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A bstract

A transfer m atrix technique is used to m odel phase coherent soIn transport in the weakly
disordered quasi one-din ensional channel of a gate-controlled electron spin interferom eter
D atta and Das, Appl. Phys. Lett., 56, 665 (1990)]. Ik includes the e ects of an axial
m agnetic eld In the channel of the Interferom eter (caused by the ferrom agnetic contacts),
a Rashba spin-orbit interaction, and elastic (non-m agnetic) in purity scattering. W e show
that In the presence of the axial m agnetic eld, non-m agnetic in purities can cause spin
relaxation in a m anner sim ilar to the E lliott-Y afet m echanisn . T he am plitudes and phases
of the conductance oscillations of the interferom eter, and the degree of spin-conductance
polarization, are found to be quite sensitive to the height of the interface barrier at the
contact, as well as the strength, locations and nature (@ttractive or repulsive) of just a
few elastic non-m agnetic In purties in the channel. This can seriously hinder practical

applications of spin interferom eters.
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1 Introduction

In a sem inalpaper published in 1990, D atta and D as {I}] proposaed a gate controlled electron
Foin interferom eter which is an analog of the standard electro-optic light m odulator. Their
device consists of a one-din ensional sam iconductor channel w ith ferrom agnetic source and
drain contacts Fig. 1). Electrons are ngcted Into the channel from the ferrom agnetic
source w ith a de nite spin, which is then controllably precessed in the channelw ith a gate—
controlled R ashba interaction E-_Z.], and nally sensed at the drain. At the drain end, the
electron’s tranam ission probability depends on the relative alignm ent of its spin with the
drain’s ( xed) m agnetization. By controlling the angle of soin precession In the channel
wih a gate volage, one can m odulate the relative soin alignm ent at the drain end, and
hence controlthe sourceto-drain current (or conductance). In this device, the ferrom agnetic
contacts act as \goin polarizer" (source) and \spin analyzer" (drain).

T here have been som e studies of ballistic spin transport in such a device [3, 4,9, 81,
but they did not consider two features that are always present In a real device structure.
F irst, there isan axialm agnetic eld along the channel caused by the ferrom agnetic contacts.
This eld dram atically alters the dispersion relations of the subbands in the channel, causes
soin m ixing, and has a serious e ect on soin transport. Second, there w ill always be a few
In purities in the channel (even ifthey are ram ote In purities) associated w ith channeldoping.
W e show that these in purities, even if they are non-m agnetic, can cause spin relaxation in
the presence of the axialm agnetic eld. Thus, they can a ect the conductance m odulation
of the interferom eter and the degree of soIn polarization of the current.

T hispaper is organized as ollow s. In the next section, we describe the H am iltonian to
m odel the gate-controlled electron soin Interferom eter depicted n Fig. 1. The Ham iltonian
includes potential barriers at the contact/channel interface that are hevitably present, the
axialm agnetic eld, and localized in purties in the channel. Tt doesnot include perturbations
due to phonons and other tin e dependent scattering potentials we assum e that the channel

is shorter than the phase breaking length so that transport is phase coherent). Using a



truncated form of this Ham ittonian, we derive the dispersion relations of the subbands In
the channel. Because of the presence of the axial m agnetic eld, the subbands are not
eigenstates of the spin operator. Therefore, no subband has a de nite soin quantization
axis. Furthem ore, eigenspinors n two subbands (@t the sam e energy) are not orthogonal.
As a result, elstic (hon-m agnetic/spin-independent) in purity scattering can couple two
subband states w ith non-orthogonal eigenspinors, causing elastic intersubband transitions
that rlbx soin. One should com pare this m echanisn of soin rlaxation w ith the E lliott—
Yafet spin relaxation m echaniam [1] in a buk sem iconductor. The E lliott-Y afet relaxation
com es about because In a realcrystal, the B Joch states are not eigenstates of soin so that an
\upspin" state has som e \downspin" com ponent and vice versa. A s a result, non-m agnetic
In puriy scattering can connect (m ostly) upsoin and (m ostly) dow nspin electrons keading to
a spin relaxation. O urm echanisn is very sim ilar.

Section ITT contains num erical exam ples of the conductance m odulation ofa soin inter—
ferom eter as a function of applied gate potential, soin polarization ofthe current through the
channel, and e ects of the interface barriers and elastic (non-m agnetic) in purity scattering.

F inally, section IV contains our conclusions.



