
Spin migration in density functional theory: energy, potential and density perspectives

Alon Hayman,1 Eli Kraisler,1, ∗ and Tamar Stein1, †

1Fritz Haber Research Center for Molecular Dynamics and Institute of Chemistry,
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 9091401 Jerusalem, Israel

(Dated: November 5, 2024)

Spin is a fundamental property of any many-electron system. The ability of density functional
theory to accurately predict the physical properties of a system, while varying its spin, is crucial for
describing magnetic materials and high-spin molecules, spin flip, magnetization and demagnetization
processes. Within density functional theory, when using various exchange-correlation approxima-
tions, the exact dependence of the energy on the spin often deviates from the exact constant or
piecewise-linear behavior, which is directly related to the problem of strong (static) correlation and
challenges the description of molecular dissociation. In this paper, we study the behavior of the
energy, the frontier Kohn-Sham (KS) orbitals, the KS potentials and the electron density, with re-
spect to fractional spin, in different atomic systems. We analyze five standard exchange-correlation
functionals and find three main scenarios of deviation from the expected exact results. We clearly
recognize a jump in the frontier orbital energies upon spin variation in the exact exchange and
in hybrid functionals, and the related plateau in the corresponding KS potential. Our results are
instrumental for the assessment of the quality of existing approximations from a new perspective
and for the development of advanced functionals with sensitivity to magnetic properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Density functional theory (DFT) [1, 2] is a powerful
method for describing the electronic structure in mate-
rials and is widely used in chemistry, physics and ma-
terials science [3–8]. Within the Kohn-Sham (KS) ap-
proach to DFT, an interacting many-electron system is
described via an auxiliary system of non-interacting elec-
trons, which are subject to an effective potential, chosen
to reconstruct the density of the interacting system. In
principle, DFT is an exact approach, but in practice,
the aforementioned effective potential, particularly its
exchange-correlation (XC) component, is unknown and
needs to be approximated.

During the last six decades, many XC approximations
have been suggested, with varying degrees of accuracy
for different systems and physical properties. In parallel,
several approaches for developing XC functionals have
emerged. In particular, the approach of satisfying exact
constraints [9–13] proved especially useful if one aims at
a global, first-principles functional that is relevant for a
variety of materials: Although the exact XC functional is
unknown, many of its properties can be derived analyt-
ically or observed numerically for small systems, relying
on highly-accurate calculations.

Two exact conditions relevant to this study are the
well-known piecewise-linearity condition with respect to
fractional electron number, and the constancy condition
with respect to fractional spins. The piecewise-linearity
condition states that the exact total energy versus parti-
cle number is a series of linear segments between integer

∗ Author to whom correspondence should be addressed:
eli.kraisler@mail.huji.ac.il

† Author to whom correspondence should be addressed:
tamar.stein@mail.huji.ac.il

electron points with a possible change in the slope when
crossing an integer number.[14] The constancy condition
with respect to fractional spin states that the total en-
ergy is constant for systems with constant charge but
varying spins.[15, 16] The combination of the two exact
constraints leads to the flat plane condition.[17] Notably,
these conditions are completely general quantum princi-
ples and apply to any many-electron approach.

The occurrence of fractional spins and their effect
has been extensively studied in the literature.[15–29] In
Ref. [15], the authors showed that the exact total energy
of a system with a fractional S must be constant for all
S ∈ [−Smin, Smin] (where Smin is the equilibrium value of
the total spin, i.e., that value for which the system has the
lowest energy), Importantly, it has been demonstrated
that errors in fractional spins are related to large static
correlation errors in chemical systems, when calculating
chemical bond dissociation processes and band structure
of Mott insulators. In Ref. 17 the flat-plane condition
has been developed, unifying piecewise-linearity [14] and
the constancy condition [15]. Focusing on the H atom,
Ref. 17 described its exact total energy, while continu-
ously varying N from 0 to 2 and S accordingly, while
S ∈ [− 1

2 ,
1
2 ]. The exact energy graph of H in the N↑−N↓

plane is comprised of two triangles whose vertices lie at
the points of integer N↑ and N↓.

Recently, in Ref. [30] the exact ground state of a
general, finite, many-electron system with an arbitrary
fractional electron number, N , and fractional spin, S,
has been rigorously described, using the ensemble ap-
proach, and generalizing the piecewise-linearity principle
and the flat-plane condition. It has been found which
pure ground states contribute to the ensemble, and which
do not. In particular, it has been shown that the con-
tributing pure states are not necessarily among the four
neighboring states to the point (N,S) on the N↑ − N↓
plane, contrary to previous findings; the energy graph
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consists not only of triangles but also of trapezoids.

