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We propose a novel method for enantio-selective electron paramagnetic resonance spectroscopy
based on magneto-chiral anisotropy. We calculate the strength of this effect and propose a dedicated
interferometer setup for its observation.

Introduction
Electron paramagnetic resonance (EPR) spectroscopy is
a powerful technique to study the local environment and
the dynamics of spin-carrying entities, like transition
metal ion complexes and organic radicals [1]. Also, those
systems that do not intrinsically carry a spin can still
be studied by EPR through spin-labelling, i.e., by se-
lectively adding-on a spin carrying probe [2]. Many of
the systems studied by EPR are chiral, i.e., they exist
in two non-superimposable forms (enantiomers) that are
each other’s mirror image, particularly in biochemistry
where enzymes, metalloproteins, membranes, etc., are
chiral subjects of intense EPR activity [3]. However, EPR
is universally believed to be blind to chirality. Here we
present the paradigm shift that EPR in the proper con-
figuration is intrinsically sensitive to chirality because of
magneto-chiral anisotropy (MChA).

MChA corresponds to an entire class of effects in chiral
media under an external magnetic field, which show an
enantio-selective difference in the propagation of any un-
polarized flux that propagates parallel or anti-parallel to
the magnetic field. This difference has its origin in the si-
multaneous breaking of parity and time-reversal symme-
tries as a result of the chirality of the media and the mag-
netization induced by the external magnetic field, respec-
tively. Generally, such a difference manifests itself in the
velocity or the attenuation of the flux. MChA has been
predicted since 1962 in the optical properties of chiral
systems in magnetic fields [4–8], and was finally observed
in the 1990’s [9–11]. Nowadays it is observed across the
entire electromagnetic spectrum, from microwaves [12] to
X-rays [13]. The existence of MChA was further gener-
alized to electrical transport [14] (in carbon nano tubes
[15], organic conductors [16], metals [17–19] and semicon-
ductors [20]), to sound propagation [21] and to dielectric
properties [22].

EPR is basically a strongly resonant form of magnetic
circular dichroism and magnetic circular birefringence
[23], effects well known in the optical wavelength range,
where they however only represent small perturbations
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of the optical properties of the medium. By analogy, one
should expect that MChA can manifest itself also in EPR
of chiral media. This expectation can be formalized by
the observation that the EPR transition probability P
induced by a propagating electromagnetic field between
the spin levels of a chiral medium in a magnetic field,
is allowed by parity and time-reversal symmetry to have
the form

PD/L(ω, k̂,B0) = P0(ω,B0)[1 + γD/L(ω)k̂ ·B0]. (1)

In this equation, B0 is an external and constant magnetic
field, P0 is the leading order transition probability be-
tween the Zeeman levels, common to both enantiomers,
the handedness of the medium is represented by D− right

and L− left, with γD = −γL, and k̂ is a unitary vector
in the direction of the wave vector of the electromagnetic
field driving the transition whose frequency ω is of the or-
der of µBB0/~. This shows that the EPR transition prob-
ability is enantioselectively modified when probed by an
electromagnetic wave travelling parallel or anti-parallel
to the magnetic field, an effect that we shall call travel-
ing wave enantioselective EPR (TWEEPR). TWEEPR

is quantified by the anisotropy factor g
D/L
T , which repre-

sents the relative difference between the transition prob-
abilities of both enantiomers,

g
D/L
T ≡ [PD/L(ω, k̂,B0)− PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)]

[PD/L(ω, k̂,B0) + PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)]
= γD/Lk̂·B0.

(2)
As spin is related to the absence of time-reversal sym-
metry, and chirality is related to the absence of parity
symmetry, one might expect that the two are decou-

pled and that g
D/L
T is vanishingly small, thereby reducing

TWEEPR to an academic curiosity. However, below we
will show through a model calculation that, because of
the ubiquitous spin-orbit coupling, TWEEPR represents
a significant and measurable fraction of the EPR transi-
tion probability for realistic chiral systems and that its
anisotropy factor is not much smaller than that of optical
MChA. Lastly, we will describe a dedicated TWEEPR
setup.
The model
As for the spin system of our model calculation of
TWEEPR, without loss of generality, we have chosen
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a crystalline quasi-octahedral Cu(II) chiral complex be-
cause this ion is one of the most extensively studied
systems by EPR, it has the largest spin-orbit coupling
among the first row transition metals, and it has the
simplest energy diagram. Its electromagnetic response is
attributed to a single unpaired electron that, in the 3d9

configuration of the Cu(II) complex, behaves as a hole of
positive charge +e. We model the binding potential of
the hole by that of an isotropic harmonic oscillator that
represents the rest of the ion, and is perturbed by the chi-

ral potential V
D/L
C that results from its interaction with

the chiral environment of the crystal lattice, and by the
spin-orbit coupling. In turn, as we will show, this model
allows us to find analytic expressions for both the optical

and the EPR magnetochiral anisotropy parameters, g
D/L
O

and g
D/L
T , respectively, in terms of the parameters of the

model, both being proportional to the chiral coupling.

