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Abstract

There currently is a large e�ort to explore spin-orbit e�ects in sem iconductor structures with

the ultim ate goalofm anipulating electron spins with gates. A search for m aterials with large

spin-orbitcoupling is therefore im portant. W e reportresultsofa study ofspin-orbite�ects in a

strained InG aAs/InP quantum well. The spin-orbit relaxation tim e,determ ined from the weak

antilocalization e�ect,was found to depend non-m onotonically on gate voltage. The spin orbit

scattering rate had a m axim um value of5� 1010s�1 atan electron density ofn = 3� 1015m �2 .

Thescattering ratedecreased from thisforboth increasing and decreasing densities.Thesm allest

m easured value wasapproxim ately 109s�1 atan electron concentration ofn = 6� 1015m �2 .This

behaviorcould notbe explained by eitherthe Rashba orthe bulk Dresselhausm echanism sbutis

attributed to asym m etry orstrain e�ectsatdissim ilarquantum wellinterfaces.

PACS num bers: 73.20.Fz,72.25.Rb,73.20.Jc,73.21.Fg,73.63.Hs
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A . Introduction

In A 3B 5 sem iconductors containing heavy m etalelem ents, such as indium ,spin-orbit

e� ects are large because ofthe increased coupling between valence and conduction bands

associated with strong relativistic e� ects. In bulk m aterials,withoutm agnetic im purities,

theonly im portantm echanism producing spin-orbitcoupling isthebulk inversion asym m e-

try [1,2].In contrast,in sem iconductorheterostructures,theelectron spin-orbitinteraction

can alsobecontrolled bym odi� cation ofthesubband structureusinggatevoltages[3],strain

[4],orselective doping [5].

Theroleofspin-orbite� ectsin sem iconductorsisgaining a signi� cantattention because

ofrecentinterestin theem erging � eldsofspintronicsand quantum com putation [6,7].Key

issuesaretheinjection and detection ofspin-polarized electrons,controlling and m anipulat-

ingsinglespins,and thedesign and experim entalrealization ofnovelspintronicdevicessuch

asspin-transistors,logic elem ents,and m em ory. One obviousway to injectpolarized elec-

tronsisto useferrom agneticcontacts[8,9].Itisalso possibleto exploitthespin-polarized

edge statesin lateralquantum dotdevicessubjectto a m agnetic � eld [10]. Another,m ore

challenging approach,isto createa spin-polarized currentby em ploying spin-orbitcoupling

[11].W ith theultim ateintention oflearning how to m anipulateand m easureelectron spins

locally by using gatestom odify thespin-orbitinteraction,thereisa vitalinterestin search-

ing forsem iconductorm aterialsand structureswhere the electron spin-orbitinteraction is

largeand highly sensitive to gatevoltages.

One m ethod 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 appearsasan abnorm alpositive m agnetoresistance in very low m agnetic � elds,pre-

ceding them oreusualnegativem agnetoresistanceassociated with weak localization [12].In

m etalsW AL wasthoroughly studied and understood in the 1980’s[13].In sem iconductors

the situation is m ore com plex because new m echanism s involving spin orbit e� ects com e

into play,such asbulk nonsym m etry,asym m etry atheterointerfacesand in quantum wells,

and two-dim ensionalquantum con� nem ent.[1]

In this work the W AL e� ect is used to study spin relaxation due to the spin-orbit in-

teraction in a strained InGaAs/InP quantum well(QW ) structure. Com pared with an

isom orphous (lattice-m atched) structure [14],the strained QW structure showed a larger
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sensitivity to the gate voltage. In addition an anom alous,non-m onotonic,dependence of

the spin-orbittim e constanton electron concentration wasobserved. Thiscan notbe ex-

plained by the conventionalbulk inversion and/or Rashba m echanism s and suggests that

theexisting theoreticalunderstanding ofspin orbite� ectsin transportphenom ena in sem i-

conductorstructuresneedsto beim proved.

