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A bstract

There currently is a large e ort to explore spin-orbit e ects in sam iconductor structures w ith
the ultin ate goal of m anijpulating electron soins w ith gates. A search for m aterials w ith large
spn-orbit coupling is therefore In portant. W e report results of a study of spin-orbit e ects in a
strained InG aA s/InP quantum well. The spin-orbit relaxation tin e, determ ned from the weak
antilocalization e ect, was found to depend non-m onotonically on gate voltage. The soin orbit
scattering rate had a m axinum valuie of 5 10'%s ! at an electron density ofn = 3 10%m 2.
T he scattering rate decreased from this forboth increasing and decreasing densities. T he an allest
m easured valie was approxin ately 10°s * at an electron concentration ofn= 6 10°m 2. This
behavior could not be explained by either the Rashba or the buk D ressehaus m echanisn s but is

attrbuted to asym m etry or strain e ects at dissin ilar quantum well interfaces.
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A . Introduction

In A3Bs sam ioonductors containing heavy m etal elem ents, such as lndium , soin-orbit
e ects are Jarge because of the increased coupling between valence and conduction bands
associated w ith strong relativistic e ects. In bulk m aterals, w thout m agnetic In purities,
the only In portant m echanism producing soin-orbit coupling is the bulk inversion asymm e
try [, 2]. Tn contrast, In sam iconductor heterostructures, the electron spin-orbit interaction
can also be controlled by m odi  cation ofthe subband structure using gate voltagesi 3], strain
), or selective doping [H].

The role of spIn-orbit e ects In sam iconductors isgaining a signi cant attention because
of recent interest in the em erging  elds of spintronics and quantum com putation if6; 71. K ey
issues are the infction and detection of soin-polarized electrons, controlling and m anjulat-
Ing singke soins, and the design and experin ental realization ofnovel spintronic devices such
as spin-transistors, logic elem ents, and m em ory. O ne cbvious way to Inect polarized elec—
trons is to use ferrom agnetic contacts §,'9]. I is also possble to explbit the spin-polarized
edge states in lateral quantum dot devices subfct to a magnetic  eld '[Ip]. A nother, m ore
challenging approach, is to create a spin-polarized current by em ploying soin-orbit coupling
fi1]. W ith the ultin ate ntention of kaming how to m anipulate and m easure electron spins
Jocally by using gates to m odify the spin-orbit interaction, there is a vital nterest In search—
Ing or sem iconductor m aterials and structures w here the electron spin-orbi interaction is
large and highly sensitive to gate volages.

One method which gives Inform ation about the spin-orbit coupling is the weak anti-
localization W AL) e ect. This is a quantum interference correction to the conductivity
which appears as an abnom al positive m agnetoresistance in very low m agnetic elds, pre—
ceding the m ore usualnegative m agnetoresistance associated w ith weak localization [12]. In
metals W AL was thoroughly studied and understood in the 1980’s [13]. Tn sem iconductors
the situation is m ore com plex because new m echanian s nvolving soin orbit e ects come
into play, such as buk nonsym m etry, asymm etry at heterointerfaces and in quantum wells,
and two-din ensional quantum con nem ent. i[1]

In thiswork the WAL e ect isused to study soin relaxation due to the soin-orbit in-
teraction in a strained InGaA s/TnP quantum well QW ) structure. Compared wih an

isom orphous (lattice-m atched) structure {I4], the strained QW structure showed a larger



sensitivity to the gate volage. In addition an anom alous, non-m onotonic, dependence of
the son-orbit tin e constant on electron concentration was cbserved. This can not be ex—
plained by the conventional buk inversion and/or Rashba m echanisn s and suggests that
the existing theoretical understanding of spin orbit e ects in trangoort phenom ena in sam i-

conductor structures needs to be In proved.

B. Experim ental

The QW structure studied here was grown on a (100) InP sam insulated substrate and
consisted of the follow ing layers (m easured up from the substrate): 450 nm of undoped InP
bu er layer, 10 nm InGa; yAs (=0.76) quantum well, 13 nm undoped InP spacer layer,
Pllowed by 13 nm P doped layer Nq = 4 16°m °) and a 13 nm undoped cap layer.
The Indium content In the quantum well was higher than that of InG aA s Jattice-m atched
to InP (x=0.53) sothe QW was com pressively strained.

Standard optical photolithography and wet etchingwasused to form a 02mm wide Hall
barwih 04 mm ssparation between ad-pcent potential contacts. A 40 nm S, diekctric
layer and a gold gate were deposited on top ofthis. M easuram ents were perform ed in a He3
system ; experin ental details are given I Refil4.