Our model can thus relate g
D/L
T to its optical analogue

g
D/L
O . The latter is experimentally determined for several

systems. In particular, for CsCuCl3 both MChD [24] and
EPR [25] have been reported. This approach thereby re-

sults in a generic analytical expression for g
D/L
T in terms

of the parameters of our model, and in a semi-empirical

and quantitative prediction for g
D/L
T for this particular

material in terms of its experimental optical MChD. The
latter can be extended to any material for which optical
MChD has been determined. Below we detail our model,
which is a variant of Condon’s model for optical activity
[26, 27], and its extension to optical magnetochiral bire-
fringence [28].
The Hamiltonian describing the system is given by H =

H0 + V
D/L
C + VSO, with

H0 =
p2

2me
+
meω

2
0r

2

2
− µB(L + gS) ·B0, (3)

V
D/L
C = CD/Lxyz, VSO = λL · S, (4)

where r = (x, y, z) and p are the position and kinetic
momentum vectors of the harmonic oscillator, ω0 is its
natural frequency, L and S are their orbital and spin an-
gular momentum operators, respectively, CD = −CL is
the right/left-handed chiral coupling, g ' 2 is the Landé
factor, λ ' −0.1 eV is the spin-orbit (SO) coupling pa-
rameter, and B0 ≡ B0ẑ is the external magnetic field.
The interaction with an electromagnetic plane-wave of
frequency ω, propagating along B0, is given in a multi-
pole expansion by

W = −er ·Eω(t)/2− µB(L + gS) ·Bω(t)/2 + h.c., (5)

where Eω(t) = iωAωe
−iωt and Bω(t) = in̄k ∧ Aωe

−iωt

are the complex-valued electric and magnetic fields in
terms of the electromagnetic vector potential, Aω, eval-
uated at the center of mass of the ion. Note that the
field incident on a molecule of the complex is the effec-
tive field which propagates throughout the medium with

an effective index of refraction n̄. Hence it is the effective
wavevector n̄k that appears.

FIG. 1: Energy levels of Cu(II) in a chiral quasi-octahedral
configuration. Approximate experimental values are ∆0 ' 1.5
eV, ∆1 ' 0.5 eV, ∆2 '≈ 0.23 eV.

In our model, the 3d orbitals are represented by linear
combinations of the n = 2, l = 2 states of the isotropic
harmonic oscillator –see Appendix A. Essential to the
original Condon model was the anisotropy of the har-
monic oscillator, which removes all axis and planes of
symmetry. In our model, such an anisotropy is provided
by the interaction of the ion with the surrounding lig-
ands of the complex, which in the case of CsCuCl3 form
an quasi-octahedral structure. In the first place, that in-
teraction causes the elongation of the 3d orbitals which
lie along the z-axis, opening an optical gap ∆0. Also, in
conjunction with the Jahn-Teller distortion and the he-
lical configuration of the Cu(II) ions, it removes the de-
generacy between the orbitals lying on the xy plane and
generates a small energy gap δ between the states dzx and
dyz, with λ � δ. The ground state of the Cu(II) ion in
the octahedral configuration Ψ is, at finite temperature
and subject to a magnetic field, a linear combination of
the doublet dx2−y2 ⊗ {↑, ↓},

|Ψ〉 = |dx2−y2〉 ⊗ (cos θ/2 ↑ + sin θ/2 ↓), (6)

where θ, being a function of B0 and the temperature,
is the angle between the magnetization of the sample
and B0. For EPR, spin-flip takes place at a resonance
frequency Ω = gµBB0/~ when the up ↑ component of
Ψ turns into |Φ〉 = |dx2−y2〉⊗ ↓ , with probability pro-
portional to cos2 θ/2, and the down ↓ component turns
into |Φ′〉 = |dx2−y2〉⊗ ↑ with probability proportional to

sin2 θ/2. The net absorption probability is thus propor-
tional to cos2 θ/2 − sin2 θ/2 = cos θ and hence to the
degree of magnetization along B0. At B0 = 1T, Ω
corresponds to an energy 150 µeV. In contrast, optical
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absorption happens at an energy ∆0 ' 1.5 eV towards
the quadruplet {dzx, dyz} ⊗ {↑, ↓}. Applying standard
perturbation theory with the spin-orbit and the Zeeman
potentials upon this quasidegenerate quadruplet , we end
up with the four states φi, i = 1, .., 4, as appear in the
energy diagram represented in Fig.1 –a brief description
can be found in the Appendix A. It is of note that these
states play a crucial role in the E1M1 transitions of both
EPR and its optical analogue.
Results
Using up to fourth order time-dependent perturbation

theory on VSO, VC and W , in the adiabatic regime, our
model allows us to calculate the standard EPR and op-
tical transition probabilities, as well as the MChA cor-
rections to both of them, with the latter two being both

proportional to CD/L. As for g
D/L
T , the probability dif-

ference in the denominator of Eq.(2) is an enantioselec-
tive E1M1 transition, whereas the denominator equals in
good approximation the leading order M1M1 transition,

g
D/L
T = P

D/L
E1M1/PM1M1|ω≈Ω, with

PM1M1|ω≈Ω = ~−2
∣∣∣∫ T

0

dte−i(T −t)(Ω/2−iΓ/2)e−it(ω−Ω/2)〈Φ| − gµBS ·Bω|Ψ〉
∣∣∣2 − ~−2

∣∣∣∫ T
0

dte−i(T −t)(2ω−Ω/2−iΓ/2)

× e−it(ω+Ω/2)〈Φ′| − gµBS ·Bω|Ψ〉
∣∣∣2,

P
D/L
E1M1|ω≈Ω = −2~−2Re

∫ T
0

dte−i(T −t)(Ω/2−iΓ/2)〈Φ̃| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|Ψ̃〉e−it(ω−Ω/2)

∫ T
0

dτ ei(T −τ)(Ω/2+iΓ/2)

× 〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ〉eiτ(ω−Ω/2) + 2~−2Re

∫ T
0

dt e−i(T −t)(2ω−Ω/2)〈Φ̃′| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|Ψ̃〉

