectra have satellite peaks with roughly half the intensity). Remarkably, almost the same moment potentials yield a smaller band-width reduction in Pd than in Ni, in agreement with the experimental finding. Moreover, the satellite peaks in Pd are much smaller than in Ni, also in agreement with experiment.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OPEN QUESTIONS

While a model for the second moment of the UEG is available, we found that it is often easier to use instead model potentials for the second moment that rise less strong than r^{−2}_s when r_s decreases. However, our parameterizations of the moment potentials are comparable in the order of magnitude to the second moment of the UEG at small densities.

When we compute the third moment with the help of the momentum distribution function of the UEG, the parameters in our parameterizations of the moment potentials vary by a factor of 2.1 between systems as different as Na and SrVO_3. While the hypothetical uni-

FIG. 7. Spectral density A(E) of Pd vs. energy E as obtained in KS-DFT and in MFbSDFT. EF is the Fermi energy.

versality [1] of the moment potentials implies that they are parameter free, a factor of 2.1 is not much: This factor describes the change of the second moment potential, which is quadratic in the Coulomb interaction. In the Hubbard model, this contribution would be quadratic in the Hubbard U parameter and a change by a factor of 2.1 would therefore correspond to a change of U by a factor √ 2.1 ≈ 1.45. This small variation by a factor of 1.45 is also a big improvement on our previous work Ref. [1], where we used d^{(2+)} values as different as 15 and 100 in order to reproduce the experimental spectra of Ni and SrVO_3, respectively. This larger difference arose because previously we chose the second and third moments independently and we did not use the constraint of the momentum distribution of the UEG.

Several reasons might explain why we have not found the universal moment potentials yet: First, it might be that with only 4 moments the hypothetical universal moment potentials cannot reproduce the experimental spectra, because more moments are necessary for this. When the number of moments is not sufficient, it is plausible that a different choice of moment potential is necessary for every system considered in order to optimize the agreement with the experimental spectrum. Second, gradient corrections might be necessary, because the moment potentials are very steep at high density. In particular the third moment potential is very inhomogeneous at high density, because it rises much stronger than the second moment potential when r_s becomes small. Finally, we have not used many trial functions yet: If there is a single parameter-free potential which reproduces the experimental spectra of Ni, Na, Pd, and SrVO_3 it is probably not on the list of our model potentials yet.

Even if the universal moment potentials are not known yet, one may alternatively construct element-specific moment potentials, i.e., build an empirical variant of MFbS- DFT. The techniques necessary for empirical MFbSDFT are expected to be similar to those employed in tightbinding quantum chemistry methods based on density functional perturbation expansions [39].

VII. SUMMARY

We evaluate an existing model of the second moment of the UEG in order to guide the search for suitable moment potentials in MFbSDFT. Since models for the third moment of the UEG have not yet been developed we use the known momentum distribution of the UEG in combination with the two-pole approximation in order to compute the third moment of the UEG when the second moment is given. This leads to a parameter-free universal model for the second and third moment potentials. These moment potentials correct the bandwidth of Na towards the experimental value and also improve the spectrum of SrVO_3 significantly. In Na the bandwidth correction is almost as good as in eDMFT. The finding that the same parameter-free moment potentials improve the spectrum of the very different systems Na and SrVO_3 corroborates the idea that universal moment potentials exist for MFbSDFT.

However, since the moment potentials do not yet reproduce the experimental spectra perfectly, we introduce parameterized model potentials for the second moment in order to find out possible origins of the remaining discrepancies between the theoretical and experimental spectra. From the parameterized second moment, we compute the third moment using the momentum distribution of the UEG. These techniques allow us to reproduce the experimental spectra in Na, Ni, Pd, and SrVO_3 with various parameterizations of the moment potentials. Importantly, the parameters in these parameterizations vary only by about a factor of 2.1 between these very distinct systems. While the yet unknown universal moment potentials are hypothetically parameter-free, we suspect that the need for adjustable parameters in our model potentials arises at least partly from using only the first four spectral moments. Therefore, we describe an efficient algorithm to compute the spectral function from the first 2P moments. This opens the perspective of using as many moments as necessary to reproduce all spectral features accurately in MFbSDFT. The higher moments may be constructed for example from the spectral function of the UEG, which can be computed with high precision using coupled-cluster theory or diagrammatic Monte Carlo.

When the third moment is computed from the second moment using the momentum distribution of the UEG, it rises very strongly at high density. Therefore, we expect that a second reason for the need for adjustable parameters in our model potentials is that we have not included gradient corrections.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The project is funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) − TRR 288 − 422213477 (project B06), CRC 1238, Control and Dynamics of Quantum Materials: Spin orbit coupling, correlations, and topology (Project No. C01), SPP 2137 “Skyrmionics”, and Sino-German research project DISTOMAT (DFG project MO 1731/10-1). We also acknowledge financial support from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program (Grant No. 856538, project “3D MAGiC”) and computing resources granted by the Jülich Supercomputing Centre under project No. jiff40.

