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Broken-symmetry (BS) approaches are widely employed to evaluate Heisenberg exchange parameters, primar-
ily in combination with DFT calculations. For many magnetic materials, BS-DFT calculations give reasonable
estimations of exchange parameters although systematic failures have also been reported. While the latter
were attributed to deficiencies of approximate exchange-correlation functional, we prove here by treating a
simple model system that the broken-symmetry methodology has serious problems. Detailed analysis clarifies
the intrinsic issue with the broken-symmetry treatment of low-spin states. It shows, in particular, that the
error in the BS calculation of exchange parameter scales with the degree of covalency between the magnetic
and the bridging orbitals. As a possible tool to overcome this intrinsic drawback of single-determinant BS
approaches, we propose their extension to a minimal multiconfigurational version.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the study of magnetism, understanding the ex-
change mechanisms and evaluating the exchange cou-
pling parameters (J) are of fundamental importance1–7.
Current quantum chemistry methodologies offer ap-
proaches for evaluating the exchange parameters in var-
ious magnetic molecules and materials of experimental
interest8–12. Among them, the broken-symmetry (BS)
approach13–15 has become a standard tool, especially for
calculating J in large systems involving several magnetic
centers. This method allows the extraction of the ex-
change coupling by relating the energies of high-spin and
BS low-spin states to the corresponding spin configura-
tions of the Heisenberg exchange model. This approach
is universal and can be applied with various quantum
chemistry methods, allowing for calculating the total en-
ergy of different electronic configurations. Most calcu-
lations of this type have been performed within den-
sity functional theory (DFT) and, to a much lesser ex-
tent, within Hartree-Fock approximation. Recently, cal-
culations of exchange parameters with BS-coupled clus-
ter (CC)16, BS-G0W0

17, and BS-self-consistent GW18,19

method have also been reported.
Despite its simplicity, the BS-DFT approach provides

reasonable exchange parameters, often close to experi-
mental values, for many magnetic materials9,10,12,20. Si-
multaneously, many quantitative and qualitative fail-
ures have been reported and discussed21,22. In par-
ticular, the strong dependence of the calculated J on
the exchange-correlation functionals in the DFT calcu-
lation was found22–27. Although the failures have often
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been attributed to the limitations of quantum chemistry
methods28, they may not be the sole reason.
Here, we prove the breakdown of the broken-symmetry

approach for extracting J by applying it to a simple
Hubbard model. We demonstrate that this breakdown
originates from an artificial constraint on the multicon-
figurational state imposed by the broken-symmetry de-
terminant. The error becomes especially pronounced in
the case of strong covalency between the magnetic cen-
ters and bridging ligands. To overcome this drawback,
we propose a calculational scheme based on a minimal
version of the multiconfigurational (MC) BS approach.

II. EXACT VS BROKEN-SYMMETRY CALCULATIONS

OF EXCHANGE PARAMETERS

To assess the performance of the BS method, we con-
front its prediction for the exchange parameter J with the
results of exact diagonalization. To facilitate the subse-
quent analysis, we treated the simplest possible model
that contains all the necessary physical ingredients.

A. Generic three-site model

We consider a three-center system consisting of two
half-filled magnetic orbitals (1,2) and one empty orbital
(l) at the bridging ligand group [see Fig. 1(a)]. While
looking just as H-He-H on a minimal basis, such a model
can describe real magnetic materials if proper orbitals 1,
2, and l are chosen33.
The model possesses inversion/reflection symmetry

with respect to the ligand site and includes the nearest-
neighbor electron transfer (t) between the magnetic and
the ligand orbital and the next-nearest neighbor electron
transfer (t′) between orbitals 1 and 2. Adding electron

http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.01019v1
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FIG. 1. Three-site systems. (a) Parametrization. The ge-
ometries of (b) trinuclear complex such as [LFeCoFeL]3+29,
(c) Cu chain30,31, and (d) CoII3 Co

III
4 complex32.

repulsion on sites, we end up with a t−t′ Hubbard model:

Ĥ =
∑

σ=↑,↓

t(â†1σâlσ + â†lσâ1σ + â†2σâlσ + â†lσâ2σ)

+
∑

σ=↑,↓

t′(â†1σâ2σ + â†2σâ1σ) +
∑

σ=↑,↓

∆n̂lσ

+U(n̂1↑n̂1↓ + n̂2↑n̂2↓) + U ′n̂l↑n̂l↓. (1)

Here, i indicates orbitals, σ is the electron spin pro-

jection, â†iσ and âiσ are electron creation and annihila-
tion operators in the spin-orbital iσ, respectively; n̂iσ =

â†iσâiσ, ∆ is the gap between metal and ligand orbital lev-
els, and U and U ′ are the parameters of Coulomb repul-
sion in the magnetic and ligand orbitals, respectively. We
assume the orthonormality of atomic orbitals, 〈i|j〉 = δij .
The sign of t does not influence the energy levels, hence,
hereafter t ≥ 0.
Despite the simplicity, this model reproduces all es-

sential contributions to the exchange interaction between
two unpaired spins except for the spin polarization of lig-
ands. The inclusion of direct electron transfer (t′) along
with the intermediate one (t) is indispensable for quan-
titative analysis of exchange interaction in many mag-
netic materials33. Besides conventional kinetic antiferro-
magnetic and potential ferromagnetic contributions1,34,
it also allows us to identify the ferromagnetic kinetic ex-
change contribution35–39. The latter plays a vital role
in complexes with strong metal-ligand covalency, such
as the thiophenolate-bridged heterotrinuclear complex
[LFeCoFeL]3+29, in which one orbital of the bridging lig-
and group containing the diamagnetic Co(III) is strongly
hybridized with the magnetic orbitals at low-spin Fe(III)
sites33,36,37. Such a generic situation [Fig. 1(b)] is met

z1 z2

x

θ θ
S1 S2

FIG. 2. Rotation of the spins for the magnetic force theorem
calculations.