× e−it(ω+Ω/2−iΓ/2)

∫ T
0

dτ ei(T −τ)(2ω−Ω/2)〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ′〉eiτ(ω+Ω/2+iΓ/2), ΓT � 1, (7)

where Γ is the linewidth of EPR absorption, ΓT � 1
implies the adiabatic approximation, and the states Ψ̃,
Φ̃, and Φ̃′ are dressed with the states φi, i = 1, .., 4, on
account of the spin-orbit and chiral interactions. Using
a linearly polarized microwave probe field in Eq.(7), the
resultant expression for the TWEEPR anisotropy factor
reads

g
D/L
T ' cCD/L~Ω δ

meω3
0∆2

0

n̄2 + 2

3n̄
, (8)

where the second factor on the right hand side describes
the effect of the refractive index on the local electric field
and the wavevector. It is worth noting that the aforemen-
tioned dependence on magnetization, ∼ cos θ, cancels out
in the ratio between probabilities. For further details, see
Appendix B.

The values for the unknown parameters in Eq.(8) can
be deduced comparing the predictions of the model with
the experimental results for optical MChD [24] and EPR

[25] in CsCuCl3. In particular, we can estimate g
D/L
T

from the data on the non-reciprocal absorption coeffi-
cient in optical MChD, αA = α(B0 �� k) − α(B0 �� k).
The calculation goes as follows. In terms of the E1M1
absorption probability at resonance, ω = ∆0/~, αA reads

αA =
4cµ0ρ∆0Γ′

|Eω|2
P
D/L
E1M1|ω=∆0/~, (9)

where Γ′ is the linewidth of optical absorption, and ρ
is the molecular number density of the complex. Using

our model, a calculation analogous to that for P
D/L,EPR
E1M1

but for its optical counterpart, P
D/L,O
E1M1 – Appendices B,

C and D-, allows as to express g
D/L
T in Eq.(8) in terms

of αA,

g
D/L
T =

c ~3Γ′Ω∆̃αA
2∆3

0µ0µ2
Bρ cos θ

, (10)

where ∆̃−1 = ∆−1
0 + ∆−1

2 − 3∆−1
1 is the inverse of an

effective energy interval which takes account of the opti-
cal transitions to intermediate states –see Fig.1. It is of
note that, whereas the magnetic transition is driven in
EPR by the spin operator [Eq.(7)], it is driven by the or-
bital angular momentum in the optical case. In turn, this
causes MChD to be stronger in the optical case and pro-
portional to the degree of magnetization cos θ, which can
be approximated by cos θ ≈ µ0B0/kBT [31]. The optical

MChA parameter, g
D/L
0 , has an analogous expression to

that in Eq.(2) with ~ω ≈ ∆0, being proportional to αA.
Hence, our model allows us to estimate its upper bound,

g
D/L
0 ≤ (cCD/Lδ cos θ)/(meω

3
0∆̃) – see Appendices C

and D, from which g
D/L
T /g

D/L
0 & (~Ω∆̃)/(∆2

0 cos θ).
Note that, since both Ω and cos θ are proportional to
B0, the ratio between EPR and optical MChA factors is
independent of the field strength.

Finally, substituting the experimental values for
CsCuCl3 of all the variables in Eq.(10), for B0 = 14 T

at a temperature of 4.2 K, we obtain g
D/L
T ≈ 1.5 · 10−2,
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which is small but not beyond the resolution of high field
EPR spectrometers. For an X band EPR spectrometer

(B = 0, 35 T), this means g
D/L
T ≈ 3 · 10−4 which will

require a different approach, as we discuss below.

Implementation
In commercial EPR spectrometers, resonant standing
wave cavities are used to enhance sensitivity. Such a
cavity can be regarded as containing equal amounts of
traveling waves with k and −k. The MChA γD/L term
in Eq.(1) can therefore not give a net contribution to
the resonance in such a configuration. For this term to
be observed, a traveling wave configuration should be
used. Such configurations are not unknown in EPR; sev-
eral reported home-built EPR spectrometers have used
one-pass transmission configurations [32] [33]. Sensitiv-
ity for such a travelling wave configuration can be en-
hanced by means of a Mach-Zehnder interferometer [34]
or a unidirectional ring resonator [35]. In such a configu-

FIG. 2: Schematic setup of the TWEEPR interferometer.
The waves counterpropagating through the sample S are de-
picted in red and blue.

ration, MChA can be obtained as the difference between
the microwave transmissions for the two opposing mag-
netic field directions, similar to what was realized in the
optical case [11]. As the EPR lines can be quite nar-
row, the two oppositely oriented magnetic fields should
have the same magnitude with high precision, which re-
quires a tight control of this field, possibly with another
EPR or NMR feedback circuit. Stabilizing a field this
way can be quite time-consuming, and TWEEPR being
a small difference on the already small EPR absorption,
the extensive signal-averaging through field alternations
that would be required to obtain a good signal-to-noise-
ratio, makes such an approach impractical. We there-
fore propose another approach in the form of an X band
microwave interferometer that removes the normal EPR
contribution from the output signal, through destructive
interference between counter-propagating waves through
the sample at a fixed magnetic field, as illustrated in

Figure 2. This leaves ideally only the TWEEPR con-
tribution. By applying an additional small modulation
field and using phase sensitive detection (PSD) sufficient
sensitivity is obtained to resolve this small contribution.
When tuned to total destructive interference at zero field,
the interferometer output as given by the PSD is propor-
tional to the TWEEPR response d[T (B0 �� k)−T (B0 ��
k)]/dB0 = γD/L(ω). The sensitivity of the interferome-
ter can be further improved by inserting the sample in a
unidirectional resonant ring resonator. Q factors above
103 have been reported for such configurations [36] and
would bring a corresponding increase in sensitivity. It
seems therefore quite feasible that TWEEPR can evolve
into a standard characterization technique in the form of
standalone dedicated TWEEPR spectrometers. An al-
ternative to this configuration could be the microwave
equivalent of the first observation of optical MChA in
luminescence [9], using pulsed EPR echo techniques [1]
with a similar interferometer setup.

