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The transconductance and effective Landé g∗ factors for a quantum point contact defined in
silicene by the electric field of a split gate is investigated. The strong spin-orbit coupling in buckled
silicene reduces the g∗ factor for in-plane magnetic field from the nominal value 2 to around 1.2 for
the first- to 0.45 for the third conduction subband. However, for perpendicular magnetic field we
observe an enhancement of g∗ factors for the first subband to 5.8 in nanoribbon with zigzag and to
2.5 with armchair edge. The main contribution to the Zeeman splitting comes from the intrinsic
spin-orbit coupling defined by the Kane-Mele form of interaction.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum point contacts (QPC) in spin-orbit-coupled
semiconductors are elementary elements in the construc-
tion of spin-active devices due to their ability to enchance
the effective Lande factor g∗ [1]. In the absence of ex-
ternal magnetic field QPC system with strong spin-orbit
interaction can work as a spin filter [2–6]. Spin orbit in-
teractions due to the crystal lattice asymmetry and exter-
nal electric fields introduce effective magnetic fields [7–9]
for the flowing electrons. The orientation of an external
magnetic field (in-plane or out-of-plane) has a strong im-
pact on conductance due to the spin spatial anisotropy
of the spin-orbit field [10–12] whichd has been observed
experimentally [13, 14] by splitting the transconductance
lines. In systems with strong spin orbit interaction the
anisotropy is very strong, e.g. in InSb QPCs [15] the
in-plane |g∗| = 26 and out-of-plane is two times higher,
|g∗| = 52 for the lowest conducting subband. On the
other hand in materials with low intrinsic spin-orbit cou-
pling such as pristine graphene, the g∗ value is ' 2 as for
free electrons [16–18]. In bilayer graphene (BLG) struc-
tures quantum point contacts can be formed electrostati-
cally [19–23] due to the opening of a band gap that can be
tuned by a perpendicular electric field [24–28]. The spin
g∗ is still ' 2 in bilayer graphene QPC [22], however the
valley g factor can be tuned and used as an additional
degree of freedom. In the silicene [29–32], a graphene-
like honeycomb structure, two sublattices displaced in z
direction introduce strong intrinsic spin orbit interaction
[33]. Additionaly, the band gap in silicene can be electro-
statically modified by external gates [34–37] that makes
it a good candidate for a spin-active device.

In this paper we present a numerical calculation of the
effective Landé g∗ factors for silicene using the transcon-
ductance lines according to a standard experimental pro-
cedure of determining the g∗ values [13, 14, 38–40]. We
test the g∗ anisotropy by dependence on the orientation
of the external magnetic field. We discuss impact of the
SO interaction on g∗ value for in-plane and out-of-plane
magnetic field.

II. THEORY

We consider a device with a quantum point contact
defined in silicene nanoribbon [Fig. 1]. The QPC profile
is defined by external split gates at voltages ±Vg/(−e)
which induce a potential Vex at both sublattices equally
forming QPC profile. In our calculations we assume a
model potential profile given by a Gaussian [41]

VGauss(x, y;x0, y0,∆x,∆y) = Vge
−(x−x0)2

(2∆x)2 e
−(y−y0)2

(2∆y)2 (1)

and model the QPC with

Vex = VGauss(x, y; 165 nm, 0 nm, 40 nm, 40 nm)

+ VGauss(x, y; 165 nm, 200 nm, 40 nm, 40 nm).
(2)

The higher the applied gate voltage, the narrower the
conductive channel in the center of the QPC. Figure 2
presents example of gate energy distribution within sil-
icene for the specific case where Vg = 0.5 eV [Fig. 2(a)],
and the profile of the potential [Fig. 2(b)].

FIG. 1. Schematic view of the system. A silicene nanoribbon
is sandwiched between dielectric layers. Two pairs of external
gates provides electric potential Vg equalizing the effective
energy on both sublattices
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FIG. 2. (a) Map of the external electric potential for Vg = 0.5
eV, in the system of size 200 nm by 330 nm. Two Gaussian
2D potentials are used to form the quantum point contact in
the middle of the silicene nanoribbon. (b) Profile of the QPC.
The occupied states below chemical potential (±VSD/2) are
marked on both sides by rectangles with the assumption of a
symmetric drop along the device.