In parallel, Ref. [31] described the energy profile versus
electron number and spin for finite systems, also beyond
the range [−Smin, Smin], relying on the infinite-separation
technique [28]. It has been shown that the energy profile
satisfies the tilted-plane condition, which gives rise to
derivative discontinuities (see also [30, 32]).

However, approximate XC functionals may strongly
violate the aforementioned exact conditions, leading,
among other problems, to delocalization and static corre-
lation errors. Incorporating known exact properties into
an XC approximation during its development constraints
its functional form, and can potentially lead to more ac-
curate results for many systems. Recovering piecewise-
linearity and the flat plane conditions have been demon-
strated to lead to improved results. [21–23, 25, 26, 33]
For example, achieving piecewise-linearity for an ensem-
ble of different particle numbers via the use of a tuned
range-separated hybrid functionals or by performing an
ensemble generalization has been demonstrated to cor-
rect many of the ailments of standard DFT function-
als, such as self-interaction error, orbital gap, the de-
scription of charge transfer excitations and the spurious
fractional dissociation problem.[34–41] Moreover, tuning
range-separated double hybrids [25] has been used to en-
force both piecewise-linearity and spin constancy, result-
ing in the minimization of both errors and improved dis-
sociation curves, despite the presence of a non-physical
maximum. In summary, the process of spin migration,
namely the change of the system’s spin S at constant N ,
has been examined mainly from the perspective of the
total energy.

In the present contribution, we focus on the behav-
ior of the energy, the density, the orbitals, and the KS
potential, while varying the (z-projection of the) spin of
the system, S, accounting for both integer and fractional
values. We make progress in the following directions: (i)
As a first step towards a comprehensive understanding
of spin migration processes, we consider various atomic
systems, namely, H, He, Li, Be, B, C, Na, Mg, Si, and
K, where transitions can occur between s-s, s-p and p-p
orbitals. Three different types of behavior for the total
energy have been identified. (ii) We examine the changes
versus S both within and beyond the range [−Smin, Smin].
(iii) We explore the behavior of the frontier KS orbitals
versus S and (iv) monitor the changes in the KS poten-
tials, vσKS(r;S), for selected cases. In cases where the
functional includes exact exchange, we discovered the
emergence of plateaus in the potential when the spin
reaches half-integer values; appearance of these plateaus
corresponds to jumps in the frontier orbital energies. (v)
Finally, the deviation of the spin-densities nσ(r) from
piecewise-linearity is assessed and the relation to the en-
ergy deviation in the same cases is discussed.

The rest of the article is organized as follows: we sum-
marize the relevant theoretical results in Sec. II and pro-
vide the numerical details of our calculations in Sec. III.
The results are presented in Sec. IV, where we discuss

them according to the total energy behavior: we describe
the case of concave behavior in Sec. IVA, a mixture of
concave and convex behavior in Sec. IVB, and the all
concave case in Sec. IVC. Section V concludes the arti-
cle.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, we outline the main exact features
of any finite many-electron system, which emerge when
varying its spin. These features serve as a reference point
in analyzing approximate results. We are relying on pre-
vious studies, particularly Ref. [30].
First, consider the case when the total number of elec-

trons, N , is kept constant at an integer value, while the
(z-projection of the) spin, S, varies within [−Smin, Smin]
(e.g., the spin varies between − 1

2 and 1
2 for Li or between

− 3
2 and 3

2 for N). In the terminology of Ref. [30], this
is spin migration within the trapezoid (more precisely,
on the trapeziod’s side). Then, the ensemble ground
state of the system consists of the states |ΨN,−Smin

