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A bstract

A transferm atrix technique isused to m odelphase coherentspin transportin the weakly

disordered quasione-dim ensionalchannelofa gate-controlled electron spin interferom eter

[Datta and Das,Appl. Phys. Lett.,56,665 (1990)]. It includes the e�ects ofan axial

m agnetic �eld in the channelofthe interferom eter(caused by the ferrom agnetic contacts),

a Rashba spin-orbitinteraction,and elastic (non-m agnetic)im purity scattering. W e show

that in the presence ofthe axialm agnetic �eld,non-m agnetic im purities can cause spin

relaxation in a m annersim ilarto theElliott-Yafetm echanism .The am plitudesand phases

ofthe conductance oscillations ofthe interferom eter,and the degree ofspin-conductance

polarization,are found to be quite sensitive to the height ofthe interface barrier at the

contact, as wellas the strength, locations and nature (attractive or repulsive) ofjust a

few elastic non-m agnetic im purities in the channel. This can seriously hinder practical

applicationsofspin interferom eters.
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1 Introduction

In a sem inalpaperpublished in 1990,Datta and Das[1]proposed a gatecontrolled electron

spin interferom eterwhich isan analog ofthe standard electro-optic lightm odulator.Their

device consistsofa one-dim ensionalsem iconductorchannelwith ferrom agnetic source and

drain contacts (Fig. 1). Electrons are injected into the channelfrom the ferrom agnetic

sourcewith a de�nitespin,which isthen controllably precessed in thechannelwith a gate-

controlled Rashba interaction [2],and �nally sensed at the drain. At the drain end,the

electron’s transm ission probability depends on the relative alignm ent ofits spin with the

drain’s (�xed) m agnetization. By controlling the angle ofspin precession in the channel

with a gate voltage,one can m odulate the relative spin alignm ent at the drain end,and

hencecontrolthesource-to-drain current(orconductance).In thisdevice,theferrom agnetic

contactsactas\spin polarizer" (source)and \spin analyzer" (drain).

There have been som e studiesofballistic spin transportin such a device [3,4,5,6],

but they did not consider two features that are always present in a realdevice structure.

First,thereisan axialm agnetic�eld alongthechannelcaused bytheferrom agneticcontacts.

This�eld dram atically altersthedispersion relationsofthesubbandsin thechannel,causes

spin m ixing,and hasa seriouse�ecton spin transport. Second,there willalwaysbe a few

im puritiesin thechannel(even iftheyarerem oteim purities)associated with channeldoping.

W e show thatthese im purities,even ifthey are non-m agnetic,can cause spin relaxation in

thepresence oftheaxialm agnetic�eld.Thus,they can a�ecttheconductance m odulation

oftheinterferom eterand thedegreeofspin polarization ofthecurrent.

Thispaperisorganized asfollows.In thenextsection,wedescribetheHam iltonian to

m odelthegate-controlled electron spin interferom eterdepicted in Fig.1.TheHam iltonian

includespotentialbarriersatthe contact/channelinterface thatare inevitably present,the

axialm agnetic�eld,andlocalizedim puritiesinthechannel.Itdoesnotincludeperturbations

duetophononsand othertim edependentscattering potentials(weassum ethatthechannel

is shorter than the phase breaking length so that transport is phase coherent). Using a
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truncated form ofthis Ham iltonian,we derive the dispersion relations ofthe subbands in

the channel. Because ofthe presence ofthe axialm agnetic �eld, the subbands are not

eigenstates ofthe spin operator. Therefore,no subband has a de�nite spin quantization

axis. Furtherm ore,eigenspinorsin two subbands(atthe sam e energy)are notorthogonal.

As a result, elastic (non-m agnetic/spin-independent) im purity scattering can couple two

subband stateswith non-orthogonaleigenspinors,causing elastic inter-subband transitions

that relax spin. One should com pare this m echanism ofspin relaxation with the Elliott-

Yafetspin relaxation m echanism [7]in a bulk sem iconductor. The Elliott-Yafetrelaxation

com esaboutbecausein a realcrystal,theBloch statesarenoteigenstatesofspin so thatan

\upspin" state hassom e \downspin" com ponentand vice versa. Asa result,non-m agnetic

im purity scattering can connect(m ostly)upspin and (m ostly)downspin electronsleading to

a spin relaxation.Ourm echanism isvery sim ilar.

Section IIIcontainsnum ericalexam plesoftheconductancem odulation ofaspin inter-

ferom eterasafunction ofapplied gatepotential,spin polarization ofthecurrentthrough the

channel,and e�ectsoftheinterfacebarriersand elastic(non-m agnetic)im purity scattering.