Discussion
In general, the non-local response of a chiral system of
size a to an electromagnetic wave with wave vector k is

of the order ka, so one could have expected g
D/L
T /g

D/L
O

to be of the order ~Ω/∆0, the relevant spatial length
scale for both TWEEPR and optical MChD being the
orbital size. This ratio is of the order of 10−4, which
would have put TWEEPR beyond experimental reach.
However, in contrast to the optical absorption, which to
zeroth order is independent of the magnetic field, the
normal EPR absorption scales with the magnetization of
the spin system. Since the MChA corrections are propor-
tional to the magnetization in both EPR and the optical
case, the cancellation of the factor cos θ � 1 applies to

g
D/L
T only, and it appears thereby in the denominator of

g
D/L
T /g

D/L
O , resulting in Eq.(10). For room temperature

X-band EPR of Cu(II), this results in g
D/L
T /g

D/L
O of the

order of 10−1, which makes TWEEPR experimentally
feasible under those conditions. As a consequence, and
in contrast to many other magnetic resonance techniques,
going to low temperatures is not necessarily favorable for
TWEEPR. Going to higher magnetic field does not af-

fect g
D/L
T /g

D/L
O , the increase in Ω being compensated by

the concomitant increase of cos θ because of the higher
resonance field.

The main results of our model are an analytic expres-
sion for the TWEEPR anisotropy factor [Eq.(8)] and an
expression for its relationship with the optical anisotropy
absorption coefficient [Eq.(10)]. The expression in Eq.(8)

shows that g
D/L
T has a linear dependence on the magnetic

field strength (through Ω) and on the chirality (through
CD/L), as predicted by symmetry arguments. The de-
pendence on the spin-orbit coupling does not appear ex-
plicitly, because we have considered the case for Cu(II),
where the level splitting δ is much smaller than the SO

coupling λ. In the inverse case, g
D/L
T would be propor-

tional to λ instead. Adapting the calculation to other chi-
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ral transition metal complexes is conceptually straight-
forward and should result in an expression similar to
Eq.(8), apart from numerical factors of order unity. A
rather different case is represented by chiral organic rad-
icals, where the unpaired electron is delocalized on one
or more interatomic bonds and a different microscopic

model should be used for the calculation of g
D/L
T . One

might however expect that such differences apply also to

the calculation of g
D/L
O for such radicals, preserving a

relationship similar to that in Eq.(10).
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In the Appendices we describe the theoretical model used in our calculations, we offer explicit expressions for the
transition probabilities that enter the anisotropy factors in EPR and optical MChD, and comment on the limitations
of our model.

Appendix A: Fundamentals of the model

As outlined in the article, in order to estimate the MChA factors of a chiral Cu(II) complex, we consider a variant
of the one-electron model proposed by Condon for the study of natural optical activity in chiral compounds [26, 27].

The total Hamiltonian of our model is H = H0 + V
D/L
C + VSO, where H0 = p2

2me
+

meω
2
0r

2

2 + VZ is the unperturbed

Hamiltonian, with VZ = −µB(L + gS) ·B0 being the Zeeman potential; and V
D/L
C = CD/Lxyz, VSO = λL · S being

the chiral potential and the spin-orbit coupling, respectively. We stick to the nomenclature used in the article. The

chiral Hamiltonian, V
D/L
C , results from the electrostatic interaction of the ion with the chiral configuration of the

ligands in the complex, and produces the necessary parity asymmetry which is at the origin of natural optical activity.
The orbital contribution of the Zeeman potential was added in Ref.[28] to the original Condon’s model to estimate
the magneto-chiral birefringence of diamagnetic chiral compounds. In order to account for magnetochiral dichroism
(MChD) in a paramagnetic complex, we introduce here the spin contribution to the Zeeman potential as well as the
spin-orbit coupling. In contrast to the approach in Ref.[28] and for simplicity, we consider an isotropic harmonic
oscillator, whereas the anisotropy caused by the crystal field is introduced in an effective manner through the energy
intervals between the 3d orbitals, as depicted in Fig.1 in the article.

The eigenstates of H0 are labeled with the eigenvalues of the orbital angular momentum and spin operators,

{|nL, nR, nz〉} ⊗ {↑, ↓} [29], upon which V
D/L
C and VSO act perturbatively. In a Cu(II) complex, the chromophoric