⟩,
|ΨN,−Smin+1⟩, ..., |ΨN,Smin−1⟩ and |ΨN,Smin

⟩, which all
have the same total energy, and therefore we expect the
ensemble total energy, E(S), to be spin-independent. As
a direct result, strictly within the range (−Smin, Smin)
the frontier orbitals must coincide and equal the nega-

tive of the ionization potential (IP): ε↑ho = ε↓ho = −I. In
contrast, at and beyond the range boundary, the frontier
orbital energies may change abruptly. This may happen
due to the change in the states that participate in the
ensemble, and the resultant slope of the energy, giving
rise to the spin-migration derivative discontinuity pre-
dicted in Ref. [30–32]. Plateaus in the KS potentials are
expected to form as a result of this discontinuity [30].
Outside the trapezoids, when N is a constant integer,

but S > Smin (e.g., Li with S ∈ [ 12 ,
3
2 ]), states with dif-

ferent values of N and S can contribute to the ensem-
ble. Similar is the situation for S < −Smin. Ref. [31]
studied this question in detail for selected atomic sys-
tems and established the fact that for high spin values
the ensemble ground state may include contributions not
only from those pure states that are closest to a given
point in the N↑ −N↓ plane. However, in the systems we
describe here, namely for Li, B, Na and Mg+, atoms
with S ∈ [ 12 ,

3
2 ] and for He, Li+, Be2+, Be, Mg, C

and Si with S ∈ [0, 1], the only two contributing states
are |ΨN,Smin

⟩ and |ΨN,Smin+1⟩. We have verified this
statement, relying on the existing tabulated experimental
spectroscopic data from the National Institute of Stan-
dards (NIST) [42]. The fact that our ensemble includes
only the two aforementioned states means that the en-
semble total energy is linear in the spin:

E(S) = (Smin +1− S)E(Smin) + (S − Smin)E(Smin +1).
(1)

To clearly illustrate the deviation of the energy obtained
with approximate XC functionals, we refer to ∆E(S)
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– the deviation of the energy E(S) from the expected
piecewise-linear (or constant) behavior. ∆E is nothing
else but the difference between the left- and the right-
hand sides of Eq. (1), both obtained within a given XC
approximation.

The frontier orbitals are not equal anymore, but they
are spin-independent. This can be shown relying on
Janak’s theorem [43], which identifies the KS eigenval-
ues with derivatives of the total energy with respect to
the corresponding occupation numbers. Particularly, for
the frontier orbitals,

εσho =
∂E

∂fσ
ho

=

(
∂E

∂Nσ

)

Nσ̄

, (2)

where we assumed that in each spin channel only the
homo level can change its occupation. This is the scenario
in all cases we consider in this work. Here σ̄ denotes
the spin channel opposite to σ. Performing a change of
variables from N↑ and N↓ to N = N↑ + N↓ and S =
1
2 (N↑ −N↓), we find that

(
∂E

∂Nσ

)

Nσ̄

=

(
∂E

∂N

)

S

(
∂N

∂Nσ

)

Nσ̄

+

(
∂E

∂S

)

N

(
∂S

∂Nσ

)

Nσ̄

.

(3)
Using Eq. (1), we find that (∂E/∂S)N = E(Smin + 1)−
E(Smin) =: J1 – the first spin-flip energy. Additionally,
defining δσ to equal 1 for σ =↑ and -1 for σ =↓, we arrive
at the relation

εσho =

(
∂E

∂N

)

S

+
1

2
δσJ1 (4)

The value of the remaining unknown derivative depends
on the third pure-state that contributes to the ensem-
ble ground state at fractional electron number as it ap-
proaches N from below. Different scenarios can occur
in this regard, but one thing is common: this term does
not depend on S. As a result, εσho is also S-independent,
in the whole range (Smin, Smin + 1). As mentioned, the
frontier orbital energies are not equal: their difference,

ε↑ho − ε↓ho = J1 is the spin-flip energy.
The electron spin-densities nσ(r;S) are linear combi-

nations of the pure-state densities that comprise the en-
semble. In particular, in all ensembles that consist of two
states (generally denoted here 0 and 1), the density must
equal

nσ(r;x) = (1− x)nσ
0 (r) + xnσ

1 (r), (5)

where x ∈ [0, 1]. For example, for Li with S ∈ [− 1
2 ,

1
2 ],

0 corresponds to S = − 1
2 , 1 corresponds to S = 1

2 and

x = S+ 1
2 . For Li with S ∈ [ 12 ,

3
2 ], 0 corresponds to S = 1

2 ,

1 corresponds to S = 3
2 and x = S − 1

2 . To assess the
deviation of a spin-density obtained in an approximate
calculation from the expected behavior (5), we first define

dσ(r;x) = nσ(r;x)− [(1− x)nσ
0 (r) + xnσ

1 (r)] , (6)

which is the difference between the left- and the right-
hand side of Eq. (5), when all quantities are obtained
within a given XC functional. For the exact case, dσ(r;x)
must equal zero for all r and x. For approximations, this
is not the case. Note, however, that dσ(r;x) equals 0
for x = 0 and 1, by construction, for any XC functional
and that

∫
dσ(r;x) d3r = 0, as well [44]. In addition, we

define the quantity

Qσ(x) =

∫
[dσ(r;x)]

2
d3r (7)

to better assess the deviation of spin-densities from
piecewise-linearity. Qσ(x) depends only on the spin (via
x), and not on r. For the exact case, Qσ(x) vanishes for
all values of x, while for approximations it measures in a
concise manner the degree of deviation from the expected
behavior.