Figure 1 show sthe electron concentration determ ined from Shubnikov-de H aasoscillations
and the Hallm obility (). These transport properties are very sim ilar to those observed
earlier in the isom orphous lattice-m atched sam ple studied previously fi4]. In particular, the
concentration varies linearly wih gate voltage whilke the m cbility has a som ewhat slower
dependence.

TheW AL wasused to Investigate the soin-oroit scattering action to the conductivity ap—
pears as a non-im onotonic dependence of the m agnetoresistance at very low m agnetic elds,
B 1. An initialpositive m agnetoresistance is followed by the m ore usual negative tem .
In the theoretical description of the interference corrections characteristic values of the con—
ductance andm agnetic eld appear, analogousto the Bohr radiis and energy In the theory of
excitons. It istherefore convenient to plot the conductance (inverse resistance) in unitsofthe
quantum conductivity Go = (€= h) and the m agnetic eld nom alized by a characteristic

eld B, given by ~=4eD whereD = v} =2= ~* n =m e isthedi usion coe cient ofthe
two din ensionalelectronsand the transport scattering tim e. B+ depends on both electron



concentration and m cbility and therefore has a stronger gate voltage dependence than the
density (see insert to Figl), changing by m ore than an order ofm agnitude over the range of
V4 used in the experim ent. It should be further noted that because it is desirable to elin nate
the irrelevant classical Lorentz term in the m agnetoconductivity < ®) = o=@01+ 2?B?)
it is also convenient to plot the nverse m agnetoresistance (1= 44) = 1= 4« 1=, rather
than = i« orWhere ( isthe zero eld valueand (= 1= 4. This proocedure, which
would produce zero In the absence of quantum interference corrections, rem oves the Lorentz
tem .

Figure 2 show s experin ental traces plotted in this way for di erent gate voltages. The
narrow peak around zero magnetic eld isthe WAL e ect which appears when the spin—
orbit scattering rate is com parabl to or lJarge than the inverse phase breaking tine 1=, .
Tt is clear, that In this sample, the WAL e ect show s a non-m onotonic dependence on gate
voltage reaching a m axinum around Vy=-0.3 and decreasing for both large positive and
large negative voltages. Such behavior is unusual and is descussed below .

To extract the phassbreaking and soin-oroit scattering tines we attem pted to  t the

experin ent w ith the theoretical expression, derived for arbitrary m agnetic  elds![I5]:
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wih D thedi usion coe cient and , o, and -, resgectively the elastic scattering tin e,
the spin-orbit relaxation tin e and the phassbreaking time. The function F x; i), de ned
in Refs. 14,15, describes the interference contributions from the three triplet and one singlet
di usion channels. This equation, derived for an arbitrary m agnetic eld, reduces to the
well known expression given by Hikam i, Larkin and Nagacka (HLN) [l6] n the lim it of
an allmagnetic elds B B.. For the tting procedure B, is known so there are two

adjistable param eters » and o, orequivalently (. and ). Onem ore ram ark should be



added here: to fully describbe theW AL e ect requires a spin-dependent vector potentialw ith
a three din ensional character 17,18, 19]. The two m a pr pin-orbit relaxation m echanisn s

D ressehaus and R ashba) are not additive so In generalm ore com plicated expressions, w ith

additional tting param eters should be used to describe the experin ents. If, however, one
m echanisn dom inates a single scalar param eter o, su ces which can then be treated on

the sam e footing as - .

The thin solid lines in Fig. 2 are theoretical tsusing thisEgn. 1. Detailsofthe tting
procedure are described in Ref. 14. A lthough this theory should be valid for arbitrary
m agnetic elds, it was in possbl to obtain a good t over the whole m agnetic eld range
for any ofthe data. F itting the centralpart (sn allB) resulted in large deviations at higher

elds and vice versa. This isa comm on problem in sam iconductors encountered by m any
authors, eg. Refil§. A sin ilar large discrepancy between theory and experin ent observed
in the isom orphous MGaAs QW sampl {14] could only be reconcilkd by introducing an
additional, em pirical, scale param eter of order two. It was argued there that one reason for
the discrepancy m ight be the fact that the soin orbit scattering tim e was com parable to the
transport relaxation tin e but this is not the case here: for all the curves shown In Fig2
o= = s 0: satisfying the condition o, 1.