charge is the unpaired electron of the 3d9 electronic configuration which behaves as a hole of positive charge. In the
absence of ligands, the 3d orbitals of the ion can be represented approximately by the n = 2, l = 2 states of the
harmonic oscillator of our model. However, the ligands’ fields affect the electronic configuration of the ion, removing
the degeneracy of the d-states. In particular, for octahedral coordination geometries around the ion, the set of d-
orbitals splits into doubly degenerate eg orbitals, dx2−y2 and dz2 , and triply degenerate t2g orbitals, dxy, dyz and
dzx. The energy interval between eg and t2g states, ∆0, lies in the visible region of the spectrum, ∆0 ' 1.5 eV. As a
result, the eg orbitals become the ground states, and can be approximated by linear combinations of l = 2, ml = 0,±2
eigenstates of the harmonic oscillator. The fact that the chromophoric charge in the eg states cannot rotate into any
other orbital leads to an effective quenching of the orbital angular momentum of the ground state. Below a certain
temperature, an additional Jahn-Teller (JT) distortion takes place when the ligands along one of the axes, say the
z-axis, move away from the ion in order to minimize the electronic repulsion, giving rise to the complete removal of
the degeneracy in the eg level, and to a partial lifting of the degeneracy in the t2g orbitals. The isotropy of the system
is thus broken and the ground state becomes unique, up to spin degeneracy. For the particular case of the CsCuCl3
crystal, the bonds along the z-axis get elongated and the ground state is the dx2−y2 orbital. Fig.1 in the article depicts
the energy splitting of the distorted d-orbitals, including the approximate values of the energy intervals. Lastly, the
JT distortion in conjuntion with the helical deformation of the crystal along the c-axis, of coordiates [1,1,1] in the
local axis basis, removes the degeneracy between the orbitals lying on the xy plane in a small ammount δ. Below,
we write the approximate expression of the 3d orbitals in terms of the harmonic oscillator eigenstates, {|nL, nR, nz〉},
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together with their corresponding energies,

|dzx〉 = (|0, 1, 1〉 − |1, 0, 1〉)/
√

2, E = ∆0,

|dyz〉 = i(|0, 1, 1〉+ |1, 0, 1〉)/
√

2, E = ∆0 − δ,
|dxy〉 = i(|0, 2, 0〉 − |2, 0, 0〉)/

√
2, E = ∆0 −∆2,

|dz2〉 = (|1, 1, 0〉 −
√

2|0, 0, 2〉)/
√

3, E = ∆0 −∆1,

|dx2−y2〉 = (|0, 2, 0〉+ |2, 0, 0〉)/
√

2, E = 0. (A1)

Altogether, the crystal field combined with the JT distortion and the helical deformation turns the crystalline structure

into a chiral one. In accord with Condon’s model, the potential V
D/L
C reproduces the electrostatic interaction of the

chromophoric charge with the surrounding chiral structure, removing all axes and planes of symmetry from the system.
It is through the chiral potential that E1 transitions between the 3d orbitals take place in our model. In addition
to the above interactions, MChD in EPR requires necessarily the coupling between the spin and the orbital angular
momentum of the unpaired electron hole through the potential VSO, where the coupling constant is λ ≈ −0.1 eV. In
particular, the SO interaction together with the Zeeman potential break the quasi-degeneracy between the four states
{|dzx〉, |dyz〉} ⊗ {↑, ↓}, providing the following eigenstates for λ� δ,

|Φ1〉 ≈ |1, 0, 1〉⊗ ↓ +
δ

2λ
|0, 1, 1〉⊗ ↓,

E ' ∆0 − λ/2 + ~Ω,

|Φ2〉 ≈ |0, 1, 1〉⊗ ↑ +
δ

2λ
|1, 0, 1〉⊗ ↑,

E ' ∆0 − λ/2− ~Ω,

|Φ3〉 ≈ |0, 1, 1〉⊗ ↓ −
δ

2λ
|1, 0, 1〉⊗ ↓,

E ' ∆0 + λ/2 + ~Ω +
δ2

4λ2
(λ+ ~Ω),

|Φ4〉 ≈ |1, 0, 1〉⊗ ↑ −
δ

2λ
|0, 1, 1〉⊗ ↑,

E ' ∆0 + λ/2− ~Ω +
δ2

4λ2
(λ− ~Ω). (A2)

{Φ1,Φ2,Φ3,Φ4} are indeed the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian VZ+VSO restricted to the subspace {|dzx〉, |dyz〉}⊗{↑, ↓}.
They constitute the intermediate states of the transition processes in EPR mediated by the interaction of the spin
with the chiral structure of the surrounding charges.

In the following, we apply to our system time-dependent quantum perturbation techniques to compute first the

MChA factor in EPR, g
D/L
T . Next, in order to estimate the value of the unknowns of our model, we compute the

anisotropy factor in optical MChD for the same system. Finally, making use of the experimental values available for
CsCuCl3 in the literature [24, 25], we estimate the strength of TWEEPR.

Appendix B: MChD in EPR

Let us consider a CsCuCl3 complex, initially prepared in its ground state, and partially polarized along a uniform
magnetic field B = B0ẑ directed along the z-axis,

|Ψ〉 = |dx2−y2〉 ⊗ (cos θ/2 ↑ + sin θ/2 ↓) ≈ 1√
2

(|0, 2, 0〉+ |2, 0, 0〉)⊗ (cos θ/2 ↑ + sin θ/2 ↓), (B1)

where we have approximated the actual ground state with the corresponding state of our harmonic oscillator model
in the basis {|nL, nR, nz〉} ⊗ {↑, ↓}, and θ is the angle between the magnetic moment of the complex and the z-axis,
cos θ = ~−1〈Ψ|2S|Ψ〉 · ẑ. At temperature T , cos θ ≈ µ0B0/kBT [31]. Under the action of an incident electromagnetic
field of frequency ω close to the transition frequency, Ω = gµBB0/~, and wave vector k parallel to B0, the complex
gets partially excited towards the state

|Φ〉 = |dx2−y2〉⊗ ↓≈
1√
2

(|0, 2, 0〉+ |2, 0, 0〉)⊗ ↓, (B2)
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with probability proportional to cos2 θ/2; and partially de-excited (through stimulated emission) towards the state

|Φ′〉 = |dx2−y2〉⊗ ↑≈
1√
2

(|0, 2, 0〉+ |2, 0, 0〉)⊗ ↑, (B3)

with probability proportional to sin2 θ/2. Since the rest of probability factors are equivalent, the net absorption
probability in EPR is proportional to cos2 θ/2 − sin2 θ/2 = cos θ, and thus proportional to the magnetization of the
complex.