III. NUMERICAL DETAILS

All atomic calculations were carried out using the
ORCHID code [45, 46], which performs electronic structure
calculations of single atoms and ions, within a spheri-
cal approximation. We used a discrete logarithmic grid
with 16000 points, on the interval [rmin, rmax], where
rmin = e−13/Z Bohr (with Z being the atomic num-
ber), and rmax = 35 Bohr. For certain small systems
(e.g., He) a smaller grid was used, to prevent numer-
ical noise in cases where all relevant orbitals rapidly
decay. Orbital-dependent XC functionals were treated
within the Krieger-Li-Iafrate (KLI) [47] approximation in
the Optimized Effective Potential (OEP) formalism [48].
Note that in some cases when employing EXX, there is
no convergence near the edges of the spin range, because
one of the frontier orbitals becomes positive.

The variation of the spin S was performed by simulta-
neously increasing N↑ and decreasing N↓ in the calcula-
tions. This translated to the increase in the occupation
number fho,↑ in the Kohn-Sham system, and the simul-
taneous decrease in fho,↓.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present results for the atoms H, He,
Li, Be, B, C, Na, Mg, Si and K and some of their ions.
We discuss in detail the dependence of the total energy,
the frontier orbital energies, the KS potentials and the
electron densities on the spin, S. Our findings can be
subdivided into three cases, as detailed below. We start
with the all-concave energy behavior, which is the most
common case in the literature.
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A. CASE I: All-concave energy behavior

Figure 1 shows the deviation of the total energy,
∆E(S), with respect to the fractional spin, S, for the H,
Li, and Na systems, where the spin varies between −0.5
and 0.5. In agreement with previous studies [15, 25],
all tested functionals, namely LSDA, PBE, PBE0, and
EXX, overestimate the energy at fractional spins and re-
sult in a concave behavior for ∆E(S). The smallest de-
viation is observed for LSDA and PBE, and the largest
deviation is observed for EXX. The deviation of PBE0 is
between PBE and EXX, as expected, and approximately
equals the linear combination of the former results, with
weights of 0.75 and 0.25, respectively (see Table S1 in the
Suplementary Material (SM)). While in all three atomic
systems, the behavior of all functionals is similar, we ob-
serve a larger deviation for the H atom system, which
reduces for Li and Na.

To gain more insights into these systems, we next study
the energy of the frontier orbitals with respect to frac-
tional spins. For H, these are the 1s↑ and 1s↓ orbitals,
for Li – 2s↑ and 2s↓ and for Na – 3s↑ and 3s↓. The ex-
act behavior should be a straight horizontal line with a
possible jump in the frontier orbital value at the edges
of the spin range. As expected from the behavior of the
total energy, here again, we observe a deviation from the
exact behavior in all three systems. Particularly, Fig. 2
demonstrates the behavior of the frontier orbitals for the
H atom for the different functionals. The expected exact
result is that both the up and the down orbital energies
equal −13.6 eV, for all values of S. All functionals pro-
duce results that strongly deviate from this expectation:
as one can see from the Figure, when increasing S, the
energy value of the up channel decreases, and for the
down channel the value increases. Even for EXX, which
is expected to be exact for the H atom, we observe the
above behavior. We attribute this deviation to the fact
that while the Hartree and the EXX potentials cancel at
the edges, i.e., at S = ±0.5, for any other value of S they
differ: vH(r)+vexactx,σ (r) = (1−(0.5+δσS)

2)vH(r) (where
δ↑ = 1 and δ↓ = −1, as defined above) [33].

Going beyond the one-electron system, we see addi-
tional interesting features for the different XC function-
als, as shown in Fig. 3. For Li and Na, there is a similarity
in the behavior of the frontier orbitals, as was observed
for the total energies.

