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Mixed spin-(1/2,1/2,1) trimmer with two different Landé g-factors and two different exchange
couplings is considered. The main feature of the model is non-conserving magnetization. The
Hamiltonian of the system is diagonalized analytically. We presented a detailed analysis of the
ground state properties, revealing several possible ground state phase diagrams and magnetization
profiles. The main focus is on how non-conserving magnetization affects quantum entanglement.
We have found that non-conserving magnetization can bring to the continuous dependence of the
entanglement quantifying parameter (negativity) on magnetic field within the same eigenstate, while
for the case of uniform g-factors it is a constant. The main result is an essential enhancement of the
entanglement in case of uniform couplings for one pair of spins caused by an arbitrary small difference
in the values of g-factors. This enhancement is robust and brings to almost 7-fold increasing of the
negativity. We have also found weakening of entanglement for other cases. Thus, non-conserving
magnetization offers a broad opportunity to manipulate the entanglement by means of magnetic
field.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement, due to its critical role in quan-
tum communication and information processing, has re-
cently attracted more and more attention [1H5]. Tt is
an essential ingredient of quantum teleportation |6-11],
quantum computing [12-14], and quantum cryptography
[15, [16]. Moreover, comprehension of quantum entangle-
ment has facilitated a progress in understanding black
holes using quantum field theory methods. Entangle-
ment also provides a new perspective for studying quan-
tum phase transitions and collective phenomena in many-
body systems and condensed matter physics. Recently,
studying entanglement features of quantum spin clusters
or molecular magnets [17, [L8] has became very popular,
as there are firm evidences that molecular magnets can
be promising materials for realizing qubits for quantum
information technologies [19-21]. In numerous papers,
which have been published recently, various aspects of
quantum entanglement in few-body spin systems have
been figured out |22-39).

There are different methods of quantifying quantum
entanglement using special entanglement measures [40].
The entanglement measure, exploited in the present pa-
per, is the so-called "negativity” [41]. The principal ad-
vantage of negativity is its universality, i. e. possibility
of its formulation and calculation in terms of the reduced
two-particle density matrix independent of the physical
nature of the system. Moreover, it can be efficiently ex-
ploited not only for the zero temperature entanglement
(pure quantum entanglement) but, for the finite T" as well
(thermal entanglement).

The field of quantum molecular magnetism is rapidly

advancing, with researchers pursuing both fundamental
and practical applications of magnetic molecules and ma-
terials. This interdisciplinary field draws on physics,
chemistry and nanotechnology, with specific applications
in molecular spintronics, quantum technologies, metal-
organic frameworks, and molecular spin qubits [17-21].
From formal point of view, molecular magnets can be
considered as models of a few interacting spins (magnetic
moments) with a variety of peculiar magneto-thermal
properties. Such materials are usually referred to as zero-
dimensional magnets. Some magnetic materials with
structure of molecular crystal may also contain a one-
dimensional arrays of interacting spins in the form of
coordination polymers. Normally, magnetization pro-
cesses of zero-dimensional magnets at low enough tem-
perature reflect their finite spectrum in a straightforward
way. A typical zero-temperature magnetization curve
of the models of few interacting spins is a system of
plateaus with jumps between them. Each plateau cor-
responds to the certain eigenstate with fixed value of
magnetization, which is the ground state at given values
of magnetic field. However, the magnetization profile
can be changed crucially if the model possesses a non-
conserving magnetization operator [217, [29, 130, 142-51].
In this case magnetization is not a good quantum num-
ber, thus, its value for a given eigenstate can be non-
constant. This, in its turn, leads to a continuous de-
pendance of the magnetization expectation value on the
magnetic filed within the same eigenstate [46]. For the
spin clusters or molecular magnets with non-conserving
magnetization, in virtue of possible continuous depen-
dence of magnetization within a single eingenstate, low-
temperature magnetization curves profiles have a lot in
common with magnetization processes in real many-body
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models. It is worth mentioning that for the systems
with non-conserved z-component of total spin, S7,,, mag-
netization is non-conserving as well. However, even if
[H,S7,] = 0 the magnetization can not commute with
the system Hamiltonian, provided different spins have
different g-factros [45, 146, 49, |50]. Even for the simplest
isotropic model with the Hamiltonian

H=> Ji;jSiS;— BM*, M*=> g;5; (1)

4,7
one has

[H, M) =0 Jij(gi — ;) (S7SY = SYST). (2)

4,J

Thus, even if a single pair of spins in the lattice has g; #
g;, then the magnetization operator does not commute
with the Hamiltonian.