Finally,section IV containsourconclusions.
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2 T heoreticalm odel

W e�rstconsiderthequasione-dim ensionalsem iconductorchannelofa spin interferom eter

in the absence ofany im purities. The channelis along the x-axis (Fig. 1) and the gate

electric �eld isapplied along the y-direction to induce a Rashba spin-orbitcoupling in the

channel.Thissystem isdescribed by thesingleparticlee�ective-m assHam iltonian [8]

H =
1

2m �

�

~p+ e~A
�2
+ VI(x)+ V1(y)+ V2(z)� (g�=2)�B ~B � ~� +

�R

�h
ŷ�

h

~� � (~p+ e~A)
i

(1)

where ŷ istheunitvectoralong the y-direction in Fig.1 and ~A isthe vectorpotentialdue

to the axialm agnetic �eld ~B along the channel(x-direction) caused by the ferrom agnetic

contacts.In Equation (1),�B istheBohrm agneton (e�h=2m 0)and g
� isthee�ectiveLand�e

g-factorofthe electron in the channel. The quantity �R isthe Rashba spin-orbitcoupling

strength which can bevaried with thegatepotential.Thecon�ning potentialsalong they-

and z-directionsaredenoted by V1(y)and V2(z),with thelatterbeing parabolicin space.

In Equation (1),VI(x) represents an interfacialpotentialbarrier between the ferro-

m agnetic contacts and the sem iconducting channel. Ifthe contact neighborhood consists

ofheavily doped sem iconductor m aterialin close proxim ity to a m etallic ferrom agnet,the

Schottky barriers at the interface willbe very narrow [9]and electrons from the contacts

can tunnelfairly easily into sem iconducting channelresulting in anearly-ohm iccontact.W e

m odeltheseultra-narrow Schottky barriersasdelta-barriersgiven by:

VI(x)= VL�(x)+ VR�(x � L) (2)

whereVL and VR areassum ed equal.In practice,thestrength ofthebarrierdependson the

ferrom agnetic m aterialsand also on the doping levelin the channel. These barriershave a

bene�ciale�ect;they can facilitatecoherentspin injection acrossam etallicferrom agnetand

a sem iconducting param agnetinterface[10]which iscrucialfora spin interferom eter.

In Equation (1),we have neglected a few e�ects forthe sake ofsim plicity. W e have

neglected thenorm alElliott-Yafetinteraction [7]becauseitisweak in quasione-dim ensional

structures(whereelasticscattering isstrongly suppressed [11]).W ehavealso neglected the
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Dresselhausinteraction [12]sinceitdoesnotrelax spin when theinitialspin polarization is

along theaxisofthewire[13,14,15,16](thisisthecasewith thegatecontrolled spin inter-

ferom eter).TheDresselhausinteraction can howeverbeeasily included in theHam iltonian

and isleftforfuturework.Finally,wem odellocalized non-m agneticim purities(i.e.,which

do not
ip thespin)using a standard m odelofdelta-scatterers.Thescattering potentialis

given by

Vim p =

NX

i= 1

�i�(x � xi) (3)

to representN im puritiesin thechannelatlocation xi and with strength �i (assum ed to be

spin independent). In ournum ericalexam ples,we considerthe case ofboth attractive (�i

negative) and repulsive (�i positive) im purities. W hile Equation (1)represents a ballistic

channelwith no scattering,addition ofthescattering potentialin Equation (3)to Equation

(1)willresult in a Ham iltonian describing a weakly disordered channelin which im purity

scattering takes place. The eigenstates ofthis (spin-dependent) Ham iltonian can then be

found using a transfer m atrix technique to extract the electron wavefunction in the pres-

ence ofim purity scatterers.From thiswavefunction,wecan calculate the(spin-dependent)

transm ission probability through the channeland ultim ately the (spin-dependent) channel

conductance.

ThechoiceoftheLandau gauge ~A = (0,-Bz,0)allowsustodecouplethey-com ponent

oftheHam iltonian in Equation (2)from thex-zcom ponent.Furtherm ore,ifweignoreVI(x)

and Vim p which aredelta potentials,therestoftheHam iltonian istranslationally invariant

in the x-direction. Therefore,the wavevector kx is a good quantum num ber in a ballistic

channelandtheeigenstatesareplanewavestravelinginthex-direction.Thetwo-dim ensional

Ham iltonian in theplaneofsuch a channel(x-zplane)isthen given by

H xz =
p2z

2m �
+ �E c+

1

2
m

�
�

!
2

0
+ !

2

c

�

z
2 +

�h
2
k2x

2m �
+
�h
2
kR kx

m �
�z � (g�=2)�B B �x �

�hkR pz

m �
�x (4)

where !0 isthe curvature ofthe con�ning potentialin the z-direction,!c = eB =m �,kR =

m ��R =�h
2
,and �E c isthepotentialbarrierbetween theferrom agnetand sem iconductor.W e

assum ethat�E c includesthee�ectsofthequantum con�nem entin they-direction.
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Thescattering potentialVim p and theinterfacepotentialVI(x)couplevariouswavevec-

torstateskx.Thisishandled by thetransferm atrix techniquedescribed later.