As mentioned in the article, from symmetry considerations and in leading order, the numerator and the denom-

inator in the ratio g
D/L
T = [PD/L(ω, k̂,B0) − PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)]/[PD/L(ω, k̂,B0) + PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)] for ω ≈ Ω are

dominated, respectively, by the electric-magnetic dipole (E1M1) and the magnetic-magnetic dipole (M1M1) transi-
tion probabilities, the magnetic transition being driven by the spin operator only. That leads to the approximate
expression,

g
D/L
T '

P
D/L
E1M1(ω, k̂,B0)

PM1M1(ω, k̂,B0)

∣∣∣
ω≈Ω

. (B4)

In what follows, we compute the transition probabilities PM1M1 and P
D/L
E1M1 for ω ≈ Ω using time-dependent

perturbation theory in the adiabatic regime. This regime is the suitable one for a probe field whose duration is
much longer than the typical lifetime for excitation or de-excitation. As in the article, the Hamiltonian of the
interaction of our system with the microwave probe field reads, in the electric and magnetic dipole approximation,
W = −er ·Eω(t)/2−µB(L+2S) ·Bω(t)/2+h.c.. In this equation, Eω(t) = Eωe

−iωt = iωAωe
−iωt, Bω(t) = Bωe

−iωt =
in̄k ∧Aωe

−iωt, are the complex-valued electric and magnetic fields, respectively, with Aω being the complex-valued
amplitude of the plane-wave electromagnetic vector potential of frequency ω ≈ Ω, evaluated at the center of mass of
the Cu(II) ion, and n̄ being the effective refractive index of the sample. The local depolarization changes the local
electric field incident on each Cu(II) ion to Eω(n̄2 + 2)/3. Under the action of W , with k along B0, the expressions

for PM1M1 and P
D/L
E1M1 read, respectively, at leading order in the coupling constants of the interaction potentials,

PM1M1|ω≈Ω = ~−2

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ T

0

dte−i(T −t)(Ω/2−iΓ/2)e−it(ω−Ω/2)〈Φ| − gµBS ·Bω|Ψ〉

∣∣∣∣∣
2

− ~−2

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ T

0

dte−i(T −t)(2ω−Ω/2−iΓ/2)e−it(ω+Ω/2)〈Φ′| − gµBS ·Bω|Ψ〉

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (B5)
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P
D/L
E1M1|ω≈Ω = 2Re(−i)3~−4

∑
p,q 6=Ψ

∫ T
0

dte−i(T −t)(Ω/2−iΓ/2)〈Φ| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|p〉
∫ t

−∞
dt′eηt

′
e−i(t−t

′)(Ep+ω)

× 〈p|V D/LC |q〉
∫ t′

−∞
dt′′eηt

′′
e−i(t

′−t′′)(Eq+ω)〈q|VSO|Ψ〉e−it
′′(ω−Ω/2)i

∫ T
0

dτ ei(T −τ)(Ω/2+iΓ/2)

× 〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ〉eiτ(ω−Ω/2) + 2Re(−i)3~−4
∑
p,q 6=Φ

∫ T
−∞

dt eηte−i(T −t)(Ω/2−iΓ/2)〈Φ|VSO|p〉

×
∫ t

−∞
dt′eηt

′
e−i(t−t

′)Ep〈p|V D/LC |q〉
∫ t′

0

dt′′e−i(t
′−t′′)Eq 〈q| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|Ψ〉e−it

′′(ω−Ω/2)

× i
∫ T

0

dτ ei(T −τ)(Ω/2+iΓ/2)〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ〉eiτ(ω−Ω/2)

− 2Re(−i)3~−4
∑
p,q 6=Ψ

∫ T
0

dt e−i(T −t)(2ω−Ω/2)〈Φ′| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|p〉
∫ t

−∞
dt′eηt

′
e−i(t−t

′)(Ep+ω)

× 〈p|V D/LC |q〉
∫ t′

−∞
dt′′eηt

′′
e−i(t

′−t′′)(Eq+ω)〈q|VSO|Ψ〉e−it
′′(ω+Ω/2−iΓ/2)i

∫ T
0

dτ ei(T −τ)(2ω−Ω/2)

× 〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ′〉eiτ(ω+Ω/2+iΓ/2) − 2Re(−i)3~−4
∑
p,q 6=Φ′

∫ T
−∞

dt eηte−i(T −t)(2ω−Ω/2)

× 〈Φ′|VSO|p〉
∫ t

−∞
dt′eηt

′
e−i(t−t

′)(2ω+Ep)〈p|V D/LC |q〉
∫ t′

0

dt′′e−i(t
′−t′′)(2ω+Eq)

× 〈q| − er · (n̄2 + 2)Eω/3|Ψ〉e−it
′′(ω+Ω/2−iΓ/2)i

∫ T
0

dτ ei(T −τ)(2ω−Ω/2)〈Ψ| − gµBS ·B∗ω|Φ′〉

× eiτ(ω+Ω/2+iΓ/2), η → 0+, ΓT � 1. (B6)