For the LSDA functional, shown in Fig. 3 (leftmost col-
umn), we observe a decrease in value of the up channel
and a simultaneous increase of the down channel, sim-
ilarly to the results for the H atom. As the total en-
ergies behave approximately parabolically, the resulting
deviation in the frontier orbitals is approximately linear.
However, the nonlinearity in the frontier orbital energies
is apparent, which suggests that also in the total energies
there are significant contributions beyond the parabolic
term. The results for positive and negative values of S are
mirror images with the same value at S = 0 as both levels
coincide, as expected with identical occupation numbers

for up and down channels which provide the unpolarized
result. As for the case of H, we observe no jumps or sharp
features.

In the case of the PBE functional shown in Fig. 3 (sec-
ond column from the left), the behavior is similar to that
of the LSDA, with the difference that with the PBE func-
tional, for both Li and Na, sharp features (‘spikes’) in the
frontier orbitals near the edges (S = −0.5 or 0.5) occur.

The next functional we discuss is the EXX, which
shows a very different behavior (Fig. 3 (third column
from the left).) Here, for both Li and Na systems, we ob-
serve a significant jump of the up frontier orbital energy
at S = −0.5+ and then a gradual decrease in this energy
value as we increase S; similarly, we observe the same
jump in the down frontier orbital energy at S = 0.5−

and then a decrease as we lower S. Unlike the feature of
spikes we observed in PBE, the aforementioned jump in
the EXX is instantaneous in S and does not depend on
the sampling of the S-axis.

EXX is the only functional we studied, for which the
unoccupied down level starts below the occupied up one;
then, upon an infinitesimal spin change, a jump in the
down level occurs, as expected. However, the jump is
too high compared to the exact value, which results in
a subsequent decrease in the frontier down energy level.
The fact that we observed an unoccupied down KS level
which lies below an occupied up one is not a forbid-
den scenario [45]: such an electronic configuration of the
KS system is termed proper in a broad sense. It is not
uncommon in atomic systems calculated with LSDA or
PBE [46], and has been explicitly observed also for Li
with EXX [49].

For the PBE0 functional (Fig. 3 (right column)), we
experience the combination of the PBE spikes (upwards)
and the jumps from EXX (downwards), which creates a
numerical challenge. For this reason, we have also cal-
culated the frontier orbitals for the LSDA0 case (shown
in the SM, Fig. S1). The frontier orbitals of LSDA0 also
demonstrate an instantaneous jump at the edges of the S
range, which is smaller than the one observed for EXX,
as only a fraction of the EXX is taken. Consequently,
both frontier orbitals remain strictly bound for all values
of S, which makes the numerical treatment easier.

The jumps in the frontier orbital energies necessitate
the emergence of a plateau in the down-KS potential
as we approach S = 0.5 from below, similarly to the
well-known case of fractional charges. Indeed, Fig. 4
shows the difference of the KS potential of the fractional
spin, S, from the KS potential at S = 0.5. As we ap-
proach the values of S = 0.5 from above, a clear spa-
tial plateau is observed. It shares features known from
fractional-charge plateaus: the plateau height converges
to its asymptotic value as 1/ ln(0.5− S), and its width
increases as ln(0.5− S) and it decays as ∼ 0.25/r (cf.
Ref. [50, 51]). To the best of our knowledge, plateaus in
KS potentials are presented in this context for the first
time.

Additional systems we have studied that exhibit the
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FIG. 1. Deviation in energy, ∆E, versus the fractional spin, S, for the H, Li and Na atoms (left to right), for different XC
approximations (see Legend).
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FIG. 2. Frontier orbital energies for the H atom versus the fractional spin. From left to right: LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0
functionals. At the edges of the spin range, the energy level of the unoccupied up/down channel is not shown in the plot.

all-concave typical behavior are B and K, where the spin
changes from − 1

2 to 1
2 and the transitions are between

s orbitals, Be and Mg atoms, where the spin changes
from S = 0 to S = 1, and the transitions are between
s and p orbitals. We also studied the C an Si atoms,
where S changes from 1 to 0, with transitions between
the p orbitals. The total energy curves with respect to
the spin, in addition to the frontier orbitals, are shown
in the SM, Figs. S2 – S6.