for numerous bridging groups L, the limitation to one
empty or doubly occupied ligand orbital l being sufficient
in many cases33. For the bridging geometry in Fig. 1(b),
t′ is expected to be significantly smaller than t. However,
for strong metal-ligand covalency, the former can be far
from negligible as in iron-sulfur bridged [LFeCoFeL]3+

where t′ = 0.4|t|33. At the same time, we can easily con-
ceive M-L-M structures where t′ can be of similar mag-
nitude with or even larger than t [Fig. 1(c),(d)]40.
Given the above arguments, a comparison of exact and

BS calculations of J based on this model is expected to
be conclusive in the quest for the validity of the latter.
Moreover, the identification of the domain of parameters
of Eq. (1) for which the discrepancy occurs will give a di-
rect insight into the physical reasons for its breakdown41.

B. Exact vs BS calculations of J

We calculate the exchange parameter of the model (1)
within the full configuration interaction (CI) method,
broken-symmetry Hartree-Fock (BS-HF) approximation,
and the magnetic force theorem (MFT). In the first
approach, we derive the exchange parameter J in the
Heisenberg model,

Ĥex = JŜ1 · Ŝ2, (2)

by using the energy gap between the lowest high- and
low-spin energy levels obtained. In this equation, Ŝi is a
spin 1/2 operator on-site i = 1, 2. See for the details of
the full CI Hamiltonian matrices Appendix A1.
To estimate the exchange parameter for Eq. (2) by the

BS-HF method, we use Yamaguchi’s formula14:

JBS =
2(EF − EUHF)

〈Ŝ2〉F − 〈Ŝ2〉UHF

, (3)

where, Ŝ = Ŝ1 + Ŝ2, 〈Ŝ2〉F = 2 and 〈Ŝ2〉UHF is the ex-

pectation value of Ŝ2 for BS-HF wave function |ΨUHF〉.
See for the detailed expressions for the BS-HF calcula-
tions Appendix A2 b. When the BS state displays well-
localized spin densities on sites, one can equally well use
the Noodleman’s expression for JBS

13 because in this
case, 〈Ŝ2〉UHF ≈ 1. However, the latter gradually devi-
ates from unity with the change of t′ and ∆ [see Appendix
A2b]. Accordingly, the prediction based on Noodleman’s
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FIG. 3. Exact and approximate exchange parameters and the nature of the antiferromagnetic state. J , JBS, and JMFT with
respect to (a) t′/U and (b), (c), (d) ∆/U . The parameters used for the simulations are written in the figure.

formula deviates from the result given by Eq. (3). In the
limit of large M-L covalency, when the HF instability
does not occur (the BS-HF determinant coincides with a

restricted HF solution) so that 〈Ŝ2〉UHF = 0, the Noodle-
man’s expression will be strongly in error while Eq. (3)
still correct42.
We also calculate the exchange interaction using the

magnetic force theorem43. In this approach, we compare
the energy changes of the classical spin model and the
BS-HF state by the rotations of the spins. Under the
rotations of the antiparallel classical spins as in Fig. 2,
the total energy is

E(θ) = −JS2 cos 2θ ≈ −JS2
(

1− 2θ2
)

, (4)

where S is the classical spin vector, and the last expres-
sion assumes a small θ. Within the quantum mechanical
treatment, the rotation of the quantum spins of the BS-
HF state is achieved by R̂(θ)|ΨUHF〉 with

R̂(θ) = eiŜ1yθe−iŜ2yθ. (5)

By comparing the classical and quantum mechanical en-
ergies, we obtain J . See for the detailed expressions of
the energy Appendix B.
Figure 3(a) shows the calculated exchange parameter

in the function of t′/U . The exact J obtained from the

full CI calculations (solid), the broken-symmetry JBS

(dashed), and the magnetic force theorem JMFT (sym-
bols) exhibit similar behavior, whereas the approximate
J ’s are quantitatively and, under certain ranges of pa-
rameters, qualitatively different from the exact one. JBS

tends to overestimate the ferromagnetic contribution due
to the contamination of the ferromagnetic component
of about 40-50 % in the UHF energy (see Appendix
A2b). The spin contamination in the BS-HF wave func-
tion makes the variational parameters (molecular orbital
coefficients) not fully optimal for the description of the
ground antiferromagnetic state44. Moreover, the num-
ber of the variational parameters for the BS-HF wave
function is less than that for the exact solution, lead-
ing to a poor description of the antiferromagnetic state
with the BS-HF wave function. For some range of t′/U ,
one can also see that JBS qualitatively differs (opposite
sign) from the exact J : Within 0.03 . t′/U . 0.05 and
0.22 . t′/U . 0.26 for U ′/U = 1 (0.21 . t′/U . 0.24
for U ′/U = 0), the exact J becomes antiferromagnetic,
whereas JBS is ferromagnetic. The discrepancy is en-
larged with the increase of the Coulomb repulsion on the
bridging site, U ′, implying that the mean-field descrip-
tion is not adequate. The static electron correlation effect
is crucial to derive accurate J .



4

ψi

ψµ

ψ ψ active 
orbitals

(a) (b)

φi

φµ

φM1 φM2

φe
lu

φo
lg

φ’

φ’

FIG. 4. (a) Partially restricted molecular orbitals and (b)
active magnetic and ligand orbitals (solid lines).