2.1 Energy dispersion relations

W e now derive the energy dispersion relations in the channelofa ballistic interferom eter

using Equation (4). The �rst �ve term s ofthe Ham iltonian in Equation (4)yield shifted

parabolicsubbandswith dispersion relations:

E n;" = (n+ 1=2)�h!+ �E c+
�h
2
k2x

2m �
+
�h
2
kR kx

m �
; E n;# = (n+ 1=2)�h!+ �E c+

�h
2
k2x

2m �
�
�h
2
kRkx

m �
; (5)

where ! =
q

!2
0 + !2

c. In Equation (5),the " and # arrows indicate +z and -z polarized

spins(eigenstatesofthe�z operator)which aresplitby theRashba e�ect(�fth term ofthe

Ham iltonian in Equation (4).Thesearesubbandswith de�nitespin quantization axesalong

+zand -zdirectionssincethey areeigenstatesofthe�z operator.Theirdispersion relations

areshown asdashed linesin Fig.1.

Thesixth and seventh term sin Equation (5)induceaperturbation and m ixingbetween

theunperturbed subbands(+z-and -z-polarized spins).Thesixth term originatesfrom the

m agnetic�eld duetotheferrom agneticcontactsand theseventh originatesfrom theRashba

e�ectitself. The ratio ofthese two term scan be shown to be ofthe orderof104 -106 for

typicalvalues ofthe relevant param eters. Therefore,we can neglect the seventh term in

com parison with thesixth term .

To obtain an analyticalexpression forthedispersion relation corresponding tothe�rst

six term sin theHam iltonian in Equation (4),wederivethetwo-band dispersion relation in

a truncated Hilbertspaceconsidering m ixing between thetwo lowestunperturbed subband

states(nam elythe+zand-zspinstates).StraightforwarddiagonalizationoftheHam iltonian

in Equation (4)(m inustheseventh term )in thebasisofthesetwo unperturbed statesgives

thefollowing dispersion relations:

E 1(kx)=
1

2
�h! + �E c +

�h
2
k2x

2m �
�

v
u
u
t

 
�h
2
kR kx

m �

! 2

+

�
g��B B

2

�2

; (6)
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E 2(kx)=
1

2
�h! + �E c +

�h
2
k2x

2m �
+

v
u
u
t

 
�h
2
kRkx

m �

! 2

+

�
g��B B

2

�2

; (7)

wheretheindices1 and 2 referto thelowerand uppersubbands.Theirdispersion relations

areplotted schem atically assolid linesin Fig.1.

Onecan seefrom Fig.1 thatthem agnetic�eld caused by theferrom agneticcontacts

couples the two unperturbed subbands (the original+z and -z-polarized subbands) and

changestheirdispersion relation,lifting the degeneracy atkx = 0. W hile the unperturbed

bandsare shifted parabolaswith single m inim a atkx = �kR [1],the perturbed bands(in

the presence ofa m agnetic �eld) are not parabolic and are sym m etric about the energy

axis. One ofthem hasa single m inim um atkx = 0,and the otherhas double m inim a at

kx = �kR

q

1+ (g��B B =�R )
2,where �R = �h

2
k2R =2m

�. The m agnetic �eld notonly hasthis

profound in
uenceon thedispersion relations,butitalso causesspin m ixing,m eaning that

the perturbed subbandsno longerhave de�nite spin quantization axes(they are no longer

+z and -z-polarized subbands)because they areno longereigenstatesofthe spin operator.

Spin quantization becom eswavevectordependent.Furtherm ore,energy-degeneratestatesin

the two perturbed subbandsno longerhave orthogonalspins. Therefore,elastic scattering

between them ispossiblewithouta com pletespin 
ip.

Theenergydispersion relationsalsoshow thatthedi�erence�k x between thewavevec-

torsin the two subbandsatany given energy isnotindependentofthatenergy.Since �k x

isproportionalto theangleby which thespin precessesin thechannel[1],theangleofspin

precession in thechannelosaspin interferom eterisno longerindependentofelectron energy.

Thusdi�erentelectronsthatare injected from the contactwith di�erentenergies(at�nite

tem peratureand bias)willundergodi�erentdegreesofspin precession,and theconductance

m odulation willnotsurviveensem bleaveraging overa broad spectrum ofelectron energy at

elevated tem peratures and bias. In ref. [1],which did notconsider the e�ect ofthe axial

m agnetic�eld,apointwasm adethattheangleofspin precession isindependentofelectron

energy so thatevery electron undergoesthe sam e degree ofspin precession in the channel

irrespectiveofitsenergy.Asaresult,theconductancem odulation ofthespin interferom eter
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isnotdiluted by ensem bleaveraging overelectron energy atelevated tem peratureand bias.

Indeed thisistruein theabsenceoftheaxialm agnetic�eld,butwhen them agnetic�eld is

considered,thisadvantageislost.