In this work, we consider a mixed spin trimmer with
two spin-1/2 and one spin-1 magnetic ions, with two dif-
ferent exchange couplings and two different but isotropic
Landé g-factors. We consider the case when ion with spin
1 and one of the ions with spin 1/2 have g-factor equal to
g1 while the second spin-1/2 ion has g5 (See Fig. [Il). Also,
the distribution of exchange couplings is a bit unusual, as
we assume that the one of the ions with spin-1/2 interacts
with spin-1 and another spin-1/2 with the same exchange
constant, J;. The main reason for such configuration of
the system is its highest possible symmetry, facilitating
the analytical finding of the Hamiltonian eigenvalues and
eigenstates. The paper deals with the problem of finding
the optimal parameters to create entangled states and
control them by external magnetic field. The main goal
is to figure out how non-conserving magnetization affects
entanglement measure like negativity. For all quantities
of interest analytical consideration is possible. Our main
finding is that inhomogeneous g-factors for appropriate
values of other parameters lead to enhancement of entan-
glement with respect to the case when all spins are taken
to have the same g-factors.

The paper is organized as follows, in the Second section
we formulate the model and present its exact spectrum
and eigenstates. The next Third section is devoted to
zero-temperature phase diagrams and magneto-thermal
properties of the system. In section IV we calculate quan-
tum (T = 0) negativity and present the plots of its mag-
netic field behaviour. The paper ends with Conclusion.

II. THE MODEL AND ITS EXACT SOLUTION

Let us consider a model of trimetallic heterogeneous
molecular magnet with spins 1/2,1/2 and 1 in triangu-
lar geometry. We also suppose the exchange coupling
between two spin-1/2 ions, Jo, is a different from the
other two, J;. We focuss on the effects of non-conserving
magnetization, caused by the non-uniformity of g-factors.
Therefore, the model under consideration includes two

magnetic ions with g-factors equal to g1 (one of the spin-
1/2 ions and spin-1 ion) and another spin-1/2 ion with
g-factor equal to go (See Fig. [).

g2

J1 J1

C—;

g1

g1

FIG. 1. Symbolic picture of triangular trinuclear mixed-spin
magnetic molecule with spins 1/2, 1/2 (small balls), and 1
(large ball). The Lange g-factors for one spin-1/2 ion and
spin-1 ion are supposed to be the same (g1), whereas the g-
factor for the second spin-1/2 is different from them, go.

The Hamiltonian of the model has the following form:

H=J (8182 + 8253)+J28153 —B (gls‘f + 9255 + 915(’32;

3
where s,, a = 1,2, are spin-1/2 operators, and S3 stands
for spin-1 operators. Exchange interaction between all
pairs of spins is supposed to be isotropic. Due to presence
of magnetic ions with two different g-factors, the magne-
tization operator does not commute with the Hamilto-
nian,

[(H, M?] = iJig— (s{sy — s{s5 + 5555 — s555),
M* = g15] + 9285 + 9153,
g- =g1 — 92 (4)

However, S7,, = s + s5 + 55 conserves. The Hamil-
tonian @) can be diagonalized analytically. The twelve
eigenvalues are

Ei, = i (3J1 +2J2 F 2B(3g1 + g2))
E3q = % (J1 = 4J2 F 2B(g1 + 92)) , ()
Esg = i (—Jl —4Jy F2,/B2g% + Jf) ,
Erg = i <—J1 + 20 F 2,/B2g2 + 4J12> :
Ey10 = i (=J1 +2J2 — 4Bg1 F2Q%) ,
Ei112 = i (=i +2J2+4Bg1 F2Q7) ,
where Q* = \/(Bg_ % J1)? +3J2.



Non-linear dependence of some eigenvalues on the mag-
netic field is the direct consequence of non-commutativity
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of the magnetization operator and the Hamiltonian. The
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and the basis vectors obey the standard notations,
|s%, s5,5%). Ashas been mentioned above, they are eigen-
vectors of S7,, operator as well, having eigenvalues form
—2 to 2. Non-conserving magnetization operator leads
to situation where only four eigenvectors of the system,
|th1) —|1b4), have fixed value of magnetic moment, in con-
trast to the others. However, the expectation value of
the magnetization operator can be evaluated for each of

yertiia)

[
them:
3
Ml,2:iwa M374_:l:91‘;927 (8)
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Mg 10 = 5C2 13 ;
(GL +3)
39+ +2U% (391 — g2)
M- = — 1
112 2(2U2 + 3) ’
g+ = g1+ ga2.