We can see the importance of the electron correlation
for the description of J by modulating the covalency via
∆. From a detailed analysis of the present model, we have
demonstrated that the static electron correlation effect is
enhanced for small ∆33. Figures 3(b), (c) show that JBS

deviates from exact J when ∆ lowers and the covalency
effect enhances: The discrepancy is further enhanced by
turning on U ′.

JMFT shows opposite tendency to JBS. First, JMFT

overestimates the antiferromagnetic contribution [Fig.
3(a)]: JMFT is ferromagnetic in a smaller range of t′/U
than the exact J does and exhibits larger antiferromag-
netic contribution. Second, the description of JMFT be-
comes poor when the covalency effect becomes stronger
by reducing U ′ or increasing t’s [Figs. 3(b)-(d)]. Since
the magnetic force theorem calculations assume well-
localized classical spins, this method would not work well
when the covalency effects are strong.

The present analysis shows that the BS approache and
the MFT one fail when the magnetic electrons are delo-
calized over the bridging ligand, realized at sufficiently
small ∆. Small values of ∆ are not unusual when the
metal and ligand orbitals are close to resonance, e.g., in
iron-sulfur complexes45. Also, as emphasized above, fi-
nite and even large t′ is not surprising in real materials.

The breakdown of the BS approach for the calcula-
tion of J ultimately originates from the lack of sufficient
flexibility of the BS-HF determinant. Indeed, while CI
and HF wave functions for ferromagnetic states coincide
in our model, they differ for the antiferromagnetic states
through fewer variational parameters in the BS-HF treat-
ment (see Appendix A 2b). The absence of approxima-
tion in the derivation of exact states excludes any doubts
that the discrepancy shown by the BS approach is only
due to the intrinsic drawback of the latter. In particular,
the significance of adequate treatment of electron correla-
tion in the antiferromagnetic states is revealed. To elim-
inate this intrinsic drawback, the BS approach should be
extended as suggested below.

III. EXTENSION OF THE BS APPROACH FOR THE

EXCHANGE PARAMETERS

A reliable multiconfigurational calculation of exchange
parameters based on Hartree-Fock orbitals as e.g., within
the CASSCF/CASPT2 approximation46, poses difficul-
ties, especially, for large molecules. The main drawback
of this approach is an insufficient account of dynamical
correlation resulting in underestimation of the intersite
electron transfer and overestimation of on-site electron
repulsion. On the contrary, the dynamical correlation is
intrinsically contained in DFT, CC and GW, which is the
reason why the BS approaches became a standard tool
for the calculation of J . Here we suggest an extension
of this approach in order to cure its intrinsic drawbacks
described above. To this end, we propose a minimal
multiconfigurational version involving electronic config-
urations built on several active orbitals derived from a
preliminary BS calculation. To exemplify this methodol-
ogy, we consider the simplest case of two unpaired elec-
trons in equivalent magnetic (metal) sites, the extension
to other situations being straightforward.

A. Spin polarization contribution

After a standard BS calculation, a partly restricted cal-
culation is performed in which the two magnetic orbitals
containing unpaired electrons (ψσ) remain unchanged,
while the doubly occupied and empty orbitals are reop-
timized under spin restriction [Fig. 4(a)]. All molecular
orbitals are orthogonal to each other except for the mag-
netic ones:

〈ψ↑|ψ↓〉 = SM. (6)

The difference between total energies obtained from BS
and partly restricted calculation for the HS and BS states
gives the spin polarization contribution to the energy of
the latter. Accordingly, the spin polarization contribu-
tion to the exchange parameter is given by

Jpol = JBS − Jres, (7)

where JBS is calculated as in Eq. (3) and Jres is calcu-
lated as follows:

Jres =
2(Eres

HS − Eres
BS)

1 + S2
M

. (8)

This equation is a particular case of the Yamaguchi’s
formula (3) when the spin contamination comes from a
single pair of non-orthogonal magnetic orbitals47. The
total exchange parameter consists of the contributions
described in the previous section (J) and the spin-
polarization contribution (7):

Jtot = J + Jpol. (9)

Note that the inherent error of the BS approach is ex-
pected to be almost canceled in Jpol because the energy
of the BS configuration enters both terms in Eq. (7).
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B. The active orbitals

To overcome the drawbacks of the BS approach, we
should be in line with the results of the previous sec-
tion, i.e. identify a set of effective magnetic and bridging
ligand orbitals (active orbitals) and undertake a multi-
configurational calculation on their basis. Then from the
energies of the lowest S = 0 and S = 1 states the param-
eter J is extracted. Following the previous section, these
active orbitals are chosen in a form which allows the ex-
pansion of the BS magnetic orbitals ψσ solely in their
basis. The construction of these active orbitals is shown
below for a simplest system of two equivalent magnetic
(metal) sites i=1,2 with one unpaired electron, Si=1/2.
Furthermore the complex is supposed to possess a mir-
ror symmetry under which the BS orbitals ψσ pass into
each other, σhψ

↑ = ψ↓ [Fig. 4(a)], whereas the restricted
molecular orbitals {ψi, ψµ} are either even or odd with
respect to this transformation, i.e., are characterized by
indices g and u respectively48.
For this symmetric complex the orbitals ψσ are decom-

posed into four active orbitals (see Appendix C):

ψ↑ = c1φM1
+ c2φM2

+ cogφ
o
lg + ceuφ

e
lu,

ψ↓ = c2φM1
+ c1φM2

+ cogφ
o
lg − ceuφ

e
lu, (10)

where φM1
and φM2

are magnetic orbitals centered at
the metal sites 1 and 2, respectively, accommodating un-
paired magnetic electrons in the ground electronic con-
figuration [Fig. 4(b)]. φolg and φelu are effective bridging
ligand orbitals,