From Equations (6 -7),we �nd that an electron incident with totalenergy E has

wavevectorsin thetwo channelsubbandsgiven by

kx� =
1

�h

s

2m �(
B �

p
B 2 � 4C

2
); (8)

where

B = 2(E �
�h!

2
� �E c)+ 4�R ; C = (E �

�h!

2
� �E c)

2
� �

2
; (9)

with � = g��B B =2.

In Equation (8),theupperand lowersignscorrespond tothelowerand uppersubbands

in Fig. 1 and are referred to hereafter as kx;1 and kx;2,respectively. The corresponding

eigenspinorsin thetwo subbands(atenergy E )arerespectively

"
C1(kx;1)

C
0

1(kx;1)

#

=

"
��(kx;1)=
(kx;1)

�=
(kx;1)

#

"
C2(kx;2)

C
0

2(kx;2)

#

=

"
�=
(kx;2)

�(kx;2)=
(kx;2)

#

(10)

wherethequantities� and 
 arefunction ofkx and aregiven by

�(kx)=
�h
2
kRkx

m �
+

v
u
u
t

 
�h
2
kR kx

m �

! 2

+ �2; 
(kx)=
q

�2 + �2: (11)

Note thatthe eigenspinorsgiven by Eq. (10)are not+z-polarized state
h

1 0
iy
,or

-z-polarized state
h

0 1
iy
ifthem agnetic�eld B 6= 0.Thus,them agnetic�eld m ixesspins

and the +z or-z polarized statesare no longereigenstatesin the channel(in otherwords,

thesubbandsin Eqs.(6)and (7)arenoteigenstatesofthe�z operatorunlikethesubbands

in Equation (5) and hence they are not +z and -z-polarized subbands). Equations (10)

also show thatthespin quantization (eigenspinor)in any subband isnot�xed and strongly

dependson the wavevectorkx.Thus,an electron entering the sem iconductorchannelfrom

the leftferrom agnetic contactwith +x-polarized spin,willnotcouple equally to +z and -z

states.Therelativecoupling willdepend on theelectron’swavevector(orenergy).
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M ost im portantly,the two eigenspinors given by Equation (10) are notorthogonal.

Thus,a spin-independent elastic scatterer (non-m agnetic im purity) can couple these two

subbandsin the channeland cause elastic inter-subband transitions. Anotherway ofstat-

ing this is thatthe actualsubband states are noteigenstates ofthe spin operator;hence,

scattering between them ispossiblevia a spin-independentscatterer.Thisisexactly sim ilar

to the Elliott-Yafetm echanism in a bulk crystal.Such a scattering isofcourseharm fulfor

the gatecontrolled spin interferom etersince itintroducesa random com ponentto the spin

precession in the channel. In our transfer m atrix m odel(described later) this m echanism

ofscattering isautom atically included since we use the actualeigenspinors in the channel

given by Equation (10)to constructthewavefunction (seeSection 2.2 later).

W em odeltheferrom agneticcontactsbytheStoner-W ohlfarthm odel.The+x-polarized

spin (m ajority carrier)and -x-polarized spin (m inority carrier)band bottom sare o�setby

an exchange splitting energy � (Fig.2).

2.2 Transm ission through the interferom eter

In this sub-section,we calculate the totaltransm ission coe�cient through the spin inter-

ferom eter for an electron ofenergy E entering the sem iconductor channelfrom the left

ferrom agneticcontact(region I)and exiting attherightferrom agneticcontact(region III).

A rigoroustreatm entofthisproblem would require an accurate m odeling ofthe three-to

one-dim ensionaltransition between thebulk ferrom agneticcontacts(regionsIand III)and

the quantum wire sem iconductor channel(region II)[17,18]. However,a one-dim ensional

transportm odelto calculatethe transm ission coe�cientthrough thestructure isknown to

be a very good approxim ation when the Ferm iwave num berin the ferrom agnetic contacts

ism uch greaterthan theinverse ofthetransverse dim ensionsofthequantum wire[19,20].

Thisisalwaysthecasewith m etalliccontacts.

In the sem iconductor channel(region II;0 < x < L),the x-com ponent ofthe wave-

function ata position x along thechannelisgiven by

 II(x) = A I(E )

"
C1(kx;1)

C 0
1(kx;1)

#ikx;1x

+ A II(E )

"
C1(�kx;1)

C 0
1(�kx;1)

#

e
� ikx;1x
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+A III(E )

"
C2(kx;2)

C 0
2(kx;2)

#

e
ikx;2x + A IV (E )

"
C2(�kx;2)

C 0
2(�kx;2)

#

e
� ikx;2x: (12)

Fora +x-polarized spin (m ajority carrier)in the leftferrom agnetic contact(region I;

x < 0),the electron isspin polarized in the
h

11
iy
subband and the x-com ponent ofthe

wavefunction isgiven by

 I(x) =
1
p
2

"
1

1

#

e
ikx

ux +
R 1(E )
p
2

"
1

1

#

e
� ikx

ux +
R 2(E )
p
2

"
1

�1

#

e
� ikx

dx
: (13)

whereR 1(E )isthere
ection am plitudeinto the+x-polarized band and R 2(E )isthere
ec-

tion am plitudein the-x-polarized band foran electron incidentwith energy E .