A. Hamiltonian

We use the tight-binding Hamiltonian [42]:

Heff =− t
∑
〈k,j〉,χ

c†kχcjχ + eEz
∑
k,χ

γkc
†
k,χck,χ,

+
1

2
gµB

∑
k,χ,%

c†k,χck,%(B · σσσ)χ% +HSO, (3)

where we use creation (c†kχ) and annihilation (ckχ) op-
erators for an electron on site k with spin χ. Ions in
the nearest neighborhood are specified by 〈k, j〉. t = 1.6
eV is the hopping parameter [33, 42] and e is the ele-
mentary electric charge. The Ez term describes external
perpendicular electric field with a factor γk = 1

2 · 0.46

Å that determines the offset in the sublattices. The
penultimate term introduces the external magnetic field
B = [bx, by, bz] to the system, where σσσ = [σx, σy, σz] is a
vector of Pauli matrices. We use the Landé factor g = 2
for electrons in silicene along with Bohr magneton con-
stant µB . The last term describes the spin-orbit part of
the effective Hamiltonian Heff :

HSO = tKM
∑

〈〈k,j〉〉χ,%

νkjc
†
kχσ

z
χ,%cj%

+ tR
∑

〈〈k,j〉〉χ,%

µkjc
†
kχ (σσσ × dddkj)zχ% cj%, (4)

where the first part describes the intrinsic spin-orbit cou-
pling in Kane-Mele (KM) form [8, 43] with tKM = iλSO

3
√

3

and λSO = 3.9 meV, while the second term is an intrinsic
Rashba spin-orbit interaction tR = −i 2

3λR with λR = 0.7
meV [33, 42]. The summation in both cases runs over
next-nearest neighbor ions 〈〈k, j〉〉, where µkj is +1 or -1

for sublattice A and B, respectively. The νkj = +1 (−1)
for the counterclockwise (clockwise) hopping from j to k
ion, where dddkj is a vector pointing from ion k to ion j.
The lattice constant a = 3.86 Å. To calculate the total
conductance we use the Landauer formalism

G =
e2

~
Ttotal(EF ) =

e2

~

N∑
m

Tm, (5)

where N is the total number of propagating modes and
Tm is the transmission probability of the mth mode from
the input to the output lead. We use quantum transmit-
ting boundary method to solve the scattering problem
[40]. For finite potentials of source and drain the current
is calculated as follows:

I(VSD;T = 0) =
e

h

ˆ +e
VSD

2

−eVSD
2

Ttotal(EF + E)dE, (6)

with the assumption of a drop of the potential along the
device for nonequivalent chemical potential of the leads
[Fig. 2(b)]. With a nonzero bias, we use the formula for
the conductance

G =
dI(VSD)

dVSD
(7)

and we define the transconductance dG/dVg as a second
mixed derivative of the current,

dG

dVg
=
d2I(VSD)

dVSDdVg
. (8)

The classical procedure of calculating the effective
Landé g* factors from transconductance is based on
compensation of the Zeeman splitting by application of
source-drain bias into the system along with energy mod-
ulation from the gate potential [13, 14, 38, 39]. The gate-
to-energy conversion factor can be determined for each
subband from the slope of the transconductance lines in
B = 0 according to the formula:

ξm =
1

2

dVSD
dVg

(9)

where the 1/2 factor results of source-drain potential shift
that is equal to half of the applied bias: 1/2 VSD. The
final step in the procedure of finding g∗ factors is to eval-
uate the transconductance as a function of magnetic field
B, and for each subband to find the susceptibility as the
derivative d(∆Vg(B))

dB . Then the effective Landé factor for
mth subband is given by

g∗m =
1

µB

d(∆Vg(B))

dB
ξm. (10)
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III. RESULTS

To reduce the numerical cost of the calculations we
use the scaling method [30] with a scaling factor sf = 4,
that gives new crystal lattice constant as = a · sf along
with new hopping parameter ts = t

sf
. We replace a to

as and t to ts in Hamiltonian (4). All the results below
are presented for the Fermi energy EF = 0.07 eV, if not
stated otherwise.

A. Band structure

For the constriction center of the QPC we calculate
the band structure for two different edge types: armchair
and zigzag. In the zigzag case when spin-orbit interac-
tions are omitted (HSO = 0) we observe spin-degenerate
subbands at B = 0 [Fig. 3(a)] for both valleys K ′ and K,
while this degeneracy is lifted upon applying an external
magnetic field perpendicular to the sample [Fig. 3(c) for
Bz = 2 T] that slightly splits the spin-states and shifts
the subbands higher for K and lower for K ′. When all
spin-orbital interactions are included (HSO 6= 0) then de-
generacy is lifted even at B = 0, since the Zeeman-like
SO interaction in KM interaction [8, 43] introduces an ef-
fective magnetic field with an amplitude along the z axis
that splits the spin-states in the subbands [Fig. 3(b)].
Up (↑) spin states decrease their energy in the K valley
and increase in the K ′ valley, while down (↓) spin states
shift in an opposite way. Applying an external perpen-
dicular magnetic field in the case with SO interactions
taken into account changes the energy gap in the same
manner as with SO interactions omitted [Fig. 3(d)]. We
observe an analogous behavior for the armchair type of
edges [Fig. 4].