φolg = bogψ
o
lg + dogψg, φelu = beuψ

e
lu + deuψu, (11)

where ψo
lg and ψe

lu are linear combinations of doubly oc-
cupied and empty restricted molecular orbitals, respec-
tively [see Fig. 4(a)]:

ψo
lg =

∑

µ

aµgψµg, ψe
lu =

∑

i

aiuψiu, (12)

while ψg,u are symmetrized combinations of ψσ,

ψg,u =
1

2(1± SM)

(

ψ↑ ± ψ↓
)

. (13)

One should note that the four orbitals entering the r.h.s.
of Eq. (11) are automatically orthogonal, so that the
normality of φolg and φelu imposes conventional relations
for the expansion coefficients. The orthogonality between
the orbitals Eqs. (10) and (11) gives (see Appendix C):

cog =
dog

√

2(1 + SM)
, ceu =

deu
√

2(1− SM)
, (14)

whereas from the normality of ψσ and orthogonality of
φM1

and φM2
we extract the coefficients c1 and c2, Eq.

(C3), entering the decomposition (10). As Eqs. (14)
and (C3) show, all coefficients in this decomposition are

expressed via dog and deu, which together with the coef-
ficients {aµg} and {aiu} are the variational parameters
defining the two active ligand orbitals in Eq. (11). Once
these are found from an optimization procedure speci-
fied below, all expansion coefficients in Eqs. (10) can
be calculated, which allows via the knowledge of ψσ to
determine straightforwardly from these equations for the
active magnetic orbitals φM1

and φM2
[Eq. (C4)].

In the case of non-equivalent magnetic centers, the two
BS magnetic orbitals ψσ will not be related by symme-
try anymore. Therefore, there is no reason to expect that
they will decompose through common active ligand or-
bitals as in Eq. (10) but rather through different ones.
Passing from two different active ligand orbitals of each
type to their orthogonal combinations, we can decompose
ψ↑ and ψ↓ into six common active orbitals: two mag-
netic, two ligand of doubly occupied type and two ligand
of empty type. This scheme is straightforwardly general-
ized to several unpaired electrons on magnetic sites and
more than two magnetic centers. In the absence of sym-
metry we will have to define for each magnetic electron
(n) one magnetic (φMn

) and two ligand (φoln and φeln)
active orbitals. The latter are written in analogy to Eq.
(11) as follows:

φoln =
∑

m

(

bonmψ
o
lm + donmψm

)

,

φeln =
∑

m

(

benmψ
e
lm + denmψm

)

, (15)

where ψo,e
lm are suitable combinations of occupied and

empty restricted orbitals,

ψo
lm =

∑

µ

aomµψµ, ψe
lm =

∑

i

aemiψi, (16)

and ψm are arbitrary orthogonal combinations of BS
magnetic orbitals {ψBS

m }. The indices n and m in Eq.
(15) run over the total number Nm of BS magnetic or-
bitals (usually coinciding with the number of magnetic
electrons). With knowledge of active ligand orbitals (15),
the active magnetic orbitals φMn

are derived from the re-
lations [cf. Eq. (10)]

ψn =
∑

m

(

cnmφMm
+ conmφ

o
lm + cenmφ

e
lm

)

(17)

for a given set of expansion coefficients {cnm, conm, cenm}.
Besides serving as a tool to calculate J , this method-

ology allows to extract the magnetic and effective lig-
and orbitals in a strict variational way. The existent
approaches merely identify them with some Wannier or-
bitals constructed from arbitrarily chosen group of molec-
ular/band orbitals49, an a priori unjustifiable and often
unreliable procedure, especially, for large ligands.

C. A minimal version of MC extension

Once the active magnetic and bridging ligand orbitals
are defined, the lowest spin states are obtained as com-
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binations of the corresponding electronic configurations
ΦI :

Ψ =
∑

I

CIΦI , (18)

where CI are variational parameters found from a mul-
ticonfigurational calculation. Another set of variational
parameters are the expansion coefficients of the active
magnetic and ligand orbitals, Eqs. (15)-(17).
The main difference from other versions of MC cal-

culations is that now one should apply this treatment
not to a group of canonical restricted orbitals, such as
ψµ and ψi in Fig. 4, but to their linear combinations
(φoln, φ

e
ln, φMn

) which are not eigenfunctions of the cor-
responding mean-field, e.g., Kohn-Sham (KS) operator.
This implies orthogonalization of all other doubly occu-
pied restricted orbitals to the active ligand orbitals (15)
or, equivalently, to the orbitals (16), i.e. construction
of their orthogonal linear combinations {ψ′

µ} and {ψ′
i},

respectively [Fig. 4(b)]. In practice, the knowledge of
the form of the latter (coefficients of their decomposition
in terms of original {ψµ} and {ψi}) is not needed. The
reason is the known invariance of the electronic config-
urations under arbitrary unitary transformations in the
space of fully occupied (or fully empty) orbitals50, which
underlies the following equality of determinants:

|ψo
l1ψ̄

o
l1 · · ·ψo

lNm
ψ̄o
lNm

ψ′
Nm+1ψ̄

′
Nm+1 · · ·ψ′

µψ̄
′
µ · · ·ψ′

Nd
ψ̄′

Nd
|

= |ψ1ψ̄1 · · ·ψµψ̄µ · · ·ψNd
ψ̄Nd

|, (19)

where Nd is the number of doubly occupied restricted
orbitals in the DFT calculation. Since all configurations
ΦI in Eq. (18) involve either the l.h.s. determinant as
is or with few electrons removed from a relatively small
number of orbitals ψo

ln, ψ̄
o
ln, we can describe them via

few holes added to the core determinant (19). Since in
addition we are not re-optimizing the orbitals ψµ during
the MC calculation, the determinant in the r.h.s. repre-
sents a “vacuum function” for the added holes. At the
same time the occupation of BS orbitals (their combina-
tions ψBS

m ) and empty restricted orbitals ψi is described
in the electronic representation. In this way the wave
functions ΦI in the expansion (18) involve explicitly only
few electrons in the orthogonal BS orbitals and empty
restricted orbitals and few holes in the doubly occupied
restricted orbitals. Details of such electron-hole descrip-
tion are given in Appendix C 2.
Having established the rules for constructing the elec-

tronic configurations ΦI in the mixed electron-hole rep-
resentation, the calculation of the matrix elements HIJ

of the corresponding Hamiltonian (C10) can be done
straightforwardly. Within an explicit version of MC BS
calculation one should minimize the functional:

E =
∑

I,J

C∗
ICJHIJ({aomµ, a

e
mi, b

o,e
nm, d

o,e
nm, cnm, c

o,e
nm}),

(20)

with respect to the CI and orbital coefficients (subject to
corresponding orthonormal conditions) in full analogy to
a CASSCF calculation51.
In this work we do not discuss the implementation of

the proposed approach. One should mention, however,
that the feasibility of this scheme depends on the evalu-
ation of off-diagonal matrix elements in Eq. (20). It is
a quite straightfoward procedure for HF, CC and even
GW approaches. As for DFT, the evaluation of HIJ can
only be done indirectly, within an uncontrolled approx-
imation. Given the popularity of DFT calculations, we
review below the MC DFT approaches used to date.

1. MC DFT approaches

Several approaches to the MC DFT have been de-
veloped in the past. These include re-definition of
Kohn–Sham (KS) theory to include multiconfigurational
reference wave function from the start52,53, a range-
separation of the electron–electron interaction into a
short-range part described by a local correlation poten-
tial and a long-range part described by the correlation
arising from the MC expansion54–56, a method based on
a local scaling factor of the DFT correlation energy57 and
more complicated methods for the balanced treatment of
MC and DFT correlation effects58, as well as methods
based on a correlation separation using the LDA corre-
lation energy density59–61. As a less rigorous approach,
a reparametrization of the XC functional in the context
of an MC expansion62,63 and the rescaling of the ma-
trix elements of the CI matrix constructed in the pres-
ence of the XC potential by empirical coefficients64 have
been proposed. Another actively developed approach is
the so-called ensemble-referenced Kohn-Sham (REKS)
method65–67, in which the variational entity is an ensem-
ble density expanded as a linear combination of densities
corresponding to individual determinants. We note that
all these approaches can be applied for our problem in a
slightly modified form.
Concerning Eq. (20), within DFT the matrix elements

are supposed to be rescaled by empirical coefficients64.
This approach is closely related to the actively used
nowadays ROCIS method, a single-configuration mul-
tireference approach for evaluation of electronic excita-
tion of inner shells68,69, which also employs the rescaling
of CI matrix elements using empirical factors. As start-
ing point in the self-consistent calculation, we identify
φMn

with ψn which are maximally close to the original
ψBS
m , obtained from the latter via e.g. a Löwdin orthog-

onalization (cnm = δnm, co,enm = 0); the orbitals φo,eln are
identified with corresponding restricted orbitals having
maximal weight in the pairs of neighbor (overlapping)
ψBS
m s.
Another approach, the so-called CAS-DFT70, consid-

ers the functional

E = FCAS-DFT[Ψ] + ECAS-DFT
C [ρ, P ], (21)
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where the first term is the CAS energy (20) in its conven-
tional form (without rescaling), while the second term is
the correlation energy in which the conventional spin den-
sities are replaced by combinations of total CAS density
ρ(r) and on-top pair density P (r, r)71. As appropriate
EC, a Colle-Salvetti72,73 or Lee-Yang-Parr74 correlation
functional should be used. In order to avoid a double
counting of dynamical correlation energy covered by the
first term of (21), ECAS-DFT

C [ρ, P ] is evaluated with local
rescaling factors70. This rescaling can be neglected when
a few configurations are mixed in the CASSCF wave func-
tion, which is certainly the case here. Indeed, given the
relative weakness of the exchange coupling in most mag-
netic complexes, we will only need to consider singly and
doubly excited configurations from reference one(s) re-
sulting in their limited amount even for a large space of
active magnetic and ligand orbitals.

A related version of CAS-DFT is the actively de-
veloped multiconfigurational pair-density functional the-
ory (MC-PDFT)75,76. It is currently implemented in
OpenMolcas77 with a plethora of on-top functionals, cor-
responding to translated exchange-correlation function-
als, and different versions of MC calculations. It has
been successfully applied to the calculation of relative
energy levels in exchange-coupled systems78, the calcu-
lation of singlet-triplet splittings in main-group and or-
ganic systems79–81 and the relative spin-state energetics
of coordinated metal ions82,83.

Contrary to these methods which do not involve the
KS density, the REKS functional is a linear combina-
tion KS energies corresponding to different electronic
configurations of active electrons. The coefficients of
this combination are expressed via the fractional occu-
pation numbers in the total REKS density trough model
considerations65–67. The weak point of this approach is
that it is designed for very small active spaces and can-
not be easily extended over, e.g., CAS(4,4). Note that
the latter will be already sufficient for the calculation of
exchange parameters in symmetric dimers with one un-
paired electron per site, for which the expressions derived
in Sec. III B and Appendix C can be applied directly.
The densities corresponding to different electronic con-
figurations of active electrons are calculated as described
in Appendix C2. As an example, Eq. (C8) gives the to-
tal density for the ground configuration Φ1. One should
have in mind that the self-consistent procedure involves
variation of orbital coefficients defining the active orbitals
only. The same refers also to other approaches mentioned
above.