Due to non-commutativity of the magnetization opera-
tor and the Hamiltonian of the system majority of the
eigenstates have magnetic field and J; dependent expec-
tation values of the magnetization |45, 46]. Interestingly,
dependence on J; does not occur. The way we intro-
duced non-equal exchange interaction in the model is a
special one. The part of the Hamiltonian which describes
interaction between first and third spins turns to be con-
served,

[H,Jgslsg] =0. (9)

Thus, the spectrum of a system with non-zero Jo and
the spectrum of the system with J, = 0 differ from each
other by the constant shift proportional to Js. Therefore,
magneto-thermal properties of the system in triangular
shape (J2 # 0) and in linear geometry (Jo = 0) are to
a great extent identical. Interestingly, not all eigenvec-
tors from Eq.(@]) are continuous under the limit restoring
conservation of magnetization, go — ¢1. This is a quite
common situation in the spin clusters with non-uniform
g-factors [46]. In case of our model six eigenvectors, cor-
responding to S* = 0,41 do not change continuously
under the limit of uniform g-factors. For the triangular
mixed spin cluster with g; = g2 the counterparts of eigen-
vectors |13 4), [¥6), |7) [1be) and |¢11) have the following
form:
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The rest of the eigenvectors change continuously under
g2 — g1-

Last but not least, unusual choice of the interaction
constants distribution have to be explained. This is quite
an extraordinary suggestion that the exchange interac-
tion constant between two spin-1/2 ions are the same as
between spin-1 and spin-1/2 ions. It is worth mention-
ing, that in principle this can be the case, as least within
certain numerical range. Thus, speaking about possi-
ble experimental realization of the model, one should
have in mind numerical proximity of two exchange con-
stants. From the practical point of view, we aimed to
have the model which admits analytical solution in a
possible simple way. Analysing all possible combina-
tions of g-factors and coupling we arrive at the model
given by the Hamiltonian (B]), which due to conservation
of 57, J281S3 and discrete symmetry s; <> S3 have
block-diagonal form with four one-dimensional and four
two-dimensional blocks. This is the most simple Hamilto-
nian among all possible (1/2,1/2,1) spin mixed clusters
with two g-factors.

IIT. GROUND STATES PHASE DIAGRAMS
AND MAGNETIZATION PROCESSES

As the model under consideration has many parame-
ters and possesses non-conserving magnetization opera-
tor, the variety of possible ground state phase diagrams
is quite large. First of all, one should distinguish the
case of ferromagnetic, J; < 0,J2 < 0, antiferromag-
netic, J; > 0,Jo > 0 and mixed J1J2 < 0 couplings.
For the case of zero magnetic field the ground states
phase diagram exhibits large degeneracy, except for the
region where [15) is a ground state (See Fig. 2]). Obvi-
ously, the ground states and their properties are highly
affected by the g-factors difference, g_. Therefore, in this
section we present the ground-state phase diagrams in
(92/91, Bar /1) or (g2/g1, Bgu/J>) planes, depending on
which coupling constant we set as an energy unit. With-
out loss of generality one can consider five different types
of ground state phase diagrams, given by the following
conditions for the coupling constants: purely ferromag-
netic, J;1 = —1, J2 < 0 (Fig. B); purely antiferromagnetic

05 |¢3>7 |¢4>a |w6> ’w5>
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FIG. 2. Zero-field ground-states phase diagram.

92/ 91
FIG. 3. Ground states phase diagram for J; = —1 and arbi-
trary J2 < 0.

with equal couplings, J; = Jo = 1 (Fig. Bl); purely anti-
ferromagnetic with non-equal couplings, J, > 0,J; > 0
(Fig. [M); two cases of mixed coupling, J; = 1, Jo < 0
(Fig. @) and J1 < 0, Jo = 1 (Fig. II).
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FIG. 4. Magnetization processed for J; = —1 and arbitrary
J2 <0 for T/|J1] = 0.00001 and g1 = 1 for different negative
values of g2: g2 = —5 (solid); g2 = —4 (dashed) and g2 = —3
(dot-dashed). The value of the saturated magnetization, Mo,
3912\92\ .
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1. Purely ferromagnetic couplings