To obtain a complete picture, we next analyze the de-
viation of the electron density for fractional S, versus
the expected ensemble density. We are using the quan-
tity Q↓(x), as defined in Eq. (7), and plot it for the case
of the Li atom in Fig. 5, using various XC functionals
(Q↑(x) is a mirror image of Q↓(x), around x = 1

2 ). As
shown in the Figure, the deviations of the down-density
from piecewise-linearity are aligned with the deviations
observed for the total energy (Fig. 1), where the maxi-
mal deviation is observed for the EXX, followed by PBE0,
and then PBE and LSDA, which deviate the least. This
might indicate that the errors in the total energies may
be driven by errors from the density [52].

B. CASE II - mixed energy behavior

The next systems under study are the He-like atoms,
namely: He, Li+, and Be2+, where 2 electrons occupy
the 1s orbital and the spin value changes from S = 0 to
S = 1, exceeding the range [−Smin, Smin]. Figure 6 shows
the behavior of the total energy with respect to fractional
spin with the different functionals. Surprisingly, unlike

the systems examined in Case I, here we see, for all three
systems, an overestimation of the energy using the EXX
functional and an underestimation of the energy for the
PBE and LSDA functionals, resulting in a concave energy
graph for the former and a convex one for the two latter.
For the He-like atoms, the deviation of LSDA and PBE
downwards is significantly smaller than the deviation of
the EXX upwards. Contrary to systems of Case I, here
the use of a global hybrid results in minimal deviation due
to the opposite tendencies in the functionals. Notably,
the deviation in the energy increases with an increase
in the nuclear charge (here, unlike previous systems, the
number of electrons is constant).
The behavior of the frontier orbitals also shows simi-

lar trends for all the systems, as shown in the example
of He in Fig. 7. Frontier orbitals for Li+ and Be2+ are
shown in Figs. S7 and S8, respectively. As can be seen
from Fig. 7, deviations of the exact behavior (namely, a
straight horizontal line) are observed: for the LSDA func-
tional emptying the down channel results in a decrease in
the orbital energy, and as the up channel is gradually oc-
cupied, we observe a decrease in this channel as well. As
before, the changes in the frontier orbitals are approx-
imately linear; their slope is dictated by the parabolic
term of the energy.
The frontier orbitals obtained from the PBE functional

exhibit a similar behavior, with an approximately linear
decrease in the energy levels. At S = 1 we see spikes in
the orbital energies, which are reminiscent of the spikes
observed in PBE for H, Li, and Na, and seem to be a
characteristic feature of the PBE functional. In the case
of the EXX functional, in Fig. 7 (third from the left)
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FIG. 3. Frontier orbital energies for the Li atom (top) and the Na atom (bottom) versus the fractional spin. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0 functionals.
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we observe an increase in the down channel energy, as we
gradually remove a down electron to occupy the up chan-
nel. At S = 0 we observe a jump in the orbital energy,
followed by a decrease as we progress towards S = 1.
As expected, PBE0 (Fig. 7 (right)) shows a combination
of the features observed in PBE and EXX: we observe a
medium-height spike at S = 1 and a small jump in the
up channel at S = 0.

Interestingly, the behavior of the He-like systems is
quite different than the one observed for Be and Mg (de-
scribed in Sec. IVA) despite the similarity in the elec-
tronic structure. Such a behavior is also obtained for the
Li atom, where the spin changes from S = 0.5 to S = 1.5,
as shown in the SM, Figs. S9 and S10. We note that in
all the systems presented here, we empty one of the spin
channels.
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FIG. 5. The quantity Q↓(x) (defined in Eq. (7)) for the Li
atom, with various functionals (see Legend) where x = S− 1

2
.

Finally, analyzing the deviation of the density from
the expected piecewise-linear behavior using the Qσ(x)
measure is shown for the case of the He atom in Fig. 8.
Interestingly, for Q↓(x) the maximum deviation from
the ensemble density is observed for PBE, followed by
LSDA, and the minimal deviation is obtained for EXX
and PBE0. For Q↑(x), EXX deviates the most, followed
by PBE and PBE0, while LSDA is the most accurate. All
deviations Q↑(x) are lower than those of Q↓(x). The er-
rors in the density are not in line with the errors observed
for the energy (cf. Ref. [52]).

C. CASE III - All convex energy behavior

For the Na and Mg+ systems, where the spin changes
from S = 0.5 to S = 1.5 and S exceeds the range
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FIG. 8. The quantities Q↑(x) (left) and Q↓(x) (right) for the
He atom, with various functionals (see Legend), where x = S.