One should note that the MC DFT approaches have
been straightforwardly applied to the calculation of ex-
change parameters in organic materials61,84 and com-
plexes (an overview of earlier work can be found in Ref.
85). They generally produced results comparable in accu-
racy with BS DFT calculations. Thus CASSCF(2,2) cal-
culations of magnetic coupling in Cu(II) binuclear com-
plexes by the REKS method have shown that imposing
strict spin symmetry does not improve the BS DFT eval-

uation of exchange parameters86. While the active space
in these calculations was restricted to magnetic orbitals
only, we stress that including specially designed active
ligand orbitals are expected to improve the predictibility
of J in such calculations, as they would certainly improve
the BS DFT results according to the present study.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we prove the breakdown of the broken-
symmetry approach for the evaluation of exchange pa-
rameters by applying it to a generic three-site model.
We show that this breakdown originates from an artificial
constraint on multiconfigurational state imposed by the
broken-symmetry determinant. The error becomes espe-
cially pronounced in the case of strong covalency between
magnetic centers and the bridging ligand. To cure this
drawback, we propose a calculational scheme based on
a minimal multiconfigurational extension of the BS ap-
proach. An example of such an economical employment
of the CI space for the description of realistic systems is
the recently developed GS-ROCIS method87.

As active orbitals in the MC calculations, the proposed
method employs effective magnetic and bridging ligand
type orbitals, whose construction and self-consistent de-
termination is outlined in detail. This approach can be
used with any a variety of quantum chemistry software
involving MC and BS calculations, in particular, with
any version of existent MC DFT code, the only required
modification being the implementation of optimization
of the coefficients defining the active orbitals. Besides
possible improvement in the prediction of exchange pa-
rameters, we expect this approach to help resolving the
issue related to the strong variation of the performance
of a given exchange-correlation functional for evaluation
of J in different magnetic systems21,22, which variability
seems to be less pronounced for other molecular proper-
ties calculated with DFT.
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Appendix A: Solutions for the generic three-site model

The full CI and broken-symmetry HF treatment of the
Hubbard model (1) is shown below.

1. Exact solutions

a. Ferromagnetic state

The basis for the ferromagnetic (spin triplet, S = 1)
states |F,MS ;n, p〉 are

|F, 1; 0−〉 = |12〉, |F, 1; 1∓〉 = 1√
2
(|1l〉 ± |l2〉),(A1)

and

|F, 0; 0−〉 =
1√
2
(|12̄〉 − |21̄〉),

|F, 0; 1∓〉 =
1

2
(|1l̄〉 − |l1̄〉 ± |l2̄〉 ∓ |2l̄〉), (A2)

respectively. Here, |ij〉 and |ij̄〉 etc. indicate Slater de-
terminants, spin up and down are specified by without
and with bar, “F” stands for ferromagnetic state, MS

the z component of total spin, n distinguishes the S,MS

states, p (= ±) the parity of the spatial part (symmetric
or antisymmetric). The Hamiltonian matrix is written as

HF =





0
√
2t 0√

2t ∆− t′ 0
0 0 ∆+ t′



 , (A3)

The order of the basis is |0−〉, |1−〉, |1+〉 (“F” and MS

are omitted). The ground energy is obtained from the
2× 2 block, and the ground state is expressed as

|ΨF
MS

〉 =
∑

i=0,1

|F,MS ; i−〉Ci. (A4)

b. Antiferromagnetic state

The symmetrized antiferromagnetic (singlet) states
|AF;n, p〉 are

|AF; 0+〉 =
1√
2
(|12̄〉+ |21̄〉),

|AF; 1±〉 =
1

2
(|1l̄〉+ |l1̄〉 ± |l2̄〉 ± |2l̄〉),

|AF; 2±〉 =
1√
2
(|11̄〉 ± |22̄〉),

|AF; 3+〉 = |ll̄〉. (A5)

The Hamiltonian matrix is written as

HAF =

















0
√
2t 2t′ 0 0 0√

2t ∆+ t′
√
2t 2t 0 0

2t′
√
2t U 0 0 0

0 2t 0 2∆+ U ′ 0 0

0 0 0 0 ∆− t′
√
2t

0 0 0 0
√
2t U

















,

(A6)

in the order of the basis |0+〉, |1+〉, |2+〉, |3+〉, |1−〉,
|2−〉 (“AF” is omitted). The ground energy is obtained
from the spatially symmetric part (the 4× 4 block), and
the ground antiferromagnetic state is written as

|ΨAF〉 =

3
∑

i=0

|AF; i+〉Ci. (A7)

In Fig. 2 in the main text, the weight of each configura-
tion wi = C2

i in function of ∆/t is displayed.

2. Hartree-Fock solutions

a. Ferromagnetic state

From the atomic orbitals, |1〉, |2〉, and |l〉, two sym-
metric (S) and one antisymmetric (A) molecular orbitals
are constructed:

|ψS〉 =
A√
2
(|1〉+ |2〉) +B|l〉,

|ψ′
S〉 =

B√
2
(|1〉+ |2〉)−A|l〉,

|ψA〉 =
1√
2
(|1〉 − |2〉). (A8)
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FIG. 5. 〈S2〉UHF with respect to t′/U . The same parameters
as Fig. 3(a) are used.