∗ Corresp. author: f.freimuth@fz-juelich.de [1] F. Freimuth, S. Blügel, and Y. Mokrousov, Moment functional based spectral density functional theory, Phys. Rev. B 106, 155114 (2022).

[2] J. W. D. Connolly, The xα method, in Semiempirical Methods of Electronic Structure Calculation: Part A: Techniques, edited by G. A. Segal (Springer US, Boston, MA, 1977) pp. 105–132.

[3] W. Kohn and L. J. Sham, Self-consistent equations including exchange and correlation effects, Phys. Rev. 140, A1133 (1965).

[4] W. Nolting, W. Borgiel, V. Dose, and T. Fauster, Finitetemperature ferromagnetism of nickel, Phys. Rev. B 40, 5015 (1989).

[5] M. Vogt, R. Zimmermann, and R. J. Needs, Spectral moments in the homogeneous electron gas, Phys. Rev. B 69, 045113 (2004).

[6] B. Farid, Dynamical correlation functions expressed in terms of many-particle ground-state wavefunction; the dynamical self-energy operator, Philosophical Magazine B 82, 1413 (2002).

[7] W. Nolting and W. Brewer, Fundamentals of Many-body Physics: Principles and Methods (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2009).

[8] F. Freimuth, S. Blügel, and Y. Mokrousov, Construction of the spectral function from noncommuting spectral moment matrices, Phys. Rev. B 106, 045135 (2022).

[9] J. P. Perdew, K. Burke, and M. Ernzerhof, Generalized gradient approximation made simple, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 3865 (1996).

[10] A. M. Teale, T. Helgaker, A. Savin, C. Adano, B. Aradi, A. V. Arbuznikov, P. Ayers, E. J. Baerends, V. Barone, P. Calaminici, E. Cances, E. A. Carter, P. K. Chattaraj, H. Chermette, I. Ciofini, T. D. Crawford, F. D. Proft, J. Dobson, C. Draxl, T. Frauenheim, E. Fromager, P. Fuentealba, L. Gagliardi, G. Galli, J. Gao, P. Geerlings, N. Gidopoulos, P. M. W. Gill, P. Gori- Giorgi, A. Görling, T. Gould, S. Grimme, O. Gritsenko, H. J. A. Jensen, E. R. Johnson, R. O. Jones, M. Kaupp, A. Koster, L. Kronik, A. I. Krylov, S. Kvaal, A. Laestadius, M. P. Levy, M. Lewin, S. Liu, P.-F. cois Loos, N. T. Maitra, F. Neese, J. Perdew, K. Pernal, P. Pernot, P. Piecuch, E. Rebolini, L. Reining, P. Romaniello, A. Ruzsinszky, D. Salahub, M. Scheffler, P. Schwerdtfeger, V. N. Staroverov, J. Sun, E. Tellgren, D. J. Tozer, S. Trickey, C. A. Ullrich, A. Vela, G. Vignale, T. A. Wesolowski, X. Xu, and W. Yang, Dft exchange: Sharing perspectives on the workhorse of quantum chemistry and materials science, Physical chemistry chemical physics. (2022).

[11] J. P. F. LeBlanc, K. Chen, K. Haule, N. V. Prokof’ev, and I. S. Tupitsyn, Dynamic response of an electron gas: Towards the exact exchange-correlation kernel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 246401 (2022).

[12] D. S. Jensen and A. Wasserman, Numerical methods for the inverse problem of density functional theory, International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 118, e25425 (2018).

[13] G. Ortiz and P. Ballone, Correlation energy, structure factor, radial distribution function, and momentum distribution of the spin-polarized uniform electron gas, Phys. Rev. B 50, 1391 (1994).

[14] G. Ortiz and P. Ballone, Erratum: Correlation energy, structure factor, radial distribution function, and momentum distribution of the spin-polarized uniform electron gas [phys. rev. b 50, 1391 (1994)], Phys. Rev. B 56, 9970 (1997).

[15] M. Holzmann, B. Bernu, C. Pierleoni, J. McMinis, D. M.

Ceperley, V. Olevano, and L. Delle Site, Momentum distribution of the homogeneous electron gas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 110402 (2011).

[16] P. Gori-Giorgi and P. Ziesche, Momentum distribution of the uniform electron gas: Improved parametrization and exact limits of the cumulant expansion, Phys. Rev. B 66, 235116 (2002).

[17] I. Yang, S. Y. Savrasov, and G. Kotliar, Importance of correlation effects on magnetic anisotropy in fe and ni, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 216405 (2001).

[18] H.-R. Fuh and G.-Y. Guo, Intrinsic anomalous hall effect in nickel: A gga + u study, Phys. Rev. B 84, 144427 (2011).

[19] M. Merte, F. Freimuth, T. Adamantopoulos, D. Go, T. G. Saunderson, M. Kläui, L. Plucinski, O. Gomonay, S. Blügel, and Y. Mokrousov, Photocurrents of charge and spin in monolayer fe3gete_2, Phys. Rev. B 104, L220405 (2021).