In the rightferrom agnetic contact(region III;x > L),the x-com ponentofthe wave-

function isgiven by

 III(x)=
T1(E )
p
2

"

1

1

#

e
ikx

u
(x� L)+

T2(E )
p
2

"

1

�1

#

e
ikx

d
(x� L)

: (14)

whereT1(E )and T2(E )arethetransm ission am plitudesinto the+x and -x-polarized bands

in therightcontact.In Equations(13-14),thewavevectors

k
u
x =

1

�h

q

2m 0E ; k
d
x =

1

�h

q

2m 0(E � �); (15)

are the x com ponents ofthe wavevectors corresponding to energy E in the m ajority (+x-

polarized)and m inority (-x-polarized)spin bands,respectively.

Ifthere are im purities in the channel,we m ust write a solution to the Schr�odinger

equation in each segm entofthe channelbetween neighboring im puritiesin the form given

by Eq. (12) with di�erent values for the coe�cients A i(E )(i= 1;4). In addition to the

continuity ofthe wavefunction acrosseach im purity in the channel,the following condition

m ust be satis�ed, which is obtained through an integration ofthe Schr�odinger equation

acrosstheim purity:

d 

dx
(xi+ �)=

d 

dx
(xi� �)+

2m ��i

�h
2

 (xi): (16)

Furtherm ore,because ofthe interfacialbarrieratthe two ferrom agnet/sem iconductor

contacts,theintegrationoftheSchr�odingerequationacrosstheleftandrightinterfaceregions

lead to thefollowing two boundary conditions:
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Atx = 0,

�
d 

dx
(��)+

2m �V0

�h
2

 (0)=
d 

dx
(+�)+ ikR(+�)�z (+�)); (17)

and,atx = L,

�
d 

dx
(L + �)�

2m �V0

�h
2

 (L)=
d 

dx
(L � �)+ ikR(��)�z (L); (18)

where � = m s
�

m f
�
and m s

� and m f
� are the e�ective m assesin the sem iconductorand ferro-

m agnetic m aterials,respectively. Equations(17)and (18)ensure continuity ofthe current

density attheferrom agneticcontact/sem iconductorinterface.

For the case of two im purities in the channel, the equations above lead to a sys-

tem of16 equationswith 16 unknowns(R 1(E ),R 2(E ),T1(E ),T2(E ),and threesetsofA i(E )

(i=I,II,III,IV)forthethreeregionsin thechanneldem arcated by thetwo im purities).This

system ofequations m ust then be solved to �nd the transm ission probabilities T1(E ) and

T2(E ).Theproblem isrepeated fortwo cases:(i)when theinitialspin is+x-polarized (i.e.

the incom ing electron isa m ajority carrierin the leftcontact),and (ii)when the incom ing

electron is-x-polarized (i.e. the incidentelectron isa m inority carrierin the leftcontact).

Finally,thelinearresponseconductanceofthespin interferom eter(forinjection from either

the+x or-x polarized bandsin theleftcontact)isfound from theLandauerform ula

G + x� polarized =
e2

4hkT

Z 1

0

dE jTtot(E )j
2
sech

2

�
E � E F

2kT

�

; (19)

where

jTtot(E )j
2 = jT1(E )j

2 + (kx
d
=kx

u
)jT2(E )j

2 (20)

Sim ilarly,the conductance ofthe m inority spin carriers (G � x� polarized) is calculated

afterrepeating thescattering problem forelectronsincidentfrom them inority spin band in

the contacts. Since the +x and -x-polarized spin statesare orthogonalin the contacts,the

totalconductanceofthespin interferom eterisgiven by

G = G + x� polarized + G � x� polarized: (21)
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2.3 R ole ofthe interface potentials

TheinterfacepotentialsVI determ inethesolutionsoftheSchr�odingerequation,andtherefore

thetransm ission probabilitiesand theconductance.ToelucidatetheroleofVI,weintroduce

thefollowing param eter

Z =
2m f

�V0

�h
2

(22)

TypicalvaluesofZ vary in the range of0 to 2 [21,22]. Using m f
� = m 0 and kF =

1.05x108 cm � 1,we geta barrierstrength V0 = 16 eV-�A forZ = 2. In the nextsection,we

willshow how theconductancem odulation ofthespin interferom eterdependson Z.
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3 N um ericalExam ples:

W econsideraspin interferom eterconsistingofaquasione-dim ensionalInAschannelbetween

two ferrom agnetic contacts. The electrostatic potentialin the z-direction isassum ed to be

harm onic (with �h! = 10 m eV in Equation (4)).A Zeem an splitting energy of0.34 m eV is

used in thesem iconductorchannelassum ing am agnetic�eld B = 1Tesla alongthechannel.