The coefficients A and B are real, and the molecular or-
bitals are normalized. The high-spin state with maximal
projection MS = 1,

|ΨF
HF〉 = |ψSψA〉 = −A|F, 1; 0−〉−B|F, 1; 1−〉.(A9)

Since both the high-spin full CI and HF wave functions
contain one variational parameter, the exact high-spin
state can be obtained by HF approach.

b. Unrestricted low-spin state

The molecular orbitals used for the unrestricted HF
(UHF) method are written as

|ψ↑〉 = C1|1〉+ C2|2〉+ Cl|l〉,
|ψ↓〉 = C2|1〉+ C1|2〉+ Cl|l〉, (A10)

where the coefficients C1, C2, Cl are real and the molec-
ular orbitals are normalized. The low-spin UHF wave
function,

|ΨUHF〉 = |ψ↑ψ̄↓〉

=
C2

1 + C2
2√

2
|AF; 0+〉+ (C1 + C2)Cl|AF; 1+〉

+
√
2C1C2|AF; 2+〉+ C2

l |AF; 3+〉

+
C2

1 − C2
2√

2
|F, 0; 0−〉+ (C1 − C2)Cl|F, 0; 1−〉.

(A11)

This expression shows both the ferro- and antiferromag-
netic configurations are included in |ΨUHF〉. Note that
the exact low-spin states are expressed by three param-
eters, while there are only two parameters in the UHF
states. Based on the wave function (A11), the UHF en-

ergy and 〈Ŝ2〉UHF are calculated as, respectively,

EUHF = 4tCl(C1 + C2) + 4t′C1C2 + 2∆C2
l

+2UC2
1C

2
2 + U ′C4

l , (A12)

〈Ŝ2〉UHF = 〈Ŝ2〉F
[

(C2
1 − C2

2 )
2

2
+ (C1 − C2)

2C2
l

]

.(A13)

Calculated 〈Ŝ2〉UHF is shown in Fig. 5.

c. Spin symmetry adapted state

We define the AF part of the AF part of UHF wave
function as the spin symmetry adapted (SA) HF wave
function:

|ΨSAHF〉 =
1

√

2(1 + S2
M )

(

|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉+ |ψ↓ψ̄↑〉
)

,(A14)

where SM = 2C1C2 + C2
l is the overlap between ψ↑ and

ψ↓ (A10). The energy for the SA-HF state is

ESAHF =
1

1 + S2
M

[

4t(1 + SM )(C1 + C2)Cl

+t′(4C1C2 + 2(C2
1 + C2

2 )SM )

+2∆C2
l (1 + SM ) + 4UC2

1C
2
2 + 2U ′C4

l

]

.(A15)

J was calculated using a modified Yamaguchi’s formula
in which EUHF and 〈S2〉UHF are replaced by ESA and
〈S2〉SA = 0, respectively.

Appendix B: Expressions for the magnetic force theorem

Here, we show the detailed expressions used for the
magnetic force theorem calculations of J . The rotations
of the quantum spins of the broken symmetry state re-
sults in

R̂(θ)|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉 = cos2
θ

2
|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉 − sin2

θ

2
|ψ↓ψ̄↑〉

− 1

2
sin θ

(

|ψ↑ψ↓〉+ |ψ̄↑ψ̄↓〉
)

. (B1)

In terms of the configurations, we have

R̂(θ)|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉 = cos θ|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉 −
∑

MS=∓1

1

2
sin θ

[(

C2
1 − C2

2

)

× |F,MS; 0〉+
√
2(C1 − C2)Cl|F,MS ; 1−〉

]

.

(B2)

The energy expectation value for R̂(θ)|ψ↑ψ̄↓〉 is

E(θ) ≈ EUHF + θ2
[

−4(C1 + C2)Cl(2C1C2 + C2
l )t

− 2(C2
1 + C2

2 )(2C1C2 + C2
l )t

′

− 2(C1C2 + C2
l )C

2
l ∆− 2C2

1C
2
2U − C4

l U
′
]

. (B3)

Comparing Eqs. (4) and (B3), we obtain

JMFT = 2
[

−4(C1 + C2)Cl(2C1C2 + C2
l )t

− 2(C2
1 + C2

2 )(2C1C2 + C2
l )t

′

− 2(C1C2 + C2
l )C

2
l ∆− 2C2

1C
2
2U − C4

l U
′
]

. (B4)
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Appendix C: Details of minimal MC calculation

1. Decomposition of ψσ into active orbitals for the

generic thee-site model

The general decomposition of ψ↑ and ψ↓ should look
as follows:

ψ↑ = c1φM1
+ c2φM2

+ cogφ
o
lg + couφ

o
lu + cegφ

e
lg + ceuφ

e
lu,

ψ↓ = c2φM1
+ c1φM2

+ cogφ
o
lg − couφ

o
lu + cegφelg − ceuφ

e
lu,

(C1)

where, compared to Eq. (10), the ungerade doubly occu-
pied and gerade empty ligand active orbitals have been
added for completeness:

φolu =
∑

µ

aµuψµu, φelg =
∑

µ

aigψig . (C2)

Taking into account the orthonormality of the active lig-
and orbitals entering Eq. (C1) and their orthogonality to
φM1

and φM2
, we calculate their overlaps with ψσ from

which the expansion coefficients cou and ceg are found to
be zero, while cog and ceu are given by Eq. (14).
The expansion coefficients c1 and c2 in Eq. (C1) are

found by imposing the orthonormality on φM1
and φM2

:

c1,2 =
1

2

(√
B +A±

√
B −A

)

,

B = 1− cog
2 − ceu

2,

A =
SM − cog

2 + ceu
2

B
. (C3)

Thus, having in mind the relations (14), all expansion
coefficients in Eq. (C1) depend on dog and deu.
Using Eq. (C3) we derive the active magnetic orbitals:

φM1,2
=

(

1 + SM − dog
2
)

ψo − bogd
o
g ψ

o
lg

(c1 + c2)
√

2(1 + SM)

±
(

1− SM − deu
2
)

ψe − deub
e
u ψ

e
lu

(c1 − c2)
√

2(1− SM)
. (C4)

Given the relations bog =
√

1− dog
2, beu =

√

1− deu
2 [see

Eq. (11)] and Eqs. (14), the orbitals φM1,2
are defined

only through the coefficients dog and deu.