B. Conversion factors

We calculate the transconductance with a bias VSD ap-
plied using Eqs. (6-8). Fig. 6 presents maps of transcon-
ductance for armchair and zigzag edges for the cases –
with spin-orbit interactions included or neglected in the
Hamiltonian. The dependence of the compensation of
the Zeeman splitting by source-drain bias VSD on the
gate voltage VG are marked by straight dashed lines for
each subband with HSO = 0 [Fig. 6(c,d)]. For each sub-
band we calculate the conversion factors (Eq. 9) from
the slope of the corresponding line dVSD

dVg
for both types

of nanoribbons: armchair and zigzag. Results are pre-
sented in Tab. I.

In the case with spin-orbit interactions taken into con-
sideration [Fig. 6(a,b)] we observe twice more subbands
that emerge from splitting caused by the Zeeman-like
part of the intrinsic SO coupling.

a) b)

c) d)

FIG. 3. Band structure of silicene nanoribbon with zigzag
edges calculated for the center of the QPC constriction with
Vg = 0.15 eV, with spin-orbit interactions neglected (a,c) and
included (b,d). Magnetic field is equal to Bz = 0 (a,b) and
Bz = 2 T (c,d). Black dashed line denotes the Fermi energy
EF = 0.07 eV. The color bar indicates the mean value of the
spin projection along z axis. The azz = 3as is the zigzag
lattice constant.

a) b)

c) d)

FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for a nanoribbon with armchair
edges. Armchair lattice period is equal to aarm = 6as√

3
.

C. Effective Landé factors

We calculate the transconductance by taking the
derivative of theGmaps with respect to Vg. First we con-
sider perpendicular magnetic field B⊥ = B = (0, 0, Bz).
We present results for HSO = 0 [Fig. 7] only for the
zigzag nanoribbon since for the armchair system similar
results are obtained. The two separate spin-states cannot
be distinguished from the transconductance map so the
calculation of the effective Landé factor is not possible in
the standard way. However, we are able to identify val-
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FIG. 5. Schematic view of the νkj (Eq. 4) sign for two
different edge types of silicene. For the same considered atom
j paths to the next-nearest neighbor k differ in zigzag and
armchair configuration and produce opposite sign of the local
effective magnetic field resulting from KM term. This will
produce mirrored image of spin signs in subband structures
for armchair and zigzag.

TABLE I. Conversion factors for the first three subbands cal-
culated from the transconductance (Fig. 6) without spin-orbit
interaction.

ξ1 ξ2 ξ3

armchair 0.40 0.42 0.47
zigzag 0.41 0.44 0.49

ley and spin-state from the band structure in Fig. 7(b).
Upon subtraction of the energies at different Bz/Vg val-
ues we find g∗ = 2.0, which agrees with the expected
value g = 2 for electrons in silicene.

For nonzero HSO in the Hamiltonian (3) the intrinsic
SO interaction in the Zeeman-like form separates the

armchair zigzag

FIG. 6. The transconductance d2I/dVSDdVg = dG
dVg

for
armchair (left column) and zigzag (right column) nanorib-
bons with SO interactions (top row) and without (SO interac-
tions neglected). Dashed lines denote the conductance levels
(marked by numbers) and are used to calculate gate-voltage
to energy conversion factors.

k−1

k+1

a)

k−1

k+1b)

FIG. 7. (a) Transconductance for the perpendicular B⊥ ori-
entation of the magnetic field with SO interactions neglected
(HSO = 0). Smooth transconductance peaks correspond to
new conductive states in the subbands (two first marked as
k+1 and k−1 ). Each subband includes two opposite spin states
which are close enough not to be seen as separate peak [see
zoom in plot (b)]. Results are for zigzag edges.

spin states and now they can be easily distinguished
in the transconductance map [Fig. 8] when external
magnetic field Bz is applied. Identification of the
subband and valley number comes from the band
structure of the zigzag nanoribbon [Fig. 3]. Calculating
the slope of d(∆Vg(B))/dB (marked by dashed lines)
and using Eq. (10) with conversion factors [Tab. I]
we obtain g∗1 = 5.8, g∗2 = 13.3 for the case with
zigzag edges and g∗1 = 2.5, g∗2 = 14.0 for armchair
edges [Tab. II]. The difference comes directly from the
geometry (Fig. 5) where νkj in KM term defines the
sign of an additional energy to spin states. Apply-
ing external magnetic field compensates this energy
if its direction agrees with the emerged local mag-
netic field

[
d(∆Vg(B))

dB > 0 for K ′ (k > 0) in zigzag
]
,

or forfeit for the opposite directions[
d(∆Vg(B))

dB < 0 for K (k < 0) in zigzag
]
. We ob-

tain mirrored behavior in armchair nanoribbons due to
the νkj sign. In Fig. 10(c,d) we see that the slope for
the first subband (N1) is positive in the zigzag structure
and negative in the armchair. Small difference in g∗2
(slopes N2 in Fig. 10(c,d)) for armchair and zigzag
comes from the fact that deeper conductive bands have
higher energy and additional fraction that comes from
KM term is less significant in this scenario.

