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W e study,both theoretically and experim entally,the negative m agnetoresistance (M R)ofa two-

dim ensional(2D )electron gasin a weak transversem agnetic�eld B .Theanalysisiscarried outin a

widerangeofzero-B conductancesg(m easured in unitsofe
2
=h),includingtherangeofinterm ediate

conductances,g � 1. Interpretation ofthe experim entalresults obtained for a 2D electron gas in

G aAs/InxG a1� xAs/G aAs single quantum wellstructures is based on the theory which takes into

accountterm sofhigherordersin 1=g. W e show thatthe standard weak localization (W L)theory

is adequate for g & 5. Calculating the corrections ofsecond order in 1=g to the M R,stem m ing

from both the interference contribution and the m utuale�ect of W L and Coulom b interaction,

we expand the range of a quantitative agreem ent between the theory and experim ent down to

signi�cantly lower conductances g � 1. W e dem onstrate that at interm ediate conductances the

negativeM R isdescribed by thestandard W L \digam m a-functions" expression,butwith a reduced

prefactor �. W e also show that at not very high g the second-loop corrections dom inate over the

contribution ofthe interaction in the Cooper channel,and therefore appearto be the m ain source

ofthe lowering ofthe prefactor,� ’ 1 � 2=�g. The �tting ofthe M R allows us to m easure the

true value ofthe phase breaking tim e within a wide conductance range,g & 1.W e furtheranalyze

the regim e ofa \weak insulator",when the zero-B conductance is low g(B = 0) < 1 due to the

localization at low tem perature,whereas the D rude conductance is high,g0 � 1;so that a weak

m agnetic �eld delocalizes electronic states. In thisregim e,while the M R stillcan be �tted by the

digam m a-functions form ula,the experim entally obtained value ofthe dephasing rate has nothing

to do with the true one. The corresponding �tting param eterin the low-T lim it is determ ined by

the localization length and m ay therefore saturate atT ! 0,even though the true dephasing rate

vanishes.

PACS num bers:73.20.Fz,73.61.Ey,73.20.Jc,73.43.Q t

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Conventionaltheories ofweak localization (W L) and interaction corrections to the conductivity (for review see

Refs.1,2,3,4,5)aredeveloped forthecasekF l� 1,wherekF and laretheFerm iquasim om entum and theclassical

m ean free path,respectively. They are valid when the quantum correctionsare sm allin m agnitude com pared with

the Drude conductivity

�0 =
e2n�

m
= 2e2�D = �kF lG 0; (1)

where n and m denote electron density and m ass,respectively,� is the elastic transportm ean free tim e,D is the

di�usion constant,� = m =2�~ 2 is the density ofstates per spin,and G 0 = e2=(2�2~). In two-dim ensional(2D)

system sthequantum correctionsarising dueto interferenceand/orinteraction e�ectsarelogarithm icin tem perature

T atlow tem peratures.

Thesituation when kF l� 1 and thequantum correctionsarecom parablein m agnitudeto theDrudeconductivity

is quite unrealistic. For exam ple,using the well-known expressionsfor the phase relaxation tim e [1,2]�’ one can

easily �nd thattheinterferencecorrection [6],��W L = � G0 ln(�’=�);islessthan 15% oftheDrudeconductivity even

forT = 10 m K ,when considering the 2D electron gasin G aAswith n = 4� 1015 m �2 and kF l= 20.Therefore,for

high valuesofthedim ensionlessconductanceg0 � kF l,theconventionalW L theory worksperfectly down to very low

tem peratures.In reality,thesituation when �� and �0 areofthesam em agnitudeoccursatkF l’ 2� 5.In thiscase

thecorrectionsto theconductivity ofhigherordersin (kF l)
�1 becom eim portantand theW L theory isnotexpected

to work.Thisrangeofinterm ediate conductancesisaddressed in the presentpaper.