In these equations the states p and q stand for the excited states of the 3d9 configuration together with other eigenstates
of H0 with n 6= 2. The quasi-stationary condition η → 0+ accounts for the stationarity of the chiral and the spin-orbit
interactions; whereas the adiabatic limit ΓT � 1 takes into account the long duration of the probe field with respect
to the lifetime Γ−1, with Γ being the linewidth of absorption and T the observation time. The diagrammatical
representation of the processes involved in the above equation is given in Fig.3. In the article, the contributions of
the quasi-stationary processes were incorporated into the dressed states Ψ̃, Φ̃, Φ̃′. More specifically, the bare states
are dressed with the quadruplet {Φ1, ..,Φ4} through VSO, and with harmonic states with n 6= 2 by VC . In terms of
the eigenstates of the harmonic oscillator, they read

|Φ̃〉 =
[
(|020〉+ |200〉)/

√
2 +

λ√
2∆0

(1 + ∆2/∆0)(|020〉 − |200〉) +
iλCD/LK3/2

2~ω0∆0
(1 + ∆2/∆0)

× (|001〉 − 2|111〉)
]
↓ +

[ λ√
2∆0

(1 + 3~Ω/∆0)|011〉+
δ√
2∆2

0

(~Ω + λ/2)|101〉

+
−iCD/LK3/2λ

2~ω0∆0
(1 + 3~Ω/∆0)(|210〉 −

√
3|030〉 −

√
2|100〉) +

iCD/LK3/2δ

2~ω0∆2
0

× (~Ω + λ/2)(|120〉 −
√

3|300〉 −
√

2|010〉)
]
↑

|Φ̃′〉 =
[
(|020〉+ |200〉)/

√
2 +

−λ√
2∆0

(1 + ∆2/∆0)(|020〉 − |200〉) +
−iλCD/LK3/2

2~ω0∆0
(1 + ∆2/∆0)

× (|001〉 − 2|111〉)
]
↑ +

[ −λ√
2∆0

(1− 3~Ω/∆0)|101〉+
δ√
2∆2

0

(~Ω− λ/2)|011〉

+
−iCD/LK3/2λ

2~ω0∆0
(1− 3~Ω/∆0)(|120〉 −

√
3|300〉 −

√
2|010〉) +

−iCD/LK3/2δ

2~ω0∆2
0

× (~Ω− λ/2)(|210〉 −
√

3|030〉 −
√

2|100〉)
]
↓

|Ψ̃〉 = cos θ/2|Φ̃′〉+ sin θ/2|Φ̃〉, K = ~/(2meω0). (B7)
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FIG. 3: Diagrammatic representation of the processes which contribute to PM1M1 and P
D/L
E1M1 for ω ≈ Ω at leading order in

the perturbative interactions, i.e., at second order and fourth order, respectively. Time runs along the vertical direction from
0 to the observation time T , where the probability is computed. Intermediate atomic states are labeled as p and q. Diagrams
with two-photon states account for stimulated emission.

Using a linearly polarized incident field and averaging in orientations around the ẑ-axis, we obtain, for λ� δ,

PM1M1|ω≈Ω '
~−2µ2

B |Bω|2

4[(ω − Ω)2 + Γ2/4]
cos θ, (B8)

P
D/L
E1M1|ω≈Ω '

(n̄2 + 2)

3

CD/LΩδ

meω3
0∆2

0

~−1µ2
B |Bω||Eω|

4[(ω − Ω)2 + Γ2/4]
cos θ, (B9)

g
D/L
T ' (n̄2 + 2)

3n̄

c CD/L~Ωδ

meω3
0∆2

0

+O(δ/λ, λ/∆0). (B10)

Lastly, it is worth mentioning that for the case δ > λ, i.e., when anisotropy dominates over the spin-orbit coupling,

g
D/L
T scales as (c~CD/LΩδλ)/(meω

3
0∆3

0) instead. This scenario will be addressed in a separate publication [30].

Appendix C: Optical MChD

Optical MChD involves transitions of frequency ∆0 from the ground state |Ψ〉 to the quasi-degenerate quadruplet
{|dzx〉, |dyz〉} ⊗ {↑, ↓} which, in account of the Zeeman and spin-orbit interactions, for δ � λ, corresponds to the
set of states {Φ1, ...,Φ4} of Eq.(A2). In contrast to EPR, the absorption probability in the denominator of the ratio

g
D/L
O = [PD/L(ω, k̂,B0)−PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)]/[PD/L(ω, k̂,B0)+PD/L(ω, k̂,−B0)] for ω ≈ ∆0/~ may not be dominated

by the magnetic-magnetic dipole absorption probability. This might be so because the d-orbitals of the Cu(II) ion
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hybridize generally with the σ and π orbitals of the ligands, allowing for additional electric-electric dipole (E1E1)
transitions. For the sake of simplicity, we will neglect the latter in our calculations, which implies that our preliminar

estimate for g
D/L
O must be intended as an approximate upper bound. As for the case of EPR, the numerator of

the ratio in g
D/L
O is again dominated by the electric-magnetic dipole absorption probability, and the non-vanishing

terms come from magnetic transitions driven by the spin angular momentum –Eq.(C2) below. However, in contrast
to EPR, the magnetic transitions in the denominator are mainly driven by the orbital angular momentum operator
–see Eq.(C1) below. In turn, this causes the E1M1 transition probability to depend on the spin polarization of the
complex, whereas neither the M1M1 nor the E1E1 probabilities do. Note also that stimulated emission from the state

|Ψ〉 is absent in optical MChD. All in all, this implies that g
D/L
O is proportional to the magnetization of the sample,

which is itself proportional to the degree of spin-polarization along B0, cos θ, in agreement with experiments. In Fig.4