For the system under consideration three regions of
ferromagnetic parameters can be specified: J; = Jy < 0,
J1 <0,J2 <0,J; # Jy and J; < 0,J3 = 0. The former
one corresponds to the case of linear spin cluster, which
can be described as an limiting case of our model. Inter-
estingly, due to the commutativity of the Jo-term with
the Hamiltonian (Eq. (@), the ground state energies for
all those cases differ from each other only by the same
constant value 2J,, therefore all ground state phase dia-
gram for ferromagnetic coupling have the same structure,
presented in the Fig. [3l To have non-trivial eigenstates in
addition to the fully polarized one, |¢)1), we have to inves-
tigate the region of negative g-factors. Speaking about
negative g-factors one should bear in mind that this sit-
uation can be relevant rather for pseudospin [52], mainly
for the magnetic ions with large values of orbital moment
and strong spin-orbit coupling. However, magnetic mate-
rials with negative or mixed g-factors are not very exotic
|48, 150, [53-56] and can be found among molecular mag-
nets [53] as well as among the low-dimensional quantum
magnets [55, 56]. Moreover, theoretical investigations
of the quantum and classical spin models with mixed
g-factors reveal many unusual effects, like various par-
tially ordered phases with disordered sublattices [48, 56],
or additional features in the spin structure factors [50].
The very distinguishing feature of the phase diagram in
Fig. Blis the zero-field highly degeneracy. Moreover,
there is no continuous transition between B # 0 ground
states and zero-field ground-states manifold. Actually,
at B = 0 the following eigenstates become degenerate:
[t1), |¥2), [¥s), |¥10), |12). The same is valid for the
special point, go = —3. Another interesting feature of
the magnetization processes in this case which can be
seen from the ground state phase diagram is asymptotic
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saturation. As one of the S = 1/2 spins has negative
g-factor in the case under consideration, the value of
the total spin S* = s§ 4+ s5 + S§ for the magnetically
saturated state must be 1, whereas the saturated mag-
netization in the units of Bohr magnetons is equal to
3 (391 + |g2]). In this case the eigenstates with 5% = 1,
|tg), turns to be a saturated, or quasi-saturated ground
state. Due to non-conserved magnetization the high-field
ground state, |¢)g), does not correspond to constant ex-
pectation value of the magnetization operator, on the
contrary, as it can be seen form Eq. (§]), the expectation
value has explicit magnetic field dependence, leading to
impossibility of reaching the saturation at finite values
of magnetic field. This feature is also inherent to other
two ground states, |¢7) and |¢11), appeared in the phase
diagram from Fig. Bl Thus, only two ground states |¢)1)
and |i2) for purely ferromagnetic coupling have constant
value of magnetization. Non-conserving magnetization,
therefore, essentially modifies zero-temperature magne-
tization curves for finite spin clusters [42, |45, 46, 148].
Instead of the typical step-like structure with plateaus
corresponding to eigenstates with constant values of M~
and jumps between them corresponding to transitions
between eigenstates at given values of magnetic field, in
some cases magnetization curves can contain continuous
part of monotone magnetization change stemming out
from the magnetic field dependant expectation values of
M?# for some eigenstates. To illustrate this behaviour we
draw few plots of zero-temperature magnetization pro-
cesses corresponding to phase diagram form Fig. [ (See

Fig. [).

2. Purely antiferromagnetic couplings with J1 = Jo

For the case of uniform antiferromagnetic cou-
plings, J1 = J2 > 0, four ground states are possible,
[t1), [tbs), [s) and |¢g). In addition to that, when
ga = g1 there is no continuous transition between the
eigenvectors, corresponding to |13) and |1)g) eigenstates.
Therefore, along dashed line in the ground states phase
diagram in Fig. the correct ground state in given
by the degenerate doublet |i¥3)o,|t)9)o from the Eq.
(). Another interesting feature is zero-field ground
states which turns to be |¢)5) for all values of g, and is
never degenerate in contrast to the previous case. The
saturated state, the ground state for large enough values
of magnetic field, is different for positive and negative
values of go. For the positive values of the g-factors the
ordinary saturated (maximally polarized) eigenstate,
|th1) is the saturated one, however, region of negative go
as in a previous case has |1)9) as high-field ground state.
It is also worth mentioning, that only two ground states
|ths) and |1p1) have constant value of the magnetization.
Additional intermediate ground state, |1)3) appears only
when go > g1. The zero-temperature magnetization
curves illustrating the phase diagram are presented in
Fig. [6l Here one can see all the magnetization processes
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FIG. 5. Ground states phase diagram for J; = J2 = 1.

features we demonstrated in the ground state phase
diagram, quasi-saturation for negative ¢go as well as
regular saturation for go < 0, intermediate states with
constant and continuously growing magnetization and
magnetization jumps.