Thiscorrespondsto a g� factorof3 and an electron e�ective m assm � = 0:036m o which is

typicalofInAs-based channels[1].TheFerm ilevelE f and theexchangesplitting energy �

in theferrom agneticcontactsaresetequalto 4.2 and 3.46 eV,respectively [23].

TheRashba spin-orbitcoupling strength �R istypically derived from low-tem perature

m agnetoresistance m easurem ents(Shubnikov-de Haasoscillations)in 2DEG created atthe

interfaceofsem iconductorheterostructures[21].To date,thelargestreported experim ental

valuesoftheRashba spin-orbitcoupling strength �R hasbeen found in InAs-based sem icon-

ductorheterojunctions.Fora norm alHEM T In0:75Al0:25As=In0:75Ga0:25As heterojunction,

Sato etal. have reported variation of�R from 30-to 15 �10� 12 eV-m when the external

gatevoltageissweptfrom 0 to -6 V (thetotalelectron concentration in the2DEG isfound

to be reduced from 5-to 4.5�1011=cm 2 overthe sam e range ofbias). Fora channellength

of0.2 �m ,thiscorrespondsto a variation ofthespin precession angle� = 2kRL from about

� to 0.5� overthesam erangeofgatebias.

In thenum ericalresultsbelow,wecalculated theconductanceofa spin interferom eter

with a 0.2 �m long channelasa function ofthe gate voltage ata tem perature of2 K [24].

Tuning thegatevoltagevariesboth thepotentialenergy barrier�E c and theRashba spin-

orbitcoupling strength �R . Both ofthese variationslead to distincttypesofconductance

oscillations.Thevariation of�E c causestheFerm i-levelin thechanneltosweep through the

resonantenergiesin thechannel,causing the conductance to oscillate.These areknown as

Ram saueroscillations(orFabry-Perot-likeresonances)and havebeen exam ined in thepast

by M atsuyam a etal. [5]fortwo-dim ensionalstructuresand by us[25]forone-dim ensional

structures. The variation of�R ,on the otherhand,causes spin precession in the channel
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leading to the type ofconductance oscillation which isthe basisofthe spin interferom eter,

as originally visualized by Datta and Das [1]. In ref. [25]we found that the Ram sauer

oscillationsarem uch strongerand can m asktheoscillationsduetospin precession,unlessthe

structureisdesigned with particularcaretoelim inate(orreduce)theRam saueroscillations.

In the calculationsreported here,we vary �E c overa range of10 m eV which allowsusto

display severalofthe Ram sauer oscillations in the conductance. W e are restricted to this

rangebecausewecan increase�E c atm ostby an am ountequalto theFerm ienergy in the

channel.Attheend ofthisrange,theFerm ienergy linesup with theconduction band edge

in the channelwhich corresponds to onset ofcom plete pinch-o�,i.e.,the channelcarrier

concentration falls to zero. Therefore,the m axim um range of�E c is the Ferm ienergy,

as long as we are applying a negative gate voltage to deplete the channelas opposed to

applying a positive gatevoltage to accum ulate the channel(we do notwantto accum ulate

thechannelsincea largecarrierconcentration in thechannelwillultim ately shield thegate

potentialresulting in loss ofgate control). In typicalsem iconductor channels,the carrier

concentration willcorrespond to a Ferm ienergy of10 m eV,and thisdictated ourchoicefor

therangeof�E c.

Overthisrange of�E c,we assum e thatthe Rashba spin-orbitcoupling strength �R

variesfrom 30 �10� 12 eVm down to zero. Thisisconsistentwith experim entally observed

dependence of�R on gate voltage. This variation of�R corresponds to a variation ofthe

spin precession angle � from about� to 0 (i.e.halfa cycle oftheoscillation expected from

spin precession).

3.1 In
uence ofthe interfacialbarrier:

Theresultsoftheconductancem odulation areshown in Fig.3fordi�erentvaluesofthepa-

ram eterZ characterizing thestrength ofthedelta barrierattheferrom agnet/sem iconductor

interface(assum ed tobethesam eforboth contacts).Instead ofplottingtheconductanceas

a function ofgatevoltage,we alwaysplotitasa function of�E c since �E c directly enters

theHam iltonian in Equation (4).Theexactrelationship between �E c and thegatevoltage

14



arecom plicated by m any factors(interfacestates,channelgeom etry,etc.),butforthesake

ofsim plicity,wewillassum ethat�E c dependslinearly on gatevoltage.Therefore,theplots

in Figs.3-9 can bee�ectively viewed asplotsofconductance versusgatevoltage.