Fundam entally,the properties of2D system s are controlled by severalcharacteristic length scales. At zero tem -

peraturein two dim ensionsthe disordered wavefunction isalwayslocalized [7]overthe length scale�;which can be

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0403289v1
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FIG .1:Schem atic representation ofthe characteristic scale lengthsL’ ,�O ,and �U plotted versusconductance g0 � kF l.

estim ated as[3]

�= �O ’ lexp(�kF l=2): (2)

HerethesubscriptO refersto theorthogonalsym m etry ofthedisordered Ham iltonian.Realexperim entsarecarried

outatnonzero tem peratureand anotherlength scaleL’ = (D �’)
1=2;overwhich electronsm aintain phasecoherence,

arisesin thiscase.In sem iconductor2D system s,atlow tem peraturesthe inelasticity ofelectron-electron interaction

isthe m ain sourceofthe phasebreaking processes[1,8]and �’ / T �1 :

M easurem entofthem agnetoresistance(M R)isoneofthem ostusefultoolsforinvestigation ofphysicalpropertiesof

a 2D electron gas.An externaltransversem agnetic�eld B destroysthequantum interferenceand thereforein
uences

the localization. Itbreaksthe tim e reversalinvariance,thuschanging the sym m etry ofthe disordered Ham iltonian

from orthogonalto unitary.Asa result,thelocalization length becom esB -dependent[9],�= �(B );and changeswith

increasing B from �O to �U .The latterforclassically weak m agnetic�eldscan be estim ated as[10]

�U ’ lexp
�
(�kF l=2)

2
�
; (3)

thatism uch greaterthan �O forkF l� 1.Thus,therearethreekey length scales�O ,�U ;and L’;thatdeterm inethe

state ofa 2D system and itstransportproperties. In Fig.1 we illustrate schem atically the behaviorofthe lengths

�O ,�U ,and L’ with changing the conductanceg0 ata given tem perature.In whatfollows,we willconsiderthe case

kF l> 1.

W hen the phase breaking length is m uch shorter than the localization lengths,L’ � �O ;�U ,the system is in

the W L regim e for an arbitrary m agnetic �eld. In classically strong m agnetic �elds,the M R is produced by the

interaction-induced Altshuler-Aronov correction to the conductivity (see Ref.11 forreview).Atlow m agnetic �elds,

the negative M R,arising due to the suppression ofquantum interference,is a well-known m anifestation ofweak

localization [1,12,13].Thise�ectwillbe the subjectofthe presentpaper.

In Fig.1,forvaluesofg0 lying to the leftfrom the pointofintersection of�U and L’ curves[14],the 2D system

isin a strong localization (SL)regim e.Itiscom m only believed thatthetransportin theSL caseisofa hopping [15]
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nature. The m agnetoresistance in this regim e is also related to the in
uence of m agnetic �eld on the quantum

interference and has been studied in Refs.16,17,18,19. In particular,a parabolic low-�eld M R in the hopping

regim e waspredicted.However,the resultsbased on the conventionalhopping picture cannotbe directly applied to

the experim entalsituation addressed in thispaper,even when �(B = 0). G 0.Thisisbecausetheusualconceptsof

hopping (including the percolation treatm ent)arejusti�ed only when the disorderislarge.

Finally,there is an interm ediate regim e which we term \weak insulator" (W I) regim e,when the phase-breaking

length L’ isbetween the �U and �O lines. In thisregim e electronsare localized atzero B and the W L theory does

notwork.However,already a very weak m agnetic �eld shiftsthe actuallocalization length �(B )toward �U m aking

�(B )> L’:In such asituation thetransportisagain ofthedi�usivenature.Therefore,thetheory ofweaklocalization

can be applied when the M R is considered for �O � L’ � �(B ),even though at zero B the totalconductance is

sm allerthan unity.O bviously,thissituation isonly possiblewhen kF l& 1.Thisisa necessary condition foropening

a window between the two localization lengths �O and �U . The W I-problem with a low conductance g(T)< e2=h

at B = 0 but with g0 = kF l> 1 should be therefore contrasted with the conventionalSL problem with kF l� 1

wheretheconductivity m echanism isthehopping.Itisworth m entioning,however,thatin three-dim ensionalsystem s

nearthem obility edge,a m agnetic�eld also leadsto thedelocalization ofelectronicstates(reentrancephenom enon),

giving rise to a shift ofthe m obility edge,in a close sim ilarity to the 2D W Iregim e [20]. Actually,the W I-regim e

hasalso m uch in com m on with the notion ofa \m oderateinsulator",introduced in Ref.21 to describethe crossover

between the W L and SL regim esin quasi-one-dim ensionalsem iconductorwires.