FIG. 6. Magnetization processed for J; = Jo = 1 for
T/|J1] = 0.00001 and g1 = 1 for different values of ga:
g2 = —2 (solid); g2 = 1/2 (dashed); g2 = 1 (dot-dashed)
and g2 = 2 (dotted).

3. Non-uniform antiferromagnetic couplings, Jo» > J1 >0

The case of antiferromagnetic non-uniform coupling
with Jo > J; > 0 shares many features of the previ-
ous one (See Fig. [Mfor J; =1/5 and J; = 1). The set of
possible ground states is the same, |¢1), |[¥3), |[¢5) and
|the), again the zero-field ground state is non-degenerate
and is given by [i5). As in the previous case we plot-
ted the ground states phase diagram for negative and
positive values of go with saturated state given by |¢g)
and |¢1) respectively. However, the topology of diagram
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FIG. 7. Ground-states phase diagram for J; = 1/5, Jo =1
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FIG. 8.  Magnetization processed for J; = 1/51, Jo = 1,

T/|J1] = 0.00001, g1 = 1 for different values of g2: g2 = —1
(solid); g2 = 1/5 (dashed); g2 = 1 (dot-dashed) and g2 = 3/2
(dotted).

is a bit different as well as an additional feature appears
here, for a narrow region of positive go a direct transition
from |t)3) to |thg) is found. The magnetization processes,
corresponding to different values of go for this case are
presented in Fig. B

4. Mized case J1 <0 and J2 >0

The ground state phase diagram for the case J; =
—1/5 and Jo = 1 is presented in Fig. @ Here we see
additional possible ground state |¢4) along with all four
ground states form the previous case. Interestingly, |14)
is the zero-field ground state for negative go < —1. At the
point go = —1 it is degenerate with the go > —1 zero-
field ground state, |t¢3) and |i5), which was the zero-
field ground state for all range of go in previous case.
However, the region of |14) ground state in the phase
diagram is extremely narrow. As usual, saturated state
for positive values of go is fully positively polarized |¢1)
and for the negative values of gs the same role plays S* =
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FIG. 10. Magnetization processed for J1 = —1/5, Jo = 1,
T/|J1| = 0.00001, g1 = 1 for different values of g2: g2 = 2
(solid); g2 = —1/10 (dashed); g2 = —1 (dot-dashed) and

g2 = —2 (dotted).

1 eigenstate |[t)g). Typical magnetization curves for this
case are presented in Fig.

5. Mized case J1 >0 and J2 <0

Another case of mixed ferromagnetic-
antiferromagnetic couplings corresponds to J; > 0
and Jo < 0. The corresponding ground-states phase
diagram is presented in Fig. [MTI  Without loss of
generality we set here J; = 1 and Jo = —1, however,
the phase diagram preserve its structure for arbitrary
Jo < 0. As was mentioned above, this is due to Eq.
@. Here, the zero-field ground states can be [i9), |t7)
and |¢11) depending on the value of go. All the three
ground states become degenerate at the particular value
of go = 5. Saturated state is |[¢)1) for arbitrary value
of go. The magnetization plots illustrating this phase
diagram are presented in Fig.
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FIG. 11. Ground-states phase diagram for J; = 1, and

arbitrary Jo <0
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FIG. 12. Magnetization processed for J; = 1 and arbitrary
J2o <0, T/J1 = 0.00001 and g1 = 1 for different values of
g2: g2 = 1 (solid); g2 = 3 (dashed); g2 = 5 (dot-dashed) and
g2 = 6 (dotted).

IV. NEGATIVITY PLOTS

In this section we present our main results concern-
ing the manipulation of the quantum entanglement of
the spins within the cluster by means of magnetic field.
Particulary, the effects of non-conserving magnetization
related to the non-uniform g-factors are in the focus of
our attention. There are several ways of quantifying the
quantum entanglement using various entanglement mea-
sures [1, 40]. However, for the mixed-spin clusters nega-
tivity [41] is the most convenient one, as it can be easily
constructed and calculated for any pair of spins with the
aid of reduced density matrix. For the system of three
particles three pairwise entanglement measures can be
considered. The negativity value, which varies from 0
(no entanglement) to 1/2 (maximally entangled pair),
corresponding to the i-th and j-th particles of the sys-
tem, Ne;;, equals the sum of absolute values of negative
eigenvalues of partially transposed reduced two-particle
density matrix, p;f’;», which is constructed in the following



way:

<€~i7§j‘ﬁ'5 §¢,§~j> = <§i,§j |pij|£i,§~j>7 (11)
pij = <€ia£jafk Ipl éi7£j7€k>
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where, |&;,&;, &) is a standard basis for the states of s, s2
(& = £1/2) and S3 (& = —1,0,1) spins. Then the
negativity is obtained according to

Neij =Y |nal, (12)

where p, — negative eigenvalues of partially transposed
reduced two-particle density matrix pf} ﬂA_JJ] As the main

object of our research is a quantum entanglement, i. e.
the zero-temperature or the pure state properties , the
density matrix we are working with is defined for each of
the twelve eigenstates of the Hamiltonian as a pure-state
density matrix:.

pi = U (T, i=1,..,12. (13)

In case of n degenerate eigenstates one should use

1 n
Pir.csin = Z Wi, ) (Wi, |- (14)
a=1
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FIG. 13. Density plots of negativity for the case of Ji <
0,J2 < 0. Panels (a), (b) and (c) show the values of Neis,
Negs and Nejs respectively.

Therefore, in general thirty six negativity functions are
relevant for the mixed-spin trimer, however, many of
them are trivial, or just vanish. In addition to that, the
case of g1 = g2 should be considered separately. For
the spin clusters with conserved magnetization eigen-
vectors do not contain magnetic filed dependent coeffi-
cient, thus neither do the negativity. However, all they
can be obtained analytically, we list the expressions for
non-zero negativity functions in the Appendix. Thus,
for the eigenstates form |¢5) to |i12) at least for some
pairs of spins negativity may have continuous dependence
on the magnetic field, in contrast to the constant values
for the clusters with conserved magnetization. Interest-
ingly, all negativity functions have no dependents on Js.
As was mentioned above, some eigenstates of the system
with non-uniform g-factors do not admit continuous limit
g2 — g1, for those eigenstates negativity was calculates
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separately. For demonstrating the overall picture of how
quantum entanglement changes across the various eigen-
states we present density plots of negativity projected
into the ground-states phase diagrams (See Figs. [[3HIT).
In Figs. [[3] I4] and 1 panel (a) corresponds to Neja,
(b) to Neas and (¢) to Neys. For two phase diagrams,
Figs. and only two panels are presented, as for
both cases, Jo > 0,J; = —%J2 and Jo > 0,J; = %JQ,
Nejo vanishes almost everywhere, except for small re-
gion within the high-field ground state |19) where ist
value does not exceed 0.07, for those plots panel (a) cor-
responds to Neas and panel (b) to Nejs. For the case
of ferromagnetic couplings only negative go can lead to
non-trivial magneto-thermal and entanglement proper-
ties (See Fig. [[3]). Here one can see essentially entangled
state of the first and the third spins (panel (c¢)) within
the |¢11) eigenstate. To have more clear picture of how



magnetic field affects the negativity, or how negativity
is changing under the magnetization process we plotted
the negativity plots as a function of magnetic field for
g2 = —4 in Fig. Three plots, corresponding to the
entanglement of three pairs of spins, are composed of four
parts, each one corresponding to a certain eigenstates
form the sequence of transitions taking place during the
magnetization process, |[t2) — |[11) — |W7) — |Ug).
Only negativity for [i9) is zero for all pairs of spins,
the other eigenstates feature explicit magnetic field de-
pendence of negativity. Negativity reaches its maximum
for the first and the third spins within |¢)171) eigenstate
and its value is approximately equal to 0.41. Another
situation when non-uniform g-factors bring to essential
enhancement of entanglement is presented in Figs. [14]
and The most efficiently non-conserving magnetiza-
tion affects the entanglement of the system spins in case
of uniform antiferromagnetic couplings, J; = Jo > 0.
As was shown in Fig. [l possible ground states of the
model are |1)1), [13), |15) and |ihg). However, at uniform
g-factors, go = g1, |[t3) and |¢g) transform into [i3)o
and |¢g)p form Eq. ([I0). This fact is indicated in Fig.
[[d by a yellow line separating |¢)3) and |¢)9) at g2 = g1.
It is obviously seen from density plots of the negativity,
that systems with g, # g1 exhibit much higher entan-
glement that their uniform counterpart, which is mani-
fested in the most straightforward way for Nejs3 within
the |1)3) eigenstate. Magnetic field behaviour of negativ-
ity for both uniform and non-uniform g-factors cases is
presented in Fig. As usual, panels (a), (b) and (c)
corresponds to Nejs, Neas and Neys. For all panels solid
and dot-dashed lines demonstrate the negativity varia-

1. 15 2. —L.

—0.5 0.