B . Experim ental

The QW structure studied here wasgrown on a (100)InP sem i-insulated substrate and

consisted ofthefollowing layers(m easured up from thesubstrate):450 nm ofundoped InP

bu� erlayer,10 nm InxGa1�x As(x=0.76)quantum well,13 nm undoped InP spacerlayer,

followed by 13 nm InP doped layer(N d = 4� 1023m �3 )and a 13 nm undoped cap layer.

The indium contentin the quantum wellwashigherthan thatofInGaAslattice-m atched

to InP (x=0.53)so theQW wascom pressively strained.

Standard opticalphotolithography and wetetching wasused to form a 0.2m m wideHall

barwith 0.4 m m separation between adjacentpotentialcontacts. A 40 nm SiO 2 dielectric

layerand a gold gateweredeposited on top ofthis.M easurem entswereperform ed in a He3

system ;experim entaldetailsaregiven in Ref.14.

Figure1showstheelectronconcentrationdeterm ined from Shubnikov-deHaasoscillations

and the Hallm obility (�). These transport properties are very sim ilar to those observed

earlierin theisom orphouslattice-m atched sam plestudied previously [14].In particular,the

concentration varies linearly with gate voltage while the m obility has a som ewhat slower

dependence.

TheW AL wasused toinvestigatethespin-orbitscattering action to theconductivity ap-

pearsasa non-m onotonicdependenceofthem agnetoresistanceatvery low m agnetic� elds,

�B � 1.An initialpositivem agnetoresistanceisfollowed by them oreusualnegativeterm .

In thetheoreticaldescription oftheinterferencecorrectionscharacteristicvaluesofthecon-

ductanceandm agnetic� eld appear,analogoustotheBohrradiusand energyin thetheoryof

excitons.Itisthereforeconvenienttoplottheconductance(inverseresistance)inunitsofthe

quantum conductivity G 0 = (e2=�h)and the m agnetic � eld norm alized by a characteristic

� eld Btr given by ~=4eD � whereD = v2F �=2= ~
2�n�=m �eisthedi� usion coe� cientofthe

twodim ensionalelectronsand � thetransportscatteringtim e.B tr dependson both electron
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concentration and m obility and therefore hasa strongergate voltage dependence than the

density (seeinserttoFig.1),changing by m orethan an orderofm agnitudeovertherangeof

Vg used in theexperim ent.Itshould befurthernoted thatbecauseitisdesirabletoelim inate

the irrelevant classicalLorentz term in the m agnetoconductivity �xx(B )= �0=(1+ �2B 2)

itisalso convenientto plotthe inverse m agnetoresistance � (1=�xx)= 1=�xx � 1=�0 rather

than � �= �xx � �0,where�0 isthezero � eld valueand �0 = 1=�0.Thisprocedure,which

would producezero in theabsenceofquantum interferencecorrections,rem ovestheLorentz

term .

Figure 2 showsexperim entaltracesplotted in thisway fordi� erentgate voltages. The

narrow peak around zero m agnetic � eld is the W AL e� ect which appears when the spin-

orbitscattering rate iscom parable to orlarge than the inverse phase breaking tim e 1=�’.

Itisclear,thatin thissam ple,theW AL e� ectshowsa non-m onotonicdependence on gate

voltage reaching a m axim um around Vg=-0.3 and decreasing for both large positive and

largenegativevoltages.Such behaviorisunusualand isdescussed below.

To extract the phase-breaking and spin-orbit scattering tim es we attem pted to � t the

experim entwith thetheoreticalexpression,derived forarbitrary m agnetic� elds[15]:

� �(B )= � (e2=�h)[F(x;�s1)+
1

2
F(x;�s2)�

1

2
F(x;�’)] (1)

where

B tr =
~

4eD �
; B so =

~

4eD �so
and B ’ =

~

4eD �’
(2)

x =
B

B tr

=
4eB D �

~

; �’ =
�

�’
; �so =

�

�so
; �s1 = �’ + �so; �s2 = �’ + 2�so;

with D thedi� usion coe� cientand �,�so and �’ respectively theelasticscattering tim e,

the spin-orbitrelaxation tim e and the phase-breaking tim e.The function F(x;�i),de� ned

in Refs.14,15,describestheinterferencecontributionsfrom thethreetripletand onesinglet

di� usion channels. This equation,derived for an arbitrary m agnetic � eld,reduces to the

wellknown expression given by Hikam i,Larkin and Nagaoka (HLN) [16]in the lim it of

sm allm agnetic � elds B � Btr. For the � tting procedure Btr is known so there are two

adjustableparam eters�’ and �so orequivalently (�’ and �so).Onem orerem ark should be
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added here:tofully describetheW AL e� ectrequiresaspin-dependentvectorpotentialwith

a threedim ensionalcharacter[17,18,19].Thetwo m ajorspin-orbitrelaxation m echanism s

(Dresselhausand Rashba)arenotadditiveso in generalm orecom plicated expressions,with

additional� tting param etersshould be used to describe the experim ents. If,however,one

m echanism dom inates a single scalar param eter �so su� ces which can then be treated on

thesam efooting as�’.

Thethin solid linesin Fig.2 aretheoretical� tsusing thisEqn.1.Detailsofthe� tting

procedure are described in Ref. 14. Although this theory should be valid for arbitrary

m agnetic � elds,itwasim possible to obtain a good � toverthe whole m agnetic � eld range

forany ofthedata.Fitting thecentralpart(sm allB)resulted in largedeviationsathigher

� eldsand vice versa. Thisisa com m on problem in sem iconductors encountered by m any

authors,e.g.Ref.15.A sim ilarlarge discrepancy between theory and experim entobserved

in the isom orphous InGaAs QW sam ple [14]could only be reconciled by introducing an

additional,em pirical,scaleparam eterofordertwo.Itwasargued therethatonereason for

thediscrepancy m ightbethefactthatthespin orbitscattering tim ewascom parableto the

transport relaxation tim e but this is not the case here: for allthe curves shown in Fig.2

�so = �=�so � 0:1 satisfying thecondition �so � 1.

Given the large discrepancy between experim ent and the theoreticaldescription ofthe

W AL e� ect(which appearsto bea generalproperty ofhigh m obility 2DEG sem iconductors

in high m agnetic � elds) it is not im m ediately obvious how to extract values ofthe spin

orbitrelaxation tim e.Furthertheoreticale� ortisneeded to � x thisproblem .However,the

am plitude ofthe W AL isclearly a� ected by �so and we have chosen to � titusing the low

� eld partofthedata wheretheturnoverfrom a negativeto a positivem agnetoconductivity

issensitively dependenton �so. Thisapproach hasthe advantage thatitisalso consistent

with theprocedure com m only used in the literaturewhereby thelow-� eld peak is� tted to

the HLN expression [5,16,19,20,21]with the im plicit understanding thatdeviations at

higher� eldsareto beexpected becauseofinadequaciesin thetheory.

The� tted theoreticalcurvesshown on Fig.2 areplotted wellbeyond therangeofthe� t

to em phasize theunexpected discrepancy between theory and experim entand to stim ulate

theattention oftheorists.
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C . D iscussion

Although the appearance ofthe W AL e� ect requires strong spin orbit scattering,the

curvatureoftheW AL peak atB=0 and thecharacteristicwidth arein factnotdeterm ined

by �so butratherby the phase breaking tim e �’ [14,22].Itisthe am plitude ofthe W AL,

in particularthecrossoverfrom W AL toweak localizing behavior,thatisdeterm ined by the

ratio �’=�so.

From Fig.2 itcan seen thatthecentralpartoftheW AL peak atB=0 changeslittlefor

di� erentVg and indeed,allthe � tsgave the sam e value forparam eter�’ = 0:010� 0:001

(forcurve atVg = +0:1,where the W AL had vanished,�’ was set to 0.010 and only �so

� tted).TheW AL peak isnarrow because itswidth isdeterm ined notby �so butratherby

�’ which can bevery sm allin high m obility sam ples.W ithoutspin-orbitscattering a weak

localization peak would appearwith thesam ewidth butofoppositesign.