2 Theoreticalm odel

W e rst consider the quasi one-din ensional sem iconductor channel of a spin Interferom eter
In the absence of any inpurities. The channel is along the xaxis Fig. 1) and the gate
ekctric eld is applied along the y-direction to lnduce a Rashba spin-orbit coupling in the
channel. This system is described by the single particle e ective-m ass Ham iltonian [B]
1 2 = h i
H = m pt el + Vi) +Vi()+ Vo(2) @=2) B ~+TS7 ~ ppter) @)
where ¢ is the unit vector along the y-direction in Fig. 1 and A is the vector potential due
to the axialm agnetic eld B along the channel (x-direction) caused by the ferrom agnetic
contacts. In Equation (1), p isthe Bohrm agneton (eh=2m o) and g isthee ective Lande
g-factor of the electron in the channel. The quantity g is the Rashba spin-orbit coupling
strength which can be varied w ith the gate potential. The con ning potentials along the y—
and z-directions are denoted by V; (y) and V, (z), w ith the latter being parabolic in soace.
In Equation (1), Vi X) represents an interfacial potential barrer between the ferro—
m agnetic contacts and the sam iconducting channel. If the contact neighborhood consists
of heavily doped sam iconductor m aterial in close proxin ity to a m etallic ferrom agnet, the
Schottky barriers at the interface w ill be very narrow [] and electrons from the contacts
can tunnel firly easily into sem iconducting channel resulting in a nearly-ohm ic contact. W e

m odel these ultra-narrow Schottky barriers as delta-barriers given by:
Vik)=V, ®K)+ W%k & L) @)

where V;, and Vi are assum ed equal. In practice, the strength of the barrier depends on the
ferrom agnetic m aterdals and also on the doping level in the channel. T hese barriers have a
bene ciale ect; they can facilitate coherent soin infction across a m etallic ferrom agnet and
a sam iconducting param agnet interface 1] which is crucial ora spin interferom eter.

In Equation (1), we have neglected a few e ects for the sake of sin plicity. W e have
neglected the nom alE lliott-Y afet interaction []]because it isweak In quasione-din ensional

structures (where elastic scattering is strongly suppressed [111]). W e have also neglected the



D ressehaus interaction f12] since it does not relax spin when the initial spin polarization is
along the axis ofthe w ire 13,14, 115,14] (this is the case w ith the gate controlled spin inter-
ferom eter) . The D ressehaus Interaction can however be easily included In the H am iltonian
and is keft for fuiture work. F inally, we m odel Jocalized non-m agnetic im puriies (ie. which
do not ip the spin) using a standard m odel of delta-scatterers. T he scattering potential is

given by

6

Vap= . & ) e

=1

to represent N In purities in the channel at location x; and w ith strength ; (@ssum ed to be
SoIn independent). In our num erical exam ples, we consider the case of both attractive ( ;
negative) and repulsive ( ; positive) im purities. W hile Equation (1) represents a ballistic
channelw ith no scattering, addition of the scattering potential in Equation (3) to Equation
(1) will resut In a Ham iltonian describing a weakly disordered channel in which im purity
scattering takes place. The eigenstates of this (spin-dependent) Ham iltonian can then be
found using a transfer m atrix technique to extract the electron wavefunction in the pres-
ence of I purity scatterers. From this wavefunction, we can caloulate the (spin-dependent)
tranan ission probability through the channel and ulin ately the (soin-dependent) channel
conductance.

T he choice ofthe Landau gauge A = (0, Bz, 0) allow sus to decouple the y-com ponent
ofthe H am iltonian in Equation (2) from the x-z com ponent. Furthem ore, ifwe ignore V; (x)
and Vi, , which are delta potentials, the rest of the Ham iltonian is transhtionally invariant
in the xdirection. Therefore, the wavevector k, is a good quantum number In a ballistic
channeland the eigenstates are plane w aves traveling in the x-direction. T he tw o-din ensional

Ham iltonian in the plane of such a channel (x-z plane) is then given by
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where ! is the curvature of the con ning potential in the zdirection, !. = eB=m , kz =
m z=h%,and E . isthe potentialbarrier between the frrom agnet and sem iconductor. W e

assum e that E . includes the e ects of the quantum con nem ent in the y-direction.



T he scattering potentialVy, , and the interface potentialV; (x) couple various w avevec—

tor states k, . This is handled by the transfer m atrix technique described later.

2.1 Energy dispersion relations

W e now derive the energy dispersion relations in the channel of a ballistic interferom eter
using Equation @). The rst ve tem s of the Ham iltonian in Equation ) yield shifted

parabolic subbands w ith digpersion relations:

h’k?  h%kg ky h°k?  h’kg ky
E,p= +1=2)h!+ E .+ + ;i Epp= +1=2)h!+ E .+ ; )
2m m 2m m
q -
where | = 12+ !2. In Equation @), the " and # arrows indicate + z and -z polarized

Foins (eigenstates ofthe , operator) which are split by the Rashba e ect ( fth term ofthe
Ham iltonian in Equation (). T hese are subbands w ith de nite spin quantization axes along
+ z and -z directions since they are eigenstates ofthe , operator. T heir digpersion relations
are shown asdashed lnesin Fig. 1.