0 . . .
—1. =05 0. 0.5
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tion under the magnetization process for go = 3/2 and
g2 = —1/2, respectively, whereas dashed line corresponds
to the uniform g-factor case, go = 1. For Nejs (panel (a))
no entanglement is observed for go = 3/2, though during
the magnetization process the system passes through the
following sequence of eigenstates, |15) — |3) — |i1),
which have a complicated structure, but it turns out, that
the first and the second spins are not entangled there. At
the same time uniform g-factors case (dashed) exhibits
non-zero constant negativity for the finite range of mag-
netic field, corresponding to the phase boundary between
|ths) and |t)g), which in its turn is a degenerate superpo-
sition of |t3)0 and [19)g. The negativity has a constant

value here, Ne{3™° = L (/2 — 1) =~ 0.052. For the case
of g = —1/2 (dot-dashed) one can see a jump from zero
to Nef, ~ 0.14 with the further continuous decrease.
Negativity plots quantifying entanglement for the second
and the third particle can be seen in the panel (b). In-
terestingly, in the case of uniform g-factors (dashed) this
pair of spins exhibit the strongest entanglement at low

field, Ne3; = 1/3, then it drops to another constant, but
much smaller value, Neg?_g)o = i (V17 - 3) ~ 0.07.
The case g2 = 3/2 depicted by the solid line doesn’t look
really promising as only in the vicinity of B = 0 the neg-
ativity is close to the uniform case, then it is decreasing
a little bit, and after transition to |¢3) it drops down to
zero. The case of negative go = —1/2 (dot-dashed) has
no advantage over the uniform ¢ case for low field, actu-
ally within the |¢5) eignestate, when Ne3; drops down
from 1/3 to the value slightly bellow 0.2. However, it un-
dergoes a jump at the transition point to the eigenstate
|thg) with the further slow decrease, being, nevertheless,
much higher than the negativity of the uniform g system.
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FIG. 14. Density plots of negativity for the case of J; = J2 > 0. Panels (a), (b) and (c) show the values of Nej2, Negs and

Neis respectively.

The most significant enhancement of entanglement due

to non-uniform g-factors occurs for the first and the third



particles (panel (¢)). The negativity curve for uniform g-
factors has the same form as Neas, two plateaus at 1/3
and (\/ﬁ —3) =~ 0.07 corresponding to [¢5) and de-
generate superposition of |¢3)g and |i¢g)o respectively.
Negativity curve for go = 3/2 (solid) has weak mag-
netic field dependence within the |i¢5) eigenstate where
it demonstrates slow growth starting from 1/3 value, but
transition to the |¢5) eigenstate is accompanied with a
jump to a constant value Ned; = v/3/2 =~ 0.47 which is
very close to maximal possible value, 1/2. This is the
highest value of negativity which can be achieved for the
system under consideration. It is worth mentioning here,
that the value of negativity, Ne3; = v/3/2 is indepen-
dent of g-factors values, however, for go < 1 |1)3) does
not appear as eigenstate during zero-temperature mag-
netization process. Thus, for the system with uniform
antiferromagnetic exchange couplings, J; = J2 > 0, even
an arbitrary small difference between g2 and ¢; brings
to essential increase of negativity Nejs3. The negativity
curve for negative go = —1/2 (dot-dashed) demonstrates
an enhancement of entanglement for |¢5) eigenstate with
respect to uniform g case, one can see monotone increase
of Neb; up to approximately 0.41, which corresponds

V. CONCLUSION

In the present paper we considered the problem
of control and optimization of quantum entanglement
in triangular-shaped mixed spin (1/2,1/2,1) molecular
magnet models by means of magnetic field when g-factors
of spins are non-uniform. More specifically, we chose the
model which provided us with the most simple analyti-
cal solutions due to high symmetry of the Hamiltonian.
The parameters of the model turn out to distribute in
the following way: spin-1 ion and one of the two spin-1,/2
ion have the same g-factor, g1, whereas another spin-1,/2
ion has different g-factor, go; two spin-1/2 ion are cou-
pled to spin-1 ion with different exchange constants, Jy
and Jo and the coupling between two spin-1/2 ions is
given by the same .J; exchange constant. The presence
of non-uniform g-factors makes the magnetization non-
conserved which, in its turn, brings to a series of physical
features, like asymptotic saturation, non-constant val-
ues of magnetization and negativity within the certain
eigenstates. It also has deep impact on the entanglement
properties, enhancement or weakening. We illustrated all
these features by plotting ground states phase diagrams
for five different ranges of exchange couplings and the
corresponding magnetization plots. The main results,
however, concern the entanglement properties and their
modification under the presence of non-conserving mag-
netization. The most dramatic impact of non-conserving
magnetization can be seen in the case of uniform antifer-
romagnetic couplings, J; = Ja > 0, where one can have