Thephasebreakingtim eextracted from the� tstothedataisplotted in Fig.3com pared

with the predictions ofelectron-electron scattering calculated from a Ferm iliquid m odel

[12,23]:

1

�’
=
kB T

~

�G 0

�0
ln

�
�0

2�G 0

�

(3)

with G 0 = e2=(�h),and kB T�=~ � 1.Theexperim entalvaluesof�’ shown in Fig.3 areall

sm allerthan predicted.Intheliteratureanem piricalcoe� cientoforder2isoftenintroduced

tobringtheexperim entaldataintobetteragreem entwith Eq.3[24,25]butthediscrepancy

islargerthan this.W hile thism odelgenerally workswellin m etals,where Ferm i-energy is

largeand theelectron gascan beconsidered asbeingvery uniform [12,13]deviationsappear

atlow tem peratures,and a fortioriin sem iconductors. The phase breaking tim e isalm ost

universally observed to saturate asthe tem perature islowered. Forallthe data shown in

Fig.3 the tem perature wassu� ciently low thatthissaturation had occurred. Thatis,the

absenceofany signi� cantgatevoltagedependencein �’ re ectsthetem peraturesaturation

ratherthan an intrinsicinsensitivity to electron concentration.Thesaturation im pliesthat

there existadditionalphase-breaking m echanism s,the analysisofwhich isnotthetopic of

thispaper.

Figure4 showsthespin-orbitscattering ratedeterm ined from the� tsto thedata in Fig.

2.Itisevidentthat�so isanon-m onotonicfunction oftheelectron concentration.In 2DEG
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system sthe two m ajorspin-orbitscattering m echanism sidenti� ed in theliterature arethe

Dresselhaus term , associated with the bulk zinc-blend crystalinversion asym m etry, and

the Rashba term associated with built-in electric � elds[26]. To identify which m echanism

dom inateshere itishelpfulto considerthedependence on electron concentration ofB so =

~=(4eD �so) [20,21,26]. This value,deduced from the data in Fig.4a and the transport

param etersshown in Fig.1 ,isplotted in Fig.4b.

W hen theDresselhausm echanism dom inatesB so should increasewith increasing density

[20]butin sam pleswherethelargespin-orbitcouplingislarge,such asthatconsidered here,

the Rashba term usually dom inates. The Rashba term resultsfrom structuralasym m etry

and is proportionalto the internalelectric � eld. Because the � eld is proportionalto the

surfacechargedensity itshould thereforeincreaseastheconcentration in thequantum well

increases(see e.g. Ref. 3). In general,the Rashba e� ectm ay therfore lead to a nonm ono-

tonicdependenceofspin-orbitsplitting on gatevoltagewith a m inim um corresponding to a

sym m etricquantum well.[27]In ourcase,howeverweobservea m axim um ofthespin orbit

scattering rate(Fig.4).To ourbestknowledge thisisthe � rstreportofsuch behavior.A

non-m onotonicdependenceof�so on electron concentration in Fig.4cannotbeexplained by

eithertheDresselhausortheRashbam echanism sand som eextrae� ect,such asstrain orthe

roleoftheinterfacesm ustbeinvolved.In theliteraturetheroleofinterfacesin theRashba

m echanism issom ewhatcontroversial.W ithin the e� ective m assapproxim ation theexpec-

tation valueofa(sm ooth)potentialgradientintegrated overallspaceisalwayszero[18,28].

M oregenerally,thecontribution from each separateinterface isaslarge(oreven larger)as

thatfrom thequantum wellasym m etry [28,29].Thetwo interfacesin a quantum welloften

havedi� erentpropertiesresulting,forexam ple,from thegrowth process.Asaresultchanges

in theam plitudeoftheelectron wavefunction ateach interface,produced by changesin gate

voltage,willbere ected by changesin any asym m etry associated with having two di� erent

interfaces. The unexpected experim entalobservation that�so isa non-m onotonic function

ofgatevoltageshowssuch an e� ectplaysan im portantrolehere.