T he sixth and seventh term s in Equation §) induce a perturbation and m ixing betw een
the unperturbed subbands (+ z—and —z-polarized spins). The sixth temm originates from the
m agnetic eld due to the ferrom agnetic contacts and the seventh originates from the R ashba
e ect itself. The ratio of these two temm s can be shown to be of the order of 10* - 10° for
typical values of the relevant param eters. T herefore, we can neglkct the seventh termm in
com parison w ith the sixth tem .

To cbtain an analytical expression for the dispersion relation corresoonding to the rst
six temm s in the Ham iltonian in Equation ), we derive the twodand dispersion relation in
a truncated H ibert space considering m ixing between the two lowest unperturbed subband
states (nam ely the + z and —z soin states) . Straightforw ard diagonalization ofthe H am iltonian
in Equation @) fm inus the seventh term ) in the basis of these two unperturbed states gives

the follow Ing dispersion relations:
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w here the Indices 1 and 2 refer to the lower and upper subbands. T heir digpersion relations
are plotted schem atically as solid Inesn Fig. 1.

One can see from Fig. 1 that them agnetic eld caused by the ferrom agnetic contacts
couples the two unperturbed subbands (the origihal + z and —z-polarized subbands) and
changes their digpersion relation, lifting the degeneracy at k, = 0. W hik the unperturbed
bands are shifted parabolas w ith single m lnina at k, = kg [I], the perturbed bands (in
the presence of a m agnetic eld) are not parabolic and are symm etric about the energy
axis. One of them has a shgle m Ininum at k, = 0, and the other has doublk m inin a at

q
ke= kg 1+ (@ gB=gR)% where y = h2k§=2m . Them agnetic eld not only has this

profound in uence on the dispersion relations, but it also causes spin m ixing, m eaning that
the perturbed subbands no longer have de nite soin quantization axes (they are no longer
+ z and —zpolarized subbands) because they are no longer eigenstates of the soin operator.
Spin quantization becom es w avevector dependent. Furthem ore, energy-degenerate states in
the two perturbed subbands no longer have orthogonal soins. T herefore, elastic scattering
between them ispossbl without a complte spin  ip.

T he energy digpersion relationsalso show that thedi erence k ; between the wavevec—
tors in the two subbands at any given energy is not Independent of that energy. Sihce k 4
is proportional to the angle by which the spin precesses in the channel [I], the angk of spin
precession in the channelosa soin Interferom eter isno longer independent ofelectron energy.
Thus di erent electrons that are lngcted from the contact w ith di erent energies (@t nie
tem perature and bias) w illundergo di erent degrees of spin precession, and the conductance
m odulation w ill not survive ensam ble averaging over a broad spectrum of electron energy at
elevated tem peratures and bias. In ref. D:], which did not consider the e ect of the axial
m agnetic eld, a point wasm ade that the angle of spin precession is independent of electron
energy so that every electron undergoes the sam e degree of spin precession In the channel

Irrespective of tsenergy. A s a resul, the conductance m odulation ofthe spin Interferom eter



is not diluted by ensem ble averaging over electron energy at elevated tem perature and bias.
Indeed this is true in the absence of the axialm agnetic eld, but when the m agnetic eld is
considered, this advantage is lost.

From Equations @ -7), we nd that an electron incident with total energy E has

wavevectors in the two channel subbands given by

P
1 B B2 4c
ke, = — 2m ( ; @®)
2
where
h! h! .,
B=2E Y EJ+4g; C=E Y E o) ; ©)

W jth = g B B =2 .
In Equation (8), the upper and low er signs correspond to the low er and upper subbands
In Fig. 1 and are referred to hereafter as k5 and ki, respectively. The corresponding

eigenspinors In the two subbands (at energy E ) are resgpectively

" # " #
c1 (kx;l) _ (kx;1)= (kx;l)
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where the quantities and are function ofk, and are given by
M 1
h’keke B hikeky - ¢ —
ky)= ——— 4+ ¢ & + 02 k)= 2+ 2 (1)
m
h 1y
N ote that the eigenspinors given by Eq. (10) are not + zpolarized state 1 0 , or

h Ly
—zpolrized state 0 1 ifthemagnetic eldB & 0. Thus, them agnetic eld m ixes soins

and the + z or —z polarized states are no longer eigenstates In the channel (in other words,
the subbands In Egs. (6) and (7) are not eigenstates ofthe , operator unlke the subbands
In Equation (5) and hence they are not + z and —z-polarized subbands). Equations (10)
also show that the spin quantization (eigenspinor) In any subband isnot xed and strongly
depends on the wavevector k, . Thus, an electron entering the sam iconductor channel from
the left ferrom agnetic contact w ith + x-polarized spin, w ill not couple equally to + z and =z

states. T he relative coupling w ill depend on the electron’s wavevector (or energy).