[−Smin, Smin] we observe a third type of behavior. While
these systems are similar in electronic structure to the
case of Li, the behavior is quite different, which indicates
that it is very challenging to predict in advance the type
of deviation of different XC functionals. Figure 9 shows
the total energy with respect to fractional spin, in the
range of S = 0.5 to S = 1.5, for the aforementioned
atomic systems. Unlike previous cases, we observe an
underestimation of the total energy in all tested func-
tionals, very different from the ’typical’ Case I deviation,
reported in Sec. IVA. Additionally, unlike previous cases,
here PBE and LSDA functionals deviate the most, while
EXX exhibits the smallest deviation (with a particularly
small deviation shown for the Mg+ atom), and conse-
quently, the PBE0 errors are in between PBE and EXX.

Figure 10 shows the behavior of the frontier orbitals of
Na, and Figure S11 in the SM shows the frontier orbitals
for Mg+. As we empty the down channel, we observe a
large decrease in the down orbital energy, in addition to

a (much smaller) decrease in the up channel energy for
all functionals. For the EXX functional, we experience
difficultes with convergence for 0.5 ⩽ S ⩽ 0.8, as the up
frontier orbital becomes unbound. Still, since the orbital
energy value at S = 0.5 is lower than the value at S = 0.8,
we expect a jump in up the orbital energy for EXX. PBE0
results (Fig. 10 (right)), which converged in the whole S
range, indeed show a minute jump in the up channel at
S = 0.5+.
The deviation from the expected ensemble density for

Na, using the Qσ(x) measure, is shown in Fig. 11. For
Q↓(x), the maximal, almost identical, deviation is ob-
served for the LSDA and PBE functionals, and a mini-
mal deviation for the EXX functional, while results for
PBE0 are in between. The errors are compatible with
the errors observed in the total energy, as in Case I. In
contrast, for Q↑(x), EXX deviates the most, while all the
other functionals yield a similar and lower result.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this manuscript, we have analyzed the deviation of
the total energy, the frontier orbitals, the potential and
the density versus the spin, for atomic systems, using dif-
ferent XC functionals. For the systems studied here, we
identified three different types of behavior. Comparing to
the known trend, where the XC functionals overestimate
the total energy and provide concave curves with respect
to fractional spins, we revealed a richer picture, where in
some atomic systems all the XC functionals consistently
yield a concave behavior, in some systems a consistent
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convex behavior, and yet several atoms, where we ob-
serve both concave and convex deviations, depending on
the XC functional. We demonstrate that in all cases the
approximately parabolic deviation in the total energy re-
sults in approximately linear behavior of the frontier or-
bitals. We showed that the EXX, PBE0, and LSDA0
functionals exhibit a jump in the orbital energies, which
is manifested as a plateau in the corresponding KS po-
tential. We additionally tested the deviation of the calcu-
lated approximate densities from the expected ensemble
density and showed that in some cases the deviations are
compatible, and in some they are not compatible with
those of the total energy. This indicates that multiple
sources of error may lead to these deviations.

As the errors exhibited by functionals for fractional
spins are related to the description of static correlation,
which is important in many chemical systems, the need to
obtain a correct behavior versus fractional spin is highly
important. Insights provided in this work in analyzing
errors and different types of deviations is instrumental
in paving the way to their future correction. Correcting
the behavior of existing XC functionals and reproducing
exact known conditions can lead to improvement in the
prediction power of different properties with DFT, as has
been demonstrated previously for the case of fractional
charges.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supporting calculations for additional atomic systems
are presented, according to the three cases described in
the main text.
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Chem. Phys. 143, 104105 (2015).
[41] E. Kraisler and L. Kronik, Phys. Rev. A 91, 032504

(2015).
[42] https://physics.nist.gov/PhysRefData/ASD/levels form.html.
[43] J. F. Janak, Phys. Rev. B 18, 7165 (1978).
[44] In atomic calculations within the spherical approxima-

tion, it is common to plot not the density itself, but the
quantity 4πr2n(r). This quantity is easier to visualize
and, among other advantages, reveals the shell structure
of the density. The same applies also to dσ(r;x) in the
present context.

[45] E. Kraisler, G. Makov, N. Argaman, and I. Kelson, Phys.
Rev. A 80, 032115 (2009).

[46] E. Kraisler, G. Makov, and I. Kelson, Phys. Rev. A 82,
042516 (2010).