The second case concerns an in-plane magnetic field
B‖. We present the transconductance for the zigzag
nanoribbon for B = [0, By, 0] [Fig. 9(a,b)] and we ob-
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armchair

B⊥

zigzag

B⊥

FIG. 8. Transconductance for perpendicular B = [0, 0, Bz]
orientation of external magnetic field applied to the system
with active SO (nonzero terms in Hamiltonian). Numbers
denote the subband index in k > 0 valley (+) and k < 0 (-)
with spin ↑ (↓) marked by white dotted lines. The ∆Vg term
is calculated between two spin-correlated subbands within the
same valley band.

tain similar results for B = [Bx, 0, 0] fields (not shown).
For the armchair structure in B‖ transconductance plots
looks similar (not shown) and g∗ were calculated sep-
arately. The new states that enhance the conductance
at EF come in pairs of the same spin-type for By > 0
[Fig. 9(c-f)]. Again, the splitting at By = 0 is an effect
of SO in KM form, but contrary to Fig. 7(a) this time we
can calculate g∗ from transconductance even if double-
states are visible – the valley number in this case is not
important. Slope of ∆Vg over By is calculated from the
fit (Fig. 10) to the dashed lines in Fig. 9(a,b). Results
are presented in Tab. II. Spin of an electron is strongly
aligned along the z axis when SO interaction is taken
into account, hence the impact of external in-plane mag-
netic field is suppressed and we observe decreased g∗ < 2
values.

TABLE II. Effective Landé factors g*.

SO off g∗1 g∗2 g∗3

B‖ 2.1 2.2 2.1
B⊥ 2.0 2.0 2.0

SO on g∗1 g∗2 g∗3

B‖zz 1.2 0.78 0.45
B‖a 1.17 0.92 0.32
B⊥zz 5.8 13.3 -
B⊥a 2.5 14.0 -

a)

HSO = 0

b)

HSO 6= 0

c) d)By=0 By=0

e) f)By=30 T By=30 T

FIG. 9. (a,b) Transconductance for the in-plane B =
[0, By, 0] orientation of the magnetic field for zigzag edges.
Double-spin states (of the same sign from both valleys) at EF

that enhance the conductance are marked by white dashed
lines along the peaks. (c-f) Band structure for the center
of the constriction. Colorbar indicates expected value of the
spin projected to the y axis. Left column (a,c,e) corresponds
to calculations with neglected SO part of the Hamiltonian,
while right column (b,d,f) are with included SO part, respec-
tively.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We studied the effective g∗ factors in electrostatic
quantum point contacts defined in silicene using the
tight-binding Hamiltonian by solving the scattering prob-
lem using the quantum transmitting boundary method.
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B‖a,zz B‖zz

b)a)

B⊥zz B⊥a

d)c)

FIG. 10. The splitting of the transconductance for parallel
magnetic field B‖ (a) without SO and (b) with SO term ac-
tive. For perpendicular B⊥ (c) in zigzag and (d) in armchair
nanoribbon. The slope of the fitted line for each split in the
transconductance [see Fig. 9(a,b)] is equal to d(∆Vg(B))/dB.

The spin-orbit coupling radically changes the values of
the Landé factors. We showed that Zeeman splitting in
magnetic field oriented parallel to the plane of the silicene
lattice is isotropic and does not depend strongly on the
edge type. Zeeman splitting from an external magnetic
field is strongly suppressed by the intrinsic SO interaction
in Kane-Mele form that introduces a Zeeman-like effec-

tive magnetic field perpendicular to the silicene plane.
The spin-orbit interaction for the in-plane magnetic field
decreases the effective g∗ factor to g∗1 = 1.2 in the first
subband, and g∗2 = 0.78, g∗3 = 0.48 for the next two in
the zigzag structure, respectively. In armchair nanorib-
bon we obtain similar results for g∗: g∗1 = 1.17, moved
slightly down/up/down (-0.02,+0.14,-0.13) compared to
zigzag for the 3 first subbands, due to the mirrored νkj
sign that adds a local magnetic field energy in KM form.

For the perpendicular orientation of the magnetic field
we obtain effective Landé factor g∗1 = 5.8 for the first sub-
band and g∗2 = 13.3 for the second in a zigzag nanorib-
bon, and g∗1 = 2.5, g∗2 = 14.0 for the armchair edge type.
Reasoning remains the same as in parallel case but now
the interaction of SO coupling is more visible in the g∗
factor for the first subbands, where local magnetic field
significantly changes its value.
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