M ost in portantly, the two eigenspinors given by Equation (10) are not orthogonal.
Thus, a soin-independent elastic scatterer (hon-m agnetic in purty) can coupl these two
subbands In the channel and cause elastic intersubband transitions. Another way of stat-
Ing this is that the actual subband states are not eigenstates of the spin operator; hence,
scattering between them ispossble via a spin-independent scatterer. T his is exactly sim ilar
to the E lliottY afet m echanian in a bulk crystal. Such a scattering is of course ham ful for
the gate controlled spin interferom eter since it ntroduces a random com ponent to the soin
precession in the channel. In our transfer m atrix m odel (described later) this m echanism
of scattering is autom atically included since we use the actual eigensgoinors In the channel
given by Equation (10) to construct the wavefinction (see Section 22 later).

W em odelthe ferrom agnetic contactsby the StonerW ohlfarth m odel. T he + x-polarized
SoIn M apriy carrier) and x-polarized spin (n lnority carrier) band bottom s are o set by

an exchange splitting energy Eig. 2).
2.2 Transm ission through the interferom eter

In this sub-section, we calculate the total tranam ission coe cient through the soin inter-
ferom eter for an electron of energy E entering the sam iconductor channel from the lft
ferrom agnetic contact (region I) and exiting at the right ferrom agnetic contact (region III).
A rigorous treatm ent of this problem would require an accurate m odeling of the three-to
one-din ensional transition between the bulk ferrom agnetic contacts (regions I and ITI) and
the quantum w ire sam iconductor channel (region II) [, 18]. However, a one-din ensional
transport m odel to calculate the trananm ission coe cient through the structure is known to
be a very good approxin ation when the Femm i wave num ber in the ferrom agnetic contacts
ismuch greater than the inverse of the transverse din ensions of the quantum wire {9, 241.
This is always the case w ith m etallic contacts.

In the sam iconductor channel (region IT; 0 < x < L), the x-com ponent of the wave-
function at a position x along the channel is given by

n #lkx % n #
Cl (kx;l) a

II(X) = AI(E) C:(L)(kx;l)
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For a + xpolarized spin m a prity carrer) In the left ferrom agnetic contact (region I;
hod
x < 0), the ekctron is spin polarized in the 11 subband and the x-com ponent of the

wavefiinction is given by

1
1x) = P—E e 13)

where R, E ) isthe re ection am plitude into the + x-polarized band and R, (£ ) isthe re ec—
tion am plitude in the x-polarized band for an electron incident w ith energy E .

In the right ferrom agnetic contact (region ITT; x > L), the x-com ponent of the wave—

fiunction is given by

" # " #
TLE) 1 gegn ToE) 1 ey
— (><)= _1p__ 1 elkx ( L)_l_ _ZPE_ 1 elkx ( L): (14)

where T; E ) and T, E ) are the tranan ission am plitudes Into the + x and x-polarized bands

in the right contact. Tn Equations (13-14), the wavevectors
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are the x com ponents of the wavevectors corresponding to energy E In the m aprity ¢+ x—
polarized) and m nority (x-polarized) spin bands, resoectively.

If there are In purties In the channel, we must wrte a solution to the Schrodinger
equation in each segm ent of the channel between neighboring in purities in the form given
by Egq. (12) wih di erent values for the coe cients A ;E ) ({1 = 1;4). In addiion to the
continuity of the wavefunction across each In puriy in the channel, the follow Ing condition
must be satis ed, which is cbtained through an integration of the Schrodinger equation
across the in purity:

d—(X+ )—d—(x ) + () : 16)
d_}{ 1 d_}{ 1 1/

2
Furthem ore, because of the Interfacial barrier at the two ferrom agnet/sem iconductor
contacts, the integration ofthe Schrodinger equation across the keft and right Interface regions

Jead to the follow Ing two boundary conditions:
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Atx= 0,

Sy V0 o= L et ). @) 17)
dX h2 - z 4

and, atx= L,
Ter ) 2V =L e k(). @©); (18)
dx h? dx z !

where = 2= andm, andm: are the e ective masses in the sam iconductor and ferro—

m ¢

m agnetic m aterials, respectively. Equations (17) and (18) ensure contihuity of the current
density at the ferrom agnetic contact/sam iconductor interface.

For the case of two Impurities in the channel, the equations above kad to a sys-
tem of 16 equations with 16 unknowns R; E )R, E),T; E),T, E ), and three setsof A; E )
(& LILIII,IV ) for the three regions in the channel dem arcated by the two In purties). This
system of equations must then be solved to nd the tranam ission probabilities T; & ) and
T, E ). The problm is repeated fortwo cases: (i) when the niial spin is + x-polarized (ie.
the incom ing electron is a m a prity carrier In the left contact), and (i) when the lncom Ing
electron is x-polarized (ie. the incident elctron is a m nority carrier in the left contact).
F inally, the Iinear response conductance of the spin interferom eter (for ngction from either
the + x or x polarized bands in the left contact) is found from the Landauer formula
¢ %1 E FEp

dE sech?
4hkT o Teor ©)F 2kT

Gix polarized =

where

T €)F = T E)F + & =KL, E)T 20)