A value ofZ = 1 correspondsto a value ofVL and VR in Equation (2)equalto 8 eV-

�A. Figure 3 showsthatthe location ofconductance m inim a and m axim a are only slightly

shifted along the �E c axis with the variation ofthe param eter Z.The am plitudes ofthe

oscillationsincrease with Z butthen startto decrease asthem axim a oftheconductance is

reduced forlargervaluesofZ.Thisreduction in am plitudeisexpected sincetheconductance

ofthe spin interferom eter eventually reduces to zero as Z ! 1 (no electron can enter or

exitthechanneliftherearein�nitebarriersatthecontactinterface).Them axim um in the

conductance am plitude m odulation occursforZ = 0.25 in ournum ericalexam ples. In the

subsequentnum ericalsim ulationswhich investigate the in
uence ofim purity scattering on

theconductancem odulation,wethereforeused Z = 0.25 throughout.

3.2 Im purity scattering:

First, we consider the case ofa single repulsive im purity at a �xed location within the

channel(300 �A from theleftferrom agneticcontact)butwith varying strength �i.Figure4

showsthatthe size and location ofthe conductance peaksand m inim a are a�ected by the

strength oftheim purityscatterer,and m orestronglya�ected atlargervaluesof�E c.Thisis

expected sincethetransm ission probability through theim purity dim inishesasthechannel

approachespinch-o�.Even though notshown here,thesam e trend wasobserved when the

im purity wasassum ed to be an attractive scatterer(negative value for�i). Figures5 and

6 illustrate the dependence ofthe conductance ofthe interferom eteron the exactlocation

ofan im purity with a scattering strength of�i = 0:5eV �A. Figures5 and 6 correspond to

thecaseofa repulsiveand attractiveim purity,respectively.These�guresclearly show that

the conductance m odulation ofthe interferom eter operating in a phase coherentregim e is

a�ected by theexactlocation and strength ofa singlescatterer.

Next,we considerthe case oftwo im puritiesin the channelattwo di�erentlocations
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(300 �A,1000 �A) and (500�A,1250 �A). The results for the cases ofattractive and repulsive

im purities (ofequalstrength) are shown in Figures 7 and 8,respectively. These �gures

accentuate even m ore the features observed in Figs. 5 and 6,i.e.,a strong dependence of

the oscillation am plitude and phase (even far from pinch o�) on the im purity type and

con�gurations. Thissensitivity isdue to the quantum interference between electron waves

re
ected m ultiple tim esbetween im puritiesand also between each im purity and theclosest

ferrom agnetic contact. Allthese interferences a�ect the overalltransm ission probability

ofan electron through the interferom eter,and hence its conductance. These sim ulations

show that,even ifgood ferrom agnetic/sem iconductor contacts with large degree ofspin

polarization can be realized through the use ofan appropriate interfacialbarrier,perfect

controlofthe location ofthe conductance m inim a and m axim a could stillbe elusive in the

presenceofjustafew im puritiesin thechannel.Obviously,thiswillhaveadeleteriouse�ect

on device reproducibility.

Thestrong sensitivity to thepresenceofim puritiesin thechannelalso hasa profound

in
uenceon thespin-conductance polarization which isde�ned as

P =
G + x� polarized � G � x� polarized

G + x� polarized + G � x� polarized

: (23)

Thisquantity isplotted in Fig.9 asa function of�E c.Thedegreeofspin polarization P is

shown forthecase ofan im purity freechannel,and also forthefourdi�erenttwo-im purity

con�gurations(attractiveand repulsive)considered in Figures7 and 8.Thisquantity takes

both positive and negative values as the gate voltage is swept,and reaches a m axim um

of60% close to the threshold for channelpinch-o�. However, near pinch-o�,our m odel

ofim purity scattering should be m odi�ed to take into accountthe absence ofscreening at

low carrierdensity. Even fora m ore re�ned m odelofim purity scattering,we believe that

Fig.9 isindicative ofwhatisto be expected in realistic sam ples,i.e,the spin-conductance

polarization isvery sensitivetothenatureand location oftheim puritiesin thechannel.The

spin polarization thereforeprovidesan actual�ngerprintforeach im purity con�guration,a

phenom enon sim ilarto theuniversalconductance
uctuationslinked to thedisplacem entof
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a singleim purity in m esoscopicsam ples[26].
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4 C onclusions:

In thispaper,we have developed a fully quantum m echanicalapproach to m odelcoherent

electron spin transportin a disordered sem iconductor channelusing a particularm odelof

im purity scattering. W e have also shown how conductance m odulation ofgate controlled

spin interferom etersproposed in ref.[1]area�ected by thepresenceofinterfacialbarriersat

theferrom agneticcontact/sem iconductorinterfacesand alsoby afew im puritiesin thesem i-

conducting channel. Quantum interference caused by m ultiple re
ectionsofelectron waves

between im purities,and between the im purities and the interfacialbarriers,can strongly

a�ectthe overalldegree ofspin polarization ofthe interferom eter. The extrem e sensitivity

ofthe am plitude and phase ofconductance oscillationsto im purity location isrem iniscent

ofthe phenom enon ofuniversalconductance 
uctuationsofm esoscopic sam ples. Thiswill

hinderpracticalapplicationsofelectron spin interferom eters.