G enerally speaking,atkF l& 1 the nature oftransportofinteracting electronsatvery low T (when the statesare

localized with large enough localization length �O � l)isnotfully understood. Atm icroscopic scales,l< L < �O ;

theelectron dynam icsisdi�usive.Them agnetic�eld servesasa probeofthesescalesand hencetheM R can provide

im portantinform ation aboutthecrossoverbetween thelocalization and di�usion.TheW L theory can begeneralized

(using,e.g.,scaling argum ents) to describe this crossover. O fcourse,the corrections ofhigher orders in (kF l)
�1

becom ethen im portant.Thusitisdesirableto understand the roleofthesecorrectionsin m agnetotransport.

Apartfrom the scaling theory ofAnderson localization,there isa self-consistenttheory [22,23],which enablesto

calculate the conductivity forarbitrary value ofthe quantum interference correction forB = 0.However,aswe will

show below,whileatzero B theself-consistenttheory worksratherwell,itsgeneralization to thecaseof�niteB fails

to describecorrectly them agnetoconductivity (M C)(seeRef.23 fordiscussion)in thecrossoverbetween thedi�usive

and localized regim es.In thispaperwewillconcentrateon study ofhigher-ordercorrectionsto theconductivity using

a system aticperturbation theory and scaling approach.

Experim entally,the low-�eld m agnetoresistance in the range ofinterm ediate conductances and in the crossover

regim e between the di�usion and localization in 2D system shasbeen studied in Refs.24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,

32,33. It turns out that the M C even at low conductance,�(B = 0) . G 0,can be still�tted by the well-known

weak-localization expression [12,13]derived forkF l� 1 (wewillterm ittheW LM C-form ula throughoutthepaper),

butwith a reduced prefactor�< 1 [31].Sim ilarobservationshavebeen recently reported in Refs.32,33.In Refs.32

the m agnetotransporthas been studied in quasi-2D system s (doped G aAs/AlG aAs superlattices) and the M R has

been shown to be generated by the quantum interference. A self-consistenttheory ofthe M C hasbeen em ployed to

�tthe data.In Ref.33,the M R in a weak perpendicularm agnetic �eld wasm easured in the vicinity ofan apparent

m etal-insulator transition [34,35]in a Si structure ofn-type. In this experim ent,the m agnetoresistance on the

m etallic side wasperfectly �tted by the W L form ula with the prefactor� decreasing with lowering the density (i.e.

upon approaching thetransition).Atthelowestdensity,thevalue�wasreported [33]to be� 10 tim essm allerthan

thatobtained deeply in the m etallic state. Finally,the authorsofRef.26,who m easured the m agnetoconductance

in ultrathin m etallic �lm s,claim ed thatwhile for�(B = 0)> G 0 the M R iswelldescribed by the W L form ula,for

�(B = 0)< G 0 the M R correspondsto the hopping picture.

An im portantquantity extracted from them easured low-�eld M R isthephasebreaking tim e�’,usually treated as

a �tting param eterin the W LM C-form ula. W ith the decreasing ofthe conductance,the correctionsto thisform ula

becom em orepronounced and thustheextracted valueof�’ m ay strongly deviatefrom thetrueone.Therefore,there

isa clearneed fora system atic (both theoreticaland experim ental)analysisofthe M R atdecreasing conductance,

including thecrossoverregim e�(B = 0)� G0:A largescatterofexperim entaldata on thephasebreakingtim ewhich

isevidenteven in the case kF l� 1 rendersreliable interpretation ofthe data atinterm ediate valuesofkF ldi�cult.