Sin ilarly, the conductance of the m inority soin carrders G x ponmrized) IS calculated
after repeating the scattering problem for electrons incident from the m inority soin band in
the contacts. Since the + x and x-polarized soin states are orthogonal in the contacts, the

total conductance of the spin Interferom eter is given by

G =G, polarized+ G « polarized * 1)

11



2.3 Role of the interface potentials

T he Interface potentials V; determ ne the solutions ofthe Schrodinger equation, and therefore

the tranam ission probabilities and the conductance. To elucidate the role ofV;, we Introduce

the follow Ing param eter

@2)
Typical values of Z vary In the range of 0 to 2 PI, 22]. Usihgm¢ = m, and ky =

1.05x10® an !, we get a barrier strength Vo = 16 VA for Z = 2. In the next section, we

w ill show how the conductance m odulation of the spin interferom eter dependson Z .

12



3 Num erical E xam ples:

W e consider a spin interferom eter consisting ofa quasione-din ensional InA s channelbetw een
two ferrom agnetic contacts. T he electrostatic potential in the z-direction is assum ed to be
hamonic Wih h! = 10me&V in Equation (4)). A Zeam an splitting energy of 034 m &V is
used in the sem iconductor channel assum ing am agnetic eld B = 1 Tesh along the channel.
This corresponds to a g factor of 3 and an electron e ective massm = 0:036m , which is
typical of InA shased channels {l]. The Ferm i kevel E ¢ and the exchange splitting energy

in the ferrom agnetic contacts are set equalto 42 and 346 €V, respectively R3].

T he Rashba spin-orbit coupling strength  is typically derived from Ilow -tem perature
m agnetoresistance m easurem ents (Shubnikov-de H aas oscillations) in 2D EG created at the
interface of sem iconductor heterostructures P1]. To date, the largest reported experim ental
values of the R ashba spin-orbit coupling strength r hasbeen found in ThA sbased sam icon—
ductor heterojunctions. Fora nommalHEM T IngssA JhosA s=IngosG agosA s heterojinction,
Sato et al. have reported variation of g from 30-to 15 10 *? e&V-m when the extemal
gate volage is swept from 0 to 6V (the totalelectron concentration in the 2DEG is found
to be reduced from 5-to 4.5 10'=am ? over the sam e range of bias). For a channel length
0of02 m, this corresponds to a variation of the spin precession angle = 2kzL from about

to 05 over the sam e range of gate bias.

In the num erical results below , we caloulated the conductance of a spin interferom eter
wih a 02 m long channel as a function of the gate voltage at a tem perature of 2 K R4].
Tuning the gate voltage varies both the potential energy barrier E . and the Rashba soin—
orbit coupling strength . Both of these varations lead to distinct types of conductance
oscillations. T he variation of E . causestheFermm idevel In the channelto sweep through the
resonant energies In the channel, causing the conductance to oscillate. These are known as
R am sauer oscillations (or Fabry-P erot-like resonances) and have been exam ined in the past
by M atsuyam a et al. ] for two-din ensional structures and by us R3] for one-din ensional

structures. The varation of , on the other hand, causes spin precession In the channel
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leading to the type of conductance oscillation which is the basis of the spin Interferom eter,
as origihally visualized by Datta and Das {]]. In ref. P5] we found that the Ram sauer
oscillations arem uch stronger and can m ask the oscillations due to soin precession, unless the
structure is designed w ith particular care to elin lnate (or reduce) the R am sauer oscillations.
In the calculations reported here, we vary E . over a range of 10 m &V which allow s us to
display several of the R am sauer oscillations In the conductance. W e are restricted to this
range because we can Increase E . atm ost by an am ount equal to the Fem ienergy In the
channel. At the end of this range, the Fem ienergy lines up w ith the conduction band edge
In the channel which corresponds to onset of com plte pinch-o , ie. the channel carrer
concentration f&lls to zero. Therefore, the maxinum range of E . is the Fem i energy,
as ong as we are applying a negative gate voltage to deplkte the channel as opposed to
applying a positive gate volage to accum ulate the channel (we do not want to accum ulate
the channel since a Jarge carrier concentration in the channelw illultin ately shield the gate
potential resulting in loss of gate control). In typical sam iconductor channels, the carrier
concentration w ill corresoond to a Fem ienergy of 10 m €V, and this dictated our choice for
the range of E ..