2. MC calculation in the electron-hole representation

For the restricted doubly occupied orbitals ψµ we pass
from electron to the hole representation. In the language
of second quantization50 the electron creation is replaced
by hole annihilation and vice versa:

bµσ = a†µσ, b†µσ = aµσ. (C5)

a. Configuration functions in the electron-hole

representation

Considering the determinant of restricted doubly oc-
cupied states, Eq. (19), as a vacuum function with re-
spect to added holes (removed electrons) , |0〉h, while
keeping the usual electronic representation for magnetic
and restricted empty orbitals, with the vacuum function
with respect to added electrons to these orbitals, |0〉e, we
can represent any determinant entering the configuration

functions ΦI in (18) as products of few a†iσ and b†µσ opera-
tors acting on the vacuum function |0〉e|0〉h (≡ |0〉). The
total number of these operators can differ from one prod-
uct to another, however, the difference of electronic and
hole creation operators is equal to Nm for each product.
For instance, the ground configuration in Fig. 4(b),

described by the determinant

Φ1 = |φM1
φ̄M2

φolg φ̄
o
lgψ

′
1ψ̄

′
1 · · ·ψ′

µψ̄
′
µ · · · |, (C6)

is written in the electron-hole representation as follows

Φ1 =
(

αa†o↑ + βblo↑ + γa†e↑ + δa†le↑
)

(

αa†o↓ + βblo↓ − γa†e↓ − δa†le↓
)(

bogβblo↑ + doga
†
o↑

)

(

bogβblo↓ + doga
†
o↓

)

b†lo↑b
†
lo↓|0〉, (C7)

where α, β, γ, δ are the coefficients in front of the corre-
sponding orbital functions in (C4), the latter being re-
placed by corresponding electron creation and hole an-
nihilation operators (the parity index was dropped for
shortness); the coefficients dog and bog are the same as in
Eq. (11).
The total density corresponding to Φ1 can be written

after making use of the relation (19) in the following form:

ρΦ1(r) =
d.occ
∑

µ

2|ψµ(r)|2 − 2|ψo
lg(r)|2 + 2|φolg(r)|2

+|φM1
(r)|2 + |φM2

(r)|2, (C8)

where the expressions of active orbitals via restricted and
BS molecular orbitals are given by Eqs. (11)-(13) and
(C4).

b. The Hamiltonian in the electron-hole representation

In the electronic Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
∑

ijσ

hija
†
iσajσ +

1

2

∑

ijkl

∑

σσ′

Vijkla
†
iσa

†
jσ′alσ′akσ(C9)

we pass to hole operators (C5) for restricted doubly oc-
cupied orbitals ψµ and obtain:

Ĥ = Ĥa + Ĥb + Ĥab + Ed.occ, (C10)

where Ĥa is the electronic part given by Eq. (C9) in
which the summations over orbital indices exclude the
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orbitals ψµ, and Ĥb is the Hamiltonian for holes (in the
following formulas the hole orbitals are denoted by Greek
letters):

Ĥb = −
∑

µνσ

[

hνµ +
∑

κ

(

2Vνκµκ − Vνκκµ
)]

b†µσbνσ

+
1

2

∑

µνκρ

∑

σσ′

Vρκνµb
†
µσb

†
νσ′bρσ′bκσ. (C11)

The third term in (C10) is the mixed electron-hole part,

Ĥab =
∑

iµσ

hiµ
(

bµσaiσ + a†iσb
†
µσ

)

+
∑

ijkµ

∑

σσ′

Vijµk
(

a†iσa
†
jσ′akσ′b†µσ + bµσa

†
kσ′ajσ′aiσ

)

+
∑

iµνκ

∑

σσ′

Vijµκ
(

a†iσbµσ′b†νσ′b
†
κσ + bκσbνσ′b†µσ′aiσ

)

+
1

2

∑

ijµν

∑

σσ′

Vijµν
(

a†iσa
†
jσ′b

†
νσ′b

†
µσ + bµσbνσ′ajσ′aiσ

)

+
∑

ijµν

∑

σσ′

(

Vµiνja
†
iσajσbµσ′b†νσ′ − Viµνja

†
iσajσ′bµσ′b†νσ

)

,

(C12)

and the last one is the energy of the closed shell of re-
stricted doubly occupied orbitals:

Ed.occ = 2
∑

µ

hµµ +
∑

µµ′

(

2Vµµ′µµ′ − Vµµ′µ′µ

)

.(C13)

The above expressions were derived for real orbitals im-
plying usual symmetry relations for matrix elements (in-
dices refer to all orbitals:

hij = hji, Vijkl = Vkjil = Vilkj = Vklij = · · · . (C14)

In terms of canonical KS orbitals, the electronic Hamil-
tonian is obtained from (C9) via the following replace-
ments:

i) hij → ǫiδij ,

ii)
1

2

∑

ijkl

∑

σσ′

Vijkla
†
iσa

†
jσ′alσ′akσ →

1

2

∑

ijkl

∑

σσ′

Vijkl
(

1− 2δij
)

a†iσa
†
jσ′alσ′akσ

−
∑

ijσ

[(

vc
)

ij
−
(

vx
)

ij

]

a†iσajσ , (C15)

where is the KS orbital energy and vc and vx is the corre-
lation and exchange potential, respectively. The electron-
hole representation for this Hamiltonian is derived simi-
larly to Eqs. (C10)-(C13).
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dans des complexes trimétalliques linéaires,” in 5éme Réunion
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M. Guo, C. E. Hoyer, M. Johansson, S. Keller, S. Knecht,
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