G ven the large discrepancy between experin ent and the theoretical description of the
WAL e ect which appearsto be a general property ofhigh m cbility 2D EG sam iconductors
in high magnetic elds) i is not inm ediately obvious how to extract values of the spin
orbi relaxation tin e. Further theoreticale ort isneeded to x thisproblem . H owever, the
am plitude ofthe WAL isclearly a ected by 4 and we have chosen to t it using the low

eld part of the data where the tumover from a negative to a positive m agnetoconductivity
is sensitively dependent on . This approach has the advantage that it is also consistent
w ith the procedure comm only used in the literature whersby the Iow— eld peak is tted to
the HLN expression [, 16, 19, 20, 21] w ith the in plicit understanding that deviations at
higher elds are to be expected because of Inadequacies In the theory.

The tted theoretical curves shown on Fig. 2 are plotted wellbeyond the range ofthe t
to em phasize the unexpected discrepancy between theory and experin ent and to stin ulate
the attention of theorists.



C . D iscussion

A Yhough the appearance of the WAL e ect requires strong spin orbit scattering, the
curvature ofthe W AL peak at B= 0 and the characteristic w idth are in fact not detemm ined
by s but rather by the phase breaking tine . [4,22] . It is the am plitude of the WAL,
In particular the crossover from W AL to weak localizing behavior, that is detemm ined by the
ratio /= .

From Fig. 2 it can seen that the central part ofthe W AL peak at B= 0 changes little for
di erent j and indeed, allthe ts gave the sam e value for parameter . = 0:010 0:001
(for curve at V4 = +0:, where the W AL had vanished, . was set to 0.010 and only

tted). The W AL peak is narrow because its width is determm ined not by 4, but rather by
» which can be very an all in high m cbility sam ples. W ithout soin-orbit scattering a weak
Jocalization peak would appear w ith the sam e w idth but of opposite sign.

T he phase breaking tin e extracted from the tsto thedata isplotted in Fig. 3 com pared
w ith the predictions of electron-electron scattering calculated from a Fem i liquid m odel
(2,23
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wih Go= €=(h),and kg T =~ 1. The experim entalvaluesof » shown n Fig3 are all
an aller than predicted. In the literature an em piricalooe cient oforder 2 is often introduced
to bring the experin entaldata into better agreem ent w ith Eq. 3 R4, 25]1but the discrepancy
is larger than this. W hile this m odel generally works well In m etals, where Ferm ienergy is
large and the electron gas can be considered asbeing very uniform [12,13] deviations appear
at Jow tem peratures, and a fortiori n sam iconductors. T he phase breaking tim e is aln ost
universally observed to saturate as the tem perature is Iowered. For all the data shown in
Fig3 the tam perature was su ciently low that this saturation had occurred. That is, the
absence of any signi cant gate voltage dependence in » re ects the tam perature saturation
rather than an Intrinsic Insensitivity to electron concentration. T he saturation in plies that
there exist additional phassbreaking m echanisn s, the analysis of which is not the topic of
this paper.

Figure 4 show s the spin-orbit scattering rate determ ined from the tsto the data in Fig.

2. t isevident that ., is a non-m onotonic fiinction of the electron concentration. n 2D EG



system s the two m a pr soin-orbit scattering m echanisn s identi ed in the literature are the
D resselhaus tem , associated with the buk zincblend crystal Inversion asymm etry, and
the Rashba termm associated w ith built-n elkectric eldsiRb]. To dentify which m echanisn
dom inates here it is helpfiil to consider the dependence on electron concentration ofB ¢, =
~=@4eD ) RU, 21, 26]. This value, deduced from the data in Fig4a and the transport
param eters shown In Figl , isplotted In Fig. 4b.

W hen the D ressehausm echanian dom nates B ¢, should Increase w ith ncreasing density
R0]but in sam ples w here the large spin-orbit coupling is large, such as that considered here,
the Rashba temm usually dom lnates. The Rashba temm results from structural asym m etry
and is proportional to the intemal electric eld. Because the eld is proportional to the
surface charge density it should therefore ncrease as the concentration In the quantum well
increases (see eg. Ref. 3). In general, the Rashba e ect m ay therfore lead to a nonm ono—
tonic dependence of soin-orbit splitting on gate voltage w th a m ilnimum corresponding to a
symm etric quantum well. R7] Ih our case, however we cbserve am axinum ofthe spin orbit
scattering rate (Fig. 4). To our best know ledge this isthe st report of such behavior. A
non-m onotonic dependence of 4, on electron concentration in F ig. 4 cannot be explained by
eitherthe D ressehaus orthe R ashba m echanian sand som e extra e ect, such as strain orthe
role of the Interfaces m ust be nvolved. In the literature the rol of interfaces in the Rashba
m echanisn is som ewhat controversial. W ithin the e ective m ass approxin ation the expec—
tation value ofa (am ooth) potential gradient integrated over all space isalways zero [1§,28].
M ore generally, the contribution from each separate interface is as large (or even larger) as
that from the quantum wellasymm etry R§,29]. The two interfaces in a quantum well often
have di erent properties resulting ,for exam ple, from the grow th process. A s aresult changes
In the am plitude of the electron wavefiinction at each interface, produced by changes in gate
voltage, w illbe re  ected by changes in any asym m etry associated w ith having two di erent
Interfaces. T he unexpected experim ental cbservation that 4, is a non-m onotonic function
of gate voltage show s such an e ect plays an in portant rok here.