O ver this range of E ., we assum e that the Rashba spin-orbi coupling strength g
varies from 30 10 *? e&Vm down to zero. This is consistent w ith experin entally cbserved
dependence of i on gate voltage. This varation of g corresoonds to a variation of the
FoIn precession anglke from about to 0 (ie. halfa cycle of the oscillation expected from

SoIn precession).
3.1 In uence of the interfacial barrier:

T he results of the conductance m odulation are shown in Fig. 3 for di erent values of the pa—
ram eter Z characterizing the strength ofthe delta barrier at the ferrom agnet/sam iconductor
Interface (assum ed to be the sam e forboth contacts). Instead of plotting the conductance as
a function of gate voltage, we always plot it as a function of E . since E . directly enters

the H am iltonian in Equation 4). T he exact relationship between E . and the gate voltage

14



are com plicated by m any factors (interface states, channel geom etry, etc.), but for the sake
of sin plicity, we willassum e that E . depends lnearly on gate volage. T herefore, the plots
In Figs. 3-9 can be e ectively viewed as plots of conductance versus gate voltage.

A value ofZ = 1 corresponds to a value of Vi, and Vy in Equation ) equalto 8 €V —
A . Figure 3 show s that the location of conductance m Inim a and m axin a are only slightly
shifted along the E . axis with the varation of the param eter Z . T he am plitudes of the
oscillations increase w ith Z but then start to decrease as the m axin a of the conductance is
reduced for larger values of Z . T his reduction in am plitude is expected since the conductance
of the spin interferom eter eventually reduces to zero asZ2 ! 1 (no ekectron can enter or
exi the channel if there are in nite barriers at the contact interface). Them axinum in the
conductance am plitude m odulation occurs for Z = 025 In our num erical exam ples. In the
subsequent num erical sin ulations which investigate the in uence of In purity scattering on

the conductance m odulation, we therefore used 2 = 025 throughout.

3.2 Im purity scattering:

First, we oconsider the case of a sihgk repulsive Wmpurity at a xed location within the
channel (300 A from the lft ferrom agnetic contact) but w ith varying strength ;. Figure 4
show s that the size and location of the conductance peaks and m inim a are a ected by the
strength ofthe in purty scatterer, and m ore strongly a ected at largervaluesof E .. Thisis
expected since the tranam ission probability through the in purity din inishes as the channel
approaches pinch-o . Even though not shown here, the sam e trend was cbserved when the
In purity was assum ed to be an attractive scatterer (negative value for ;). Figures 5 and
6 illustrate the dependence of the conductance of the Interferom eter on the exact location
of an Impurity with a scattering strength of ; = 05eVA . Figures 5 and 6 correspoond to
the case of a repulsive and attractive in purity, respectively. These gures clkearly show that
the conductance m odulation of the interferom eter operating In a phase coherent regin e is
a ected by the exact location and strength of a single scatterer.

N ext, we consider the case of two In purities In the channel at two di erent locations
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(300 A,1000 A) and (500A ,1250 A). The resuls for the cases of attractive and repulsive
Inpurties (of equal strength) are shown in Figures 7 and 8, respectively. These gures
accentuate even m ore the features observed In Figs. 5 and 6, ie., a strong dependence of
the oscillation am plitude and phase (even far from pinch o ) on the mpurity type and
con gurations. This sensitivity is due to the quantum Interference between electron waves
re ected muliple tin es between In purities and also between each in puriy and the closest
ferrom agnetic contact. A 1l these interferences a ect the overall transm ission probability
of an electron through the interferom eter, and hence its conductance. These sinulations
show that, even if good ferrom agnetic/sam iconductor contacts w ith large degree of spin
polarization can be realized through the use of an approprate interfacial barrer, perfect
control of the location of the conductance m Inim a and m axin a could stillbe elusive In the
presence of Just a faw In purdties in the channel. O bviously, thisw illhave a dekterious e ect
on device reproducioility.

T he strong sensitivity to the presence of in purities in the channel also has a profound

In uence on the spin-conductance polarization which is de ned as

G+x polarized G x polarized |

P = : 23)

G+x polarized+ G x polarized

Thisquantiy isplotted In Fig. 9 asa function of E .. The degree of soin polarization P is
shown for the case of an In purity free channel, and also for the four di erent tw o-in purity
con gurations (attractive and repulsive) considered in Figures 7 and 8. T his quantity takes
both positive and negative values as the gate voltage is swept, and reaches a m axin um

of 60% close to the threshold for channel pinch-o . However, near pinch-o , our m odel
of in purity scattering should be m odi ed to take Into account the absence of screening at
low carrier density. Even for a m ore re ned m odel of in purity scattering, we believe that
Fig. 9 is indicative of what is to be expected in realistic sam ples, ie, the soin-conductance
polarization is very sensitive to the nature and location ofthe In purities n the channel. The
soin polarization therefore provides an actual ngerprint for each im purity con guration, a

phenom enon sim ilar to the universal conductance uctuations linked to the digolacem ent of
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a single i purity in m esoscopic sam ples R4].
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4 Conclisions:

In this paper, we have developed a fully quantum m echanical approach to m odel coherent
electron spin transport in a disordered sam iconductor channel using a particular m odel of
In purity scattering. W e have also shown how conductance m odulation of gate controlled
soin interferom eters proposed in ref. fli] area ected by the presence of interfacial barriers at
the ferrom agnetic contact/sem iconductor interfaces and also by a few in purities in the sem -
conducting channel. Q uantum interference caused by m uliple re ections of electron waves
between inpurties, and between the inpurties and the interfacial barriers, can strongly
a ect the overall degree of soin polarization of the interferom eter. T he extram e sensitivity
of the am plitude and phase of conductance oscillations to in purty location is rem iniscent
of the phenom enon of universal conductance uctuations ofm esoscopic sam ples. This will

hinder practical applications of electron soin Interferom eters.