An alternative m ethod ofinvestigating the strength ofthe spin-orbitcoupling isto use

inform ation from the beatpatterns ofthe low � eld Shubnikov-de Haas(SdH) oscillations

[29,30,31,32].There has,to ourknowledge,been no published com parison ofresultsob-

tained in thisway with thosededuced,in thesam esam ple,from theW AL e� ect.In Ref.27

theauthorsobserved beatsin SdH oscillationsand an anom alouspositivem agnetoresistance
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atlow � eld which could beduetoW AL e� ect.However,in am oredetailed studytheauthors

[33]suggested the situation ism ore com plex with the observed positive m agnetoresistance

being due to com bination ofseveralfactorsincluding the presence oftwo spin subbands,a

corrugated quantum well,m obility anisotropy,and "possibly weak anti-localization".In the

sam ple studied here,and also in the isom orphic sam ple studied previously [14]thathad a

m uch largerspin-orbitscatteringrate,acarefulexam ination oftheShubnikov-deHaasoscil-

lations,overa widerangeofgatevoltages,revealed no sign ofany beats.In othersam ples,

underconditionswhen there wassom e parallelconduction,beatscould som etim esbe seen

sim ilar to those observed by otherauthors. However,when analyzed in detailby m aking

gray-scaleplotsusing m any traceswith sm allstepsin gatevoltage,thesystem aticbehavior

expected from spin orbitsplitting could notbe con� rm ed. In oursam pleswe identify the

beatpattern observed with interferencebetween twosetsoftwoSdH frequencies,originating

from thegated and ungated partsofthesam ple,and coupled through theparasiticparallel

conduction.A sim ilarobservation hasbeen m adeby Ensslin etal.[34]when they alsofailed

to � nd any beatsin a high quality InAs/AlSb quantum wellsam ple.

D . C onclusions

Spin-orbitrelaxation in astrained InGaAs/InP QW structurewasstudied usingtheW AL

e� ect.Thespin-orbitrelaxation tim ewasfound todepend strongly,and non-m onotonically,

on the gate voltage with the m axim um scattering rate (1=�so = 5� 1010sec�1 )reached at

a density ofn = 3� 1015m �2 . This behavior cannot be explained by either the Rashba

orbulk Dresselhausm echanism sbutisratherattributed to asym m etry orstrain e� ectsat

dissim ilarQW interfaces.

Com pared with a sim ilar, but unstrained sam ple, the spin-orbit scattering rate here

is sm aller (by a factor ofover 100 at the highest densities). In the strained sam ple �so

showsa stronggatevoltagedependence(varying from 20 to1000ps)whilein theunstrained

sam ple �so wasonly weakly dependenton electron concentration. Thisdem onstrates that

strain can beused asa toolforproducing desirable spin-orbitpropertieswhen engineering

m aterials for spintronics applications. The exact m echanism responsible forthe variation

ofthe spin-orbit coupling in strained sam ples is not yet understood and is the subject

offurther investigations. Further theoreticalwork is also needed to explain correctly the
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experim entally observed m agnetic� eld dependence,particularly in sam pleswheretheW AL

e� ectislarge.
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FIG .2:Experim entaltracesofthem agnetoresistance fordi�erentgate voltagesatT= 0.36 K .

(a)Vg= 0.1,0,-0.1,-0.2,and -0.3 V;

(b)Vg= -0.3,-0.4,-0.5,and -0.6 V.

Thin solid linesare besttheoretical�tsto the experim entusing Eq.1.
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FIG .3: Phase breaking tim e obtained from set ofthe data in Fig. 2 as a function ofthe gate

voltage.Straightlineisthetheoreticallim itdueto the electron-electron scattering.
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FIG .4: (a) Spin-orbit scattering rate determ ined from data in Fig. 2 as a function ofelectron

concentration.

(b)Spin-orbitm agnetic �eld param eterB so = ~=(4eD �so)asa function ofelectron concentration

calculated on thebasisofFigs.1 and 4(a).

12