FIG. 4: Diagrammatic representation of PM1M1 and P
D/L
E1M1 for ω ≈ ∆0/~ at leading order in the perturbative interactions,

i.e., at second and up to fifth order, respectively. Intermediate atomic states are labeled as p, q, r, s.

we depict some of the diagrams which contribute to PM1M1 and P
D/L
E1M1 in optical MChD. Following a perturbative

approach analogous to that in EPR, for an incident electromagnetic plane wave with k ‖ B0 and assuming δ � λ,
one arrives at

PM1M1|ω≈∆0/~ '
~−2µ2

B |Bω|2

4[(ω −∆0/~)2 + Γ′2/4]
, (C1)

P
D/L
E1M1|ω≈∆0/~ '

(n̄2 + 2)

3

CD/Lδ

2meω3
0∆̃

~−2µ2
B |Bω||Eω|

4[(ω −∆0/~)2 + Γ′2/4]
cos θ, (C2)

g
D/L
O .

P
D/L,O
E1M1

POM1M1

∣∣∣
ω≈∆0/~

' (n̄2 + 2)

3n̄

c CD/Lδ cos θ

2meω3
0∆̃

, (C3)
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where ∆̃−1 = ∆−1
0 + ∆−1

2 − 3∆−1
1 , and Γ′ is the linewidth of optical absorption. As anticipated, the fact that the

magnetic dipole transition in P
D/L
E1M1 is dominated by the orbital angular momentum operator causes its leading

order term to depend on the magnetization ∼ cos θ. Hence, time-reversal invariance happens to be broken by the
spin-polarization of the complex.

Appendix D: Estimate of g
D/L
T

In the first place, we work out the relationship between g
D/L
T and g

D/L
O . Comparing Eq.(B9) with Eq.(C2) at

resonance, and taking into account Eqs.(B10) and (C3), we arrive at the following relationships,

P
D/L
E1M1|ω=Ω

P
D/L
E1M1|ω=∆0/~

' 2~Ω∆̃Γ
′2

∆2
0Γ2

,
g
D/L
T

g
D/L
O

&
2~Ω∆̃

∆2
0 cos θ

. (D1)

Next, considering the experimental data obtained in Ref.[24] for g
D/L
O and applying the relationship in Eq.(D1), we

can estimate a lower bound for g
D/L
T . That is, substituting into Eq.(D1) the experimental values g

D/L
O ≈ 0.025,

cos θ ≈ 0.4, for B0 = 14T at a temperature of 4.2 K, we obtain g
D/L
T & 10−4.

Alternatively, we can estimate g
D/L
T using the experimental data of Ref.[24] for the non-reciprocal absorption

coefficient of optical MChD, αA = α(B0 �� k)− α(B0 �� k). In order to do so, we first write down αA as a function

of P
D/L,O
E1M1 at resonance,

αA =
4cµ0ρΓ′∆0

|Eω|2
P
D/L
E1M1|ω=∆0/~, (D2)

where ρ is the molecular density of the CsCuCl3 complex (mass density 3.5g/cm3). Substituting the expression for

P
D/L,O
E1M1 (ω = ∆0/~) in the above equation and using Eq.(B10) we arrive at the equalities,

CD/Lδ =
3~2meω

3
0∆̃Γ′αA

2(n̄2 + 2)ρµ0µ2
B∆0 cos θ

, g
D/L
T =

c ~3Γ′Ω∆̃αA
2∆3

0µ0µ2
Bρ cos θ

. (D3)

Substituting the experimental values for all the variables in Eq.(D3), for B0 = 14 T at a temperature of 4.2 K, with

Γ′ ≈ 0.1eV and n̄ ≈ 1.5, we obtain g
D/L
T ≈ 1.5 · 10−2, in agreement with our previous lower bound estimate.

Appendix E: Further comments on the Hamiltonian model

Despite the success of our model to derive analytical estimates for the MChA factors, there is still room for
improvement. In the first place, concerning the chiral Hamiltonian VC , it was written in terms of the local axis of the
octahedral structure, x, y, z, while it should be adapted to the crystal axis to account for the helical distribution of the

active ions along the c-axis. In fact, the experimental data on αA taken from the literature to estimate g
D/L
T consider

B0 along the c-axis. Also, the harmonic oscillator model, which is considered only distorted in the n = 2, l = 2 level,
may not be accurate enough to account for the intermediate transitions induced by the chiral potential to levels with
n 6= 2. Hence, a more accurate confining potential model, though less generic, can be obtained using a more detailed
formulation of the crystal field and the JT distortion for the particular case of CsCuCl3–see, eg., Ref.[37]. Finally,
our estimate of the unknown combination CD/Lδ in terms of αA [Eq.(D3)], involves n̄-dependent factors [Eq.(B10],
which account for effective incident fields, as well as ρ-dependent factors. For high densities and n̄ ≈ 1.5 those factors
are likely to depend on near field terms and spatial correlations when evaluated at the absorption frequency [38].
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fenhäusser, and A. A. Barannik, J. Appl. Phys. 104,
074111 2008.

[36] Hee-Jo Lee, Kyung-A Hyun, and Hyo-Il Jung, Appl.
Phys. Lett. 104, 023509 (2014).

[37] W.J.A. Maaskant, and W.G. Haije, J. Phys. C: Solid
State Phys. 19, 5295 (1986).

[38] M. Donaire, Phys. Rev. A83, 022502 (2011).


	A Fundamentals of the model
	B MChD in EPR
	C Optical MChD
	D Estimate of gTD/L
	E Further comments on the Hamiltonian model
	 References