10

to about 23% increase with respect to Ne$; = 1/3 for
g2 = g1. For the system with mixed couplings, J;J3 < 0,
as it can be seen from Figs. properties of the neg-
ativity do not exhibit essential changes in case of non-
uniform g-factors, or the eigenstates with enhanced en-
tanglement can appear only for rather large value of the

ration go/g1 (Fig. [T panel (¢)).
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FIG. 15. Density plots of negativity for the case of Jo > 0

and J; = —1J,. Panels (a) and (b) show the values of Neas
and Neis respectively.
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FIG. 16. Density plots of negativity for the case of Jo > 0
and J; = 1J,. Panels (a) and (b) show the values of Nexas
and Neis respectively.

multiple increase of Negs. This effect is qualitative and
robust, for arbitrary small difference between go and ¢;
the value of Nejs ~ 6.7Neé?§+9)° ~ 0.47, which is just six
percent less than the maximal possible value of negativ-
ity. Thus, molecular magnets with non-conserving mag-
netization offer an opportunity of more efficient manip-
ulation of the quantum entanglement by means of mag-
netic field. The main difference from the uniform-g case is
a possibility to have continuous dependence of the nega-
tivity on the magnetic field within the same ground state
as well as to achieve essentially strongly entangled eigen-
states. In our research we generated non-conserving mag-
netization by assuming non-uniformity of the g-factors,
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FIG. 17. Density plots of negativity for the case of and J1 > 1 and arbitrary J> < 0. Panels (a), (b) and (c) show the values

of Neia, Neos and Neis respectively.
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FIG. 18. Negativity magnetic field dependence for the case
J1 <0,J2 <0, 91 =1 and g2 = —4. Solid line corresponds to
Nej2, dashed to Neas and dot-dashed to Neis

which can be understood in a direct way as presence of 4 f
or 5f ions along with 3d or/and 4d ions into the struc-
ture of trimetallic complex However, there is
another physical setting which can effectively bring to a
problem of quantum spin clusters with the difference in
local field acting on different spins in the cluster. They
are the models in which small groups of quantum spins
are assembled into the regular lattice by alternating with
the groups of Ising spins @, 49145, é—@] The later
situation is realized in a series of coordination polymer
compounds [28, 42-145)].

VI. APPENDIX

Here we present the list of analytical expressions for
negativities corresponding to three pairs of spins.

Ne?z:Ne%2:N€§3:N€g3:Ne?2:07 (15)
2
Ne‘I’3 = Ne‘ll3 = %,

ver, 1 M2 — My /ML +8 1 1—/8M%+1
BT M2 +1 6 M2 +1 '
Nor L M? — /Mt +38 ! 1—/8M4 +1
1376 M? +1 6 M2 +1 '
o1 |K2 - KL 456K +16+4
Neww =5 KZ +4 ’
o 2|2- V2 /K2 +2 K2 — \/K* +8K?
New =3 K2 +4 *3 K2 +4
S A V2K 8] | K2 - JKY 432
Nely =~ =
‘B3| T K214 |3 KZ+4 |
1—4/G% +1
Nets = |—z5—5— |5
G: +3
s 1]|1—/8G1+1
Nejs == |[—2———
2375 G2 +3 |
Ne? 1 Gi_Q/Gi—’—S
613:_ - ~2 |, 9 |
2 G% +3
PR EERVAEE
Nepp = |—5———
‘12 UZ+3 |’

(16)
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FIG. 19. Negativity magnetic field dependence for the case
J1 = Jo > 0. Panels (a), (b) and (c) show Neja, Neas and
Neis respectively. In each panel solid line corresponds to
g2 = 3/2, dashed line corresponds to uniform-g case, g2 = g1,
and dot-dashed line represent go = —1/2 case.
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111—4/8U2% +1
Nell = =

BT 0Z4s |
U2 —,/U* +38
U2 +3 ’
1
Nefy™ =5 (V2-1).

1
Neg?;rg)o = NngrQ)o =16 (\/ﬁ— 3) .

11 _
Nejz =

N =

Expressions for N e?j, N efj, Ne}]'-J and N ellj2 have the
same structure as Ne;, Nel;, Ne), and Nej! where
M*T,K~,G" and U™ are replaced by M~, KT,G~ and

U™ respectively.
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