[47] J. B. Krieger, Y. Li, and G. J. Iafrate, Phys. Rev. A 45,
101 (1992).
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This document provides the following supplementary material to the data presented in the main text. Additional
examples are shown for all cases discussed in the main text in the different sections: Sec. A here corresponds to Sec. IV
A of the main text: all-concave energy behavior, Sec. B here corresponds to Sec. IV B of the main text: mixed energy
behavior, and likewise, Sec. C here corresponds to Sec. IV C of the main text: all-convex energy behavior.

In order to easily compare deviations in different approximate functionals, we present the total energy deviations,
∆E(S), which have been obtained from the raw E(S) data by subtracting a straight line (see full explanation in the
main text).

A. CASE I

Figure 1 of the main text presents ∆E(S) for the three systems discussed in Case I (H, Li and Na). In Table S1,
values of ∆E(S) at the peak (where S = 0) of the aforementioned graphs are shown and analyzed in detail. Taking
the linear combination of the EXX and PBE deviations, with weights of 1

4 and 3
4 , respectively, provides a close

approximation to the PBE0 value.

Functional
Atom

H Li Na

LSDA 0.8992 0.2360 0.2026
PBE 1.1173 0.2941 0.2202
EXX 3.8719 1.4882 1.3797
PBE0 1.7744 0.5719 0.5044
1
4
EXX+ 3

4
PBE 1.8060 0.5926 0.5101

Relative difference vs. PBE0 2% 4% 1%

TABLE S1. Deviation of the total energy, ∆E(S), at S = 0 for H, Li and Na, for the functionals LSDA, PBE, EXX, and
PBE0. The last two lines compare a linear combination of EXX and PBE to PBE0.

Figure S1 presents the frontier orbital energies for the Li atom using LSDA0 functional. Additional examples of
energy deviation, ∆E, versus the fractional spin, S, for Case I are the B, K, Be, Mg, C and Si atoms, shown in
Fig. S2. The corresponding frontier orbitals are shown in Figs. S3 − S6.
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FIG. S1. Frontier orbital energies for the Li atom versus the fractional spin using the LSDA0 functional.
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FIG. S2. Deviation in energy, ∆E, versus the fractional spin, S, for the B, K (top: left to right), Be, Mg, C, and Si atoms
(bottom: left to right), for different XC approximations (see Legend).

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

ε H
O

M
O
 [

e
V

]

Spin

up
down

-6

-4

-2

 0

 2

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

ε H
O

M
O
 [

e
V

]

Spin

up
down

-12

-8

-4

 0

 4

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

ε H
O

M
O
 [

e
V

]

Spin

up
down

-6

-4

-2

 0

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

ε H
O

M
O
 [

e
V

]

Spin

up
down

FIG. S3. Frontier orbital energies for the Be atom versus the fractional spin using different XC functionals. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0.

B. CASE II

Figure 2 of the main text presents ∆E(S) for He, Li+ and Be2+. Also in this case, taking the linear combination
of the EXX and PBE deviations, with weights of 1

4 and 3
4 , respectively, provides a close approximation to the PBE0

value, which lies within 0.02 eV, for these three systems, for all values of S.
The frontier orbital energies of Li+ and Be2+ are shown in Figures S7 and S8, respectively. An additional example

for Case II behavior is presented for the Li atom, where S changes from S = 0.5 to S = 1.5. ∆E(S) vs. the spin and
the corresponding frontier orbitals are presented in Figs. S9 and S10, respectively.
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FIG. S4. Frontier orbital energies for the Mg atom versus the fractional spin using different XC functionals. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0.
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FIG. S5. Frontier orbital energies for the C atom versus the fractional spin using different XC functionals. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0.
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FIG. S6. Frontier orbital energies for the Si atom versus the fractional spin using different XC functionals. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0.

C. CASE III

Frontier orbital energies of Mg+ are shown in Figure S11.
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FIG. S7. Frontier orbital energies for Li+, versus the fractional spin, using different XC functionals. From left to right: LSDA,
PBE, EXX, PBE0.
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FIG. S8. Frontier orbital energies for Be2+, versus the fractional spin, using different XC functionals. From left to right: LSDA,
PBE, EXX, PBE0.
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FIG. S10. Frontier orbital energies for the Li atom versus the fractional spin, using different XC functionals. From left to right:
LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0. The spin varies between 1
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and 3
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FIG. S11. Frontier orbital energies for the Mg+ atom versus the fractional spin, using different XC functionals. From left to
right: LSDA, PBE, EXX, PBE0. The spin varies between 1
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