An altemative m ethod of investigating the strength of the spin-orbit coupling is to use
Inform ation from the beat pattems of the Iow eld Shubnikov-de Haas (SdH ) oscillations
29,30, 31, 32] . There has, to our know ledge, been no published com parison of results co—
tained in thisway w ith those deduced, in the sam e sam ple, from theW AL e ect. In Ref.i27

the authors ocbserved beats iIn SdH oscillations and an anom alous positive m agnetoresistance



atlow eldwhich couldbeduetoW AL e ect. However, n am ore detailed study the authors
B3] suggested the situation is m ore com plex w ith the cbserved positive m agnetoresistance
being due to com bination of several factors including the presence of two spin subbands, a
corrugated quantum well, m cbility anisotropy, and "possibly weak antidocalization™. In the
sam ple studied here, and also in the isom orphic sam ple studied previously [14] that had a
much larger spin-orbit scattering rate, a carefiilexam ination ofthe Shubnikov-de H aas oscik-
lations, over a w ide range of gate volages, revealed no sign of any beats. In other sam pls,
under conditions when there was som e parallel conduction, beats could som etin es be seen
sim ilar to those cbserved by other authors. However, when analyzed in detail by m aking
gray-scale plots using m any traces w ith an all steps In gate volage, the system atic behavior
expected from spin oroit solitting could not be con m ed. In our sam plks we identify the
beat pattem cbserved w ith interference between two setsoftwo SdH frequencies, originhating
from the gated and ungated parts of the sam pl, and coupled through the parasitic paraliel
conduction. A sin ilar cbservation hasbeen m ade by Ensslin et al. B4]when they also failked
to nd any beats in a high quality InA s/A 1Sb quantum well sam ple.

D . Conclusions

Spin-orbit relaxation In a strained InG aA s/TnP QW structure was studied usihg theW AL
e ect. The soin-orbi relaxation tin e was found to depend strongly, and non-m onotonically,
on the gate voltage with the m axinum scattering rate (I= o, = 5 10%sec?) reached at
adensity ofn = 3 10°m ? . This behavior cannot be explained by either the R ashba
or bulk D resselhaus m echanisn s but is rather attributed to asymm etry or strain e ects at
dissin ilar QW interfaces.

Compared wih a sin ilar, but unstrained sam ple, the spih-orbi scattering rate here
is an aller py a factor of over 100 at the highest densities). In the strained sample o
show s a strong gate voltage dependence (varying from 20 to 1000ps) whik in the unstrained
samplk ¢ was only weakly dependent on electron concentration. This dem onstrates that
strain can be used as a tool Por producing desirable spin-orbit properties when engineering
m aterials for sointronics applications. The exact m echanian responsible for the variation
of the spin-orbit coupling in strained sam ples is not yet understood and is the sub fct
of further Investigations. Further theoretical work is also needed to explain correctly the



experin entally observed m agnetic eld dependence, particularly in sam pleswhere the W AL

e ect is large.
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FIG .1: E lectron concentration (solid circles) determ ined from Shubnikov-de H aas oscillations and
the Hallm obility (open squares) ofthe nGaA s/InP QW structure. Insert show s the characteristic

magnetic eld By = ~=4eD as a function of the gate voltage.
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FIG . 2: Experin ental traces of the m agnetoresistance for di erent gate voltagesat T=036 K .
@) Vvg=01,0,01,02,and 03 V;
k) Vvg= 03,-04,05,and 06 V.

Thin solid lines are best theoretical ts to the experin ent using Eqi.].'.
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FIG . 3: Phase breaking tin e obtained from set of the data In Fig. 2 as a function of the gate

voltage. Straight line is the theoretical Iim it due to the electron-electron scattering.
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FIG.4: (@) Sph-orbit scattering rate determm ined from data in Fig. 2 as a function of electron

concentration.
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