[20] F. Freimuth, S. Blügel, and Y. Mokrousov, Laser-induced torques in metallic antiferromagnets, Phys. Rev. B 103, 174429 (2021).

[21] T. Jungwirth, X. Marti, P. Wadley, and J. Wunderlich, Antiferromagnetic spintronics, Nature Nanotechnology 11, 231 (2016).

[22] U. Aschauer, R. Braddell, S. A. Brechbühl, P. M. Derlet, and N. A. Spaldin, Strain-induced structural instability in ferh, Phys. Rev. B 94, 014109 (2016).

[23] J. Gibbons, T. Dohi, V. P. Amin, F. Xue, H. Ren, J.- W. Xu, H. Arava, S. Shim, H. Saglam, Y. Liu, J. E. Pearson, N. Mason, A. K. Petford-Long, P. M. Haney, M. D. Stiles, E. E. Fullerton, A. D. Kent, S. Fukami, and A. Hoffmann, Large exotic spin torques in antiferromagnetic iron rhodium, Phys. Rev. Appl. 18, 024075 (2022).

[24] S. Mandal, K. Haule, K. M. Rabe, and D. Vanderbilt, Systematic beyond-dft study of binary transition metal oxides, npj Computational Materials 5, 115 (2019).

[25] J. P. Perdew and Y. Wang, Pair-distribution function and its coupling-constant average for the spin-polarized electron gas, Phys. Rev. B 46, 12947 (1992).

[26] P. Gori-Giorgi, F. Sacchetti, and G. B. Bachelet, Analytic static structure factors and pair-correlation functions for the unpolarized homogeneous electron gas, Phys. Rev. B 61, 7353 (2000).

[27] K. Haule and K. Chen, Single-particle excitations in the uniform electron gas by diagrammatic monte carlo, Scientific Reports 12, 2294 (2022).

[28] J. McClain, J. Lischner, T. Watson, D. A. Matthews, E. Ronca, S. G. Louie, T. C. Berkelbach, and G. K.- L. Chan, Spectral functions of the uniform electron gas via coupled-cluster theory and comparison to the gw and related approximations, Phys. Rev. B 93, 235139 (2016).

[29] S. Mandal, K. Haule, K. M. Rabe, and D. Vanderbilt, Electronic correlation in nearly free electron metals with beyond-dft methods, npj Computational Materials 8, 181 (2022).

[30] D. V. Potorochin, R. Kurleto, O. J. Clark, E. D. L.

Rienks, J. Sánchez-Barriga, F. Roth, V. Voroshnin, A. Fedorov, W. Eberhardt, B. Büchner, and J. Fink, Lifetime of quasiparticles in the nearly free electron metal sodium, Phys. Rev. B 106, 125138 (2022).

[31] I.-W. Lyo and E. W. Plummer, Quasiparticle band structure of na and simple metals, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1558 (1988).

[32] A. Sekiyama, H. Fujiwara, S. Imada, S. Suga, H. Eisaki, S. I. Uchida, K. Takegahara, H. Harima, Y. Saitoh, I. A. Nekrasov, G. Keller, D. E. Kondakov, A. V. Kozhevnikov, T. Pruschke, K. Held, D. Vollhardt, and V. I. Anisimov, Mutual experimental and theoretical validation of bulk photoemission spectra of sr1−xcaxvo3, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 156402 (2004).

[33] I. A. Nekrasov, G. Keller, D. E. Kondakov, A. V.

Kozhevnikov, T. Pruschke, K. Held, D. Vollhardt, and V. I. Anisimov, Comparative study of correlation effects in CaVo3 and SrVo3, Phys. Rev. B 72, 155106 (2005).

[34] B. Amadon, F. Lechermann, A. Georges, F. Jollet, T. O.

Wehling, and A. I. Lichtenstein, Plane-wave based electronic structure calculations for correlated materials using dynamical mean-field theory and projected local orbitals, Phys. Rev. B 77, 205112 (2008).

[35] D. Chandesris, G. Krill, G. Maire, J. Lecante, and Y. Petroff, Resonant valence band satellite in palladium, Solid State Communications 37, 187 (1981).

[36] N. Mårtensson and B. Johansson, Valence-band and corelevel satellites in nickel and related elements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 482 (1980).

[37] A. Östlin, W. H. Appelt, I. Di Marco, W. Sun, M. Radonjić, M. Sekania, L. Vitos, O. Tjernberg, and L. Chioncel, Electronic structure of palladium in the presence of many-body effects, Phys. Rev. B 93, 155152 (2016).

[38] W. H. Appelt, A. Östlin, I. Di Marco, I. Leonov, M. Sekania, D. Vollhardt, and L. Chioncel, Lattice dynamics of palladium in the presence of electronic correlations, Phys. Rev. B 101, 075120 (2020).

[39] C. Bannwarth, E. Caldeweyher, S. Ehlert, A. Hansen, P. Pracht, J. Seibert, S. Spicher, and S. Grimme, Extended tight-binding quantum chemistry methods, WIREs Computational Molecular Science 11, e1493 (2021).