Thework ofS.B.issupported by theNationalScienceFoundation undergrantECS-

0089893.
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Figure C aptions

Fig. 1:A schem aticoftheelectron spin interferom eterfrom ref.[1].Thehorizontaldashed

linerepresentsthequasione-dim ensionalelectron gasform ed atthesem iconductorinterface

between m aterials I and II.The m agnetization ofthe ferrom agnetic contacts is assum ed

to be along the +x-direction which results in a m agnetic �eld along the x-direction. Also

shown is a qualitative representation ofthe energy dispersion ofthe two perturbed (solid

line)and unperturbed (broken line)bandsunderthe gate -the perturbation isdue to the

axialm agnetic�eld along thechannel.

Fig. 2: Energy band diagram across the electron spin interferom eter. W e use a Stoner-

W ohlfarth m odelforthe ferrom agnetic contacts. � isthe exchange splitting energy in the

contacts.�E c istheheightofthepotentialbarrierbetween theenergy band bottom softhe

sem iconductorand the ferrom agnetic electrodes. �E c takesinto accountthe e�ectsofthe

quantum con�nem entin they-and z-directions.Alsoshown asdashed linesaretheresonant

energy states above �E c. Peaks in the conductance ofthe electron spin interferom eter

are expected when the Ferm ilevelin the contacts lines up with the resonant states. The

barriersattheferrom agnet/sem iconductorinterfacearem odeled assim pleone-dim ensional

delta-potentials.

Fig. 3:Conductancem odulation ofa ballisticelectron spin interferom eter(forT = 2 K)as

thegatevoltage(ortheenergy barrier�E c)isvaried.W eassum ethattheRashba coupling

strength �R varies from 30 �10� 12 eVm to 0 for the range of�E c shown on the �gure.

Thisshould correspond to one-halfcycle ofconductance oscillation due to spin precession.

Theseparation between thetwo ferrom agneticcontactsis0.2 �m .Thecon�nem entenergy

�h! along the z-direction (direction transverse to both current 
ow and the gate electric

�eld)is10 m eV.The conductance oscillationsin this�gure are caused by the Ferm ilevel

sweeping through the resonant levels in the channelofthe interferom eter (the so-called

Ram sauer e�ect) and are notdue to the spin precession in the channelas shown in ref.
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[25]. The di�erentcurvescorrespond to di�erentvaluesofthe param eterZ characterizing

thestrength oftheinterfacialbarrierbetween theferrom agneticcontactand sem iconducting

channel.Thesem iconducting channelisassum ed to beim purity free,and henceballistic.

Fig. 4: In
uence ofa single im purity on the conductance m odulation ofan electron spin

interferom eter.Allotherparam etersarethesam easin Fig.3.Theinterfacepotentialatthe

ferrom agnet/sem iconductor interface is 2 eV-�A corresponding to Z = 0.25. The im purity

is m odeled as a repulsive delta-scatterer with strength �i indicated next to each curve in

uniteV-�A.Theim purity islocated 300 �A away from theleftferrom agneticcontact/channel

interface.

Fig. 5: In
uence ofa single im purity on the conductance m odulation ofan electron spin

interferom eter. Again,allotherparam eters are the sam e asin Fig.3,and Z = 0.25. The

im purity is m odeled as a repulsive delta-scatterer with strength � = 0.5 eV-�A. Cases 1

through 4 correspond to an im purity located 300,750,1000,and 1500 �A away from theleft

ferrom agneticcontact/channelinterface.

Fig. 6: Sam e as Figure 5 forthe case ofan attractive im purity with strength � = -0.5

eV�A.Cases1 through 4 correspond toan im purity located 300,750,1000,and 1500�A away

from theleftferrom agneticcontact/channelinterface.
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Fig. 7: Sam e as Figure 5 forthe case oftwo repulsive im purities with strength � = 0.5

eV�A. The curveslabeled 1 and 2 correspond to the case oftwo im puritieslocated at(300

�A,1000 �A)and (500�A,1250 �A),from theleftferrom agnet/channelinterface,respectively.

Fig. 8:Sam e asFigure5 forthe case oftwo attractive im puritieswith strength � = -0.5

eV�A. The curveslabeled 1 and 2 correspond to the case oftwo im puritieslocated at(300

�A,1000 �A)and (500�A,1250 �A),from theleftferrom agnet/channelinterface,respectively.

Fig. 9: Degree ofspin-conductance polarization P versus �E c. Allotherparam etersare

thesam easlisted in Fig.3.Thequantity P isplotted forthecaseofa ballisticchannelwith

no im purity,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 correspond to the case oftwo

im puritieslocated at(300 �A,1000 �A)and (500�A,1250�A),from theleftferrom agnet/channel

interface,respectively.Theextra labels\r" and \a" areto identify thecaseofrepulsiveand

attractivescatterers,respectively.
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