The work of S.B. is supported by the N ational Science Foundation under grant EC S—

0089893.

18



R eferences

[L] S.Datta and B.D as, Appl. Phys. Lett., 56, 665 (1990).

R] E.I.Rashba, Sov.Phys. Sem icond., 2, 1109 (1960); Y .A .Bydkov and E . I.Rashba,

J.Phys.C, 17,6039 (1984).

B] F.M ireles and G . K irzcenow , Phys.Rev.B, 64, 024426 (2001).

4] F .M ireles and G . K irzcenow , preprint cond-m at/0210391 at www arxiv.org (2002).

Bl T.Matsuyama, C-M .Hu, D.Gmndkr, G.M eier, and U .M erkt, Phys. Rev. B, 65,

155322 (2002).

b]M .H.Larsen,A .M .Lunde, and K . F lensberg, Phys. Rev.B, 66, 033304 (2002).

[7] R .J.EIliott, Phys. Rev., 96, 266 (1954).

Bl]AV.Morwz and C HW Bames, Phys. Rev. B, 60, 14272 (1999); Phys. Rev.B 61,

R 2464 (2000).

O] A T .Hanbiki, O M J.vantErve, R .M agno, G .K ioseoglou,C H .Li, B .T .Jonker, G . Tt-

skos, R .M alloy, M .Yasar, and A .Petrou, preprint.cond-m at/0302221 at www arxiv.ory

(2003).

[10] E.I.Rashba, Phys.Rev.B, 62, 16267 (2000).

[L11] H . Sakaki, Jon.J.Appl Phys. 19, L735 (1980).

[L2] G .D resehaus, Phys.Rev., 100, 580 (1955).

3] A.Boumel, V.Demouly, P.Dollfis, G. Tramblay and P. Hesto, Physica E, 10, 86

(2001); A .Boumel, P.D ollfus, P.Bruno and P.Hesto, Eur.Phys. J, AP 4,1 (1998).

www axiv.org (2002).

19


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0210391
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0302221
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0212610

[L6]

www arxiv.org (2003).

S.Pram anik, S.Bandyopadhyay and M .Cahay (unpublished).

L7]1A.M .Krimnan and P.P.Ruden, Phys.Rev.B ., 32, 8013 (1985).

[18]

[L9]

k0]

k1]

k2]

k3]

k4]

R .Frohne and S.D atta, J. Appl Phys., 64, 4086 (1988).

D .Gmundkr, Phys.Rev.B, 63, 161307 R) (2001).

O .E.Raicthev and P.D ebray, Phys.Rev.B, 65, 085319 (2002).

J.Nita, T . Akazaki, H . Takayanagi, and T . Enoki, Phys. Rev. Lett., 78, 1335 (1997);
G .Engels, J. Lange, Th. Schapers, and H . Luth, Phys. Rev.B, 55, 1958 (1997); Th.
Schapers, G .Engles, J.Lange, Th.K locke, M . Holllelder, and H . Luth, J. Appl Phys.,
83, 4324 (1998); C M .Hu, J.Nita, T . Akazaki, H . Takayanagi, J.O saka, P.P f& er,
and W . Zawadzki, Phys. Rev. B, 60, 7736 (1999); JP.Heida, B.J. van W ees, JJ.
Kulpers, T M .Kalpwik, and G .Borghs, Phys.Rev.B, 57, 11911 (1998); S.Brosig, K .
Ensslin, R J.W arburton, C .Nguyen, B .Brar,M .Thom as, and H .K roem er, Phys.Rev.
B, 60, 13989 (1999); Th. Schapers, J.N itta, H B . Heersche, and H . Takayanagi, P hys.
Rev.B, 64, 125314 (2001);Y .Sato, T .Kia, S.Gozu and S.Yam ada, J. Appl. Phys,,

89,8017 (2001);Y .Sato, S.Gozu, T .Kia and S.Yam ada, Physica E, 12, 399 (2002).

Th. Schapers, G . Engels, J. Lange, Th. K locke, M . Hollfelder, and H . Luth, J. ApplL

Phys., 83, 4324 (1998).

W e use the same values as In F . M ireles and G . K irczenow , Europhys. Lett.,, 59, 107

(2002).

W e com pute the conductance using the Landauer form ula by integrating over an energy
range from [E¢ dkg T;E¢ + 4kg T ]. For each tem perature, we lim it the range of
variation of E . so that both channels under the gate are conducting for the range of

energy considered.

20


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0302395

R6] SC.Feng, PA. Lee and A D . Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 1960 (1986); P A Les,

A D Stone, and H Fukuyam a, Phys.Rev.B, 35, 1039(1987).

21


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0301052

Figure C aptions

Fig. 1: A schem atic of the electron spin interferom eter from ref. [I]. The horizontaldashed
line represents the quasi one-din ensional electron gas fomm ed at the sam iconductor interface
between m aterials I and II. The m agnetization of the ferrom agnetic contacts is assum ed
to be along the + x-direction which results in a m agnetic eld along the x-direction. A lso
shown is a qualitative representation of the energy dispersion of the two perturbed (solid
line) and unperturbed (proken line) bands under the gate - the perturbation is due to the

axialm agnetic eld along the channel.

Fig. 2: Energy band diagram across the elctron soin interferom eter. W e use a Stoner-
W ohlfarth m odel for the ferrom agnetic contacts. is the exchange splitting energy in the

contacts. E . isthe height of the potential barrer between the energy band bottom s of the
sam iconductor and the ferrom agnetic electrodes. E . takes nto acoount the e ects of the
quantum con nem ent in the y—and z-directions. A 1so shown asdashed lnes are the resonant
energy states above E .. Peaks in the conductance of the elctron spin interferom eter
are expected when the Fem i kevel In the contacts lines up w ith the resonant states. The
barriers at the ferrom agnet/sam iconductor interface are m odeled as sin ple one-dim ensional

delta-potentials.

Fig. 3: Conductance m odulation of a ballistic electron soin interferom eter (orT = 2K) as
the gate voltage (orthe energy barrier E ) isvaried. W e assum e that the R ashba coupling
strength  varies from 30 10 '2 eVm to 0 for the range of E . shown on the gure.
T his should correspond to one-half cycle of conductance oscillation due to spin precession.
T he ssparation between the two ferrom agnetic contacts is 02 m . The con nem ent energy
h! along the z-direction (direction transverse to both current ow and the gate electric

eld) is 10 m &V . The conductance oscillations in this gure are caused by the Fem i level
swesping through the resonant levels n the channel of the interferom eter (the so-called

Ram sauer e ect) and are not due to the soin precession In the channel as shown In ref.

22



P8]. The di erent curves correspond to di erent values of the param eter 7Z characterizing
the strength ofthe Interfacialbarrier between the ferrom agnetic contact and sam iconducting

channel. T he sam iconducting channel is assum ed to be in purty free, and hence ballistic.

Fig. 4: In uence of a sngke In purity on the conductance m odulation of an elctron spin
Interferom eter. A 1l other param eters are the sam e as in F ig.3. T he Interface potential at the
ferrom agnet/sam iconductor interface is 2 VA corregponding to Z = 025. The in puriy
ismodeled as a repulsive delta-scatterer w ith strength ; Indicated next to each curve nn
unit eV A . The in purity is Jocated 300 A away from the left ferrom agnetic contact/channel

interface.

Fig. 5: In uence of a snglke In purity on the conductance m odulation of an elctron spin
Interferom eter. A gain, all other param eters are the same asin Fig3,and Z = 025. The
Inpurty is m odeled as a repulsive delta-scatterer with strength = 05 &V-A. Casss 1
through 4 correspond to an In purity located 300, 750, 1000, and 1500 A away from the keft

ferrom agnetic contact/channel interface.

Fig. 6: Same as Figure 5 for the case of an attractive in purity wih strength = -05
eVA . Cases 1 through 4 corresoond to an im purity located 300, 750, 1000, and 1500 A away

from the left ferrom agnetic contact/channel interface.
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Fig. 7: Same as Figure 5 for the case of two repulsive in purities with strength = 05
eVA . The curves labeled 1 and 2 correspond to the case of two in purities located at (300

A,1000 A) and (500A ,1250 A ), from the left ferrom agnet/channel interface, respectively.

Fig. 8: Same asFigure 5 for the case of two attractive I purities w ith strength = -05
eVA . The curves labeled 1 and 2 correspond to the case of two in purities located at (300

A,1000 A) and (500A ,1250 A ), from the left ferrom agnet/channel interface, respectively.

Fig. 9: Degree of spin-conductance polarization P versus E .. A 1l other param eters are
the sam e as listed In Fig 3. The quantity P isplotted for the case of a ballistic channelw ith
no Inpurity, and also for the four two—-im purity con gurations (attractive and repulsive)

considered in Figures 7 and 8. The curves labeled 1 and 2 corresoond to the case of two
in purities Jocated at (300 A,1000 A ) and (500A ,1250 A ), from the left ferrom agnet/channel
Interface, respectively. T he extra labels \r" and \a" are to identify the case of repulsive and

attractive scatterers, resoectively.
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