Som e ofthese reasonshave been understood. These are the in
uence of�-doped layers[36],dynam icaldefects[37],

and m acroscopic inhom ogeneities [38]on the phase relaxation tim e,the tem perature dependence ofthe m obility

ofelectrons in quantum welldue to tem perature dependent disorder in the doped layers [39],and the scattering

on m agnetic im purities[40].Nevertheless,the resultsobtained in Ref.31 forboth interference and electron-electron

contributionstotheconductivity in therangeofnotveryhigh valuesofg0 are(surprisingly)in aqualitativeagreem ent

with the existing theoriesofconductivity corrections,developed forhigh conductance.Itwasshown in Ref.31 that

atnot very high values ofkF l(atlow electron densities),the role ofthe interaction correction to the conductivity

becom eslessim portantand them ain e�ectcom esfrom theinterference.(Thisisbecausetheinteraction correction in
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the tripletchannel[1,4]increaseswith decreasing kF ,and tendsto canceloutthe exchangecontribution.) However,

the experim entalresultshavebeen interpreted in Ref.31 only qualitatively.

In this paper we presentthe results ofa quantitative analysisofthe interference correctionsto the conductivity

and the negative M R atdecreasing kF l. W e are notgoing to discussa theory ofthe M R in the range kF l< 1 and

�(B 6= 0)� G 0;corresponding to theSL regim e.O n theotherhand,weaddress,in particular,theW Iregim e,when

the zero-B conductivity can be lessthan G 0 atlow T.

Theinterpretation ofexperim entalresultsobtained for2D electron gasin G aAs/InxG a1�x As/G aAssinglequantum

wellstructuresisbased on thetheory takingintoaccountterm sofhigherorderin (kF l)
�1 .W eshow thatthestandard

\one-loop" W L theory isadequate for� & (10� 20)G0. Calculating correctionsofthe next(\second-loop")order,

we expand the range ofthe quantitative agreem entbetween the theory and experim entsdown to signi�cantly lower

conductivity ofabout3G 0.Thisislargely related to a fortunate circum stancethatO (1=g
3)-term sareabsentin the

perturbativeexpansion ofbeta-functionsgoverning the scaling ofthe conductance[10].Therefore,the correctionsto

the second-loop expressionsderived in thispaperare proportionalto (G 0=�)
2 and hence turn outto be num erically

sm allatsuch valuesofthe conductivity [41].

W e dem onstrate that the W LM C-form ula can be stillused to �t the M R in the crossoverfrom the W L and W I

regim es.Itisshown thatthem ain e�ectofhigher-orderterm sisa reduction oftheprefactor�in thetheseform ulas,

�’ 1�
2G 0

�
: (4)

This expression appears to be applicable for � & 0:3;when the �tting procedure is carried out in a broad range

ofm agnetic �elds. Thus,it becom es possible to experim entally determ ine the phase breaking tim e within a wide

conductivity range,� ’ (3 � 60)G0. M oreover,the qualitative agreem ent between the experim entaldata and the

(properly m odi�ed)W L theory persistsdown to signi�cantly sm allerzero-B conductivity �(T;B = 0). G 0,provided

thatkF l> 1.In otherwords,one ofthe m ain resultsofthispaperisthatthe theory ofquantum correctionsto the

conductivity works rather wellat the lim it ofits applicability,i.e. even for \interm ediate" values ofg oforder of

unity,down to �� e2=h.

W e also show thatwhen applied to the M C in the W Iregim e,�O < L’ < �U ,the �tting procedure based on the

conventionalW LM C-form ula,yieldsthe value ofthe dephasing rate which deviatesfrom the realone and contains

inform ation aboutthelocalization length,�O :Thisobservation m ay berelevantto theexplanation ofthetendency to

a low-T saturation ofthe experim entally extracted dephasing tim e reported recently in Refs.28,29,where W L was

studied atinterm ediateconductancesin the vicinity ofthe apparentm etal-insulatortransition.

Thepaperisorganized asfollows.Thenextthreesectionsaredevoted to a theoreticalconsideration oftheproblem

ofthe dephasing and quantum correctionsto the conductivity. In Section II,we recallthe basic theoreticalresults

on the dephasing,interference correction,and interference induced negative M R.Prim ary em phasis is put on the

possible reasonsofthe above m entioned factthatthe low-�eld negative M R is practically alwayswelldescribed by

the W LM C-expression with the reduced prefactor�.In Section IIIwetakea closelook atthe interaction correction

in the Cooper channel,which is m ost frequently invoked for the explanation ofthe reduction of�. The theory of

interference quantum correctionsdeveloped in the nextorderin 1=g isexpounded in Section IV. The experim ental

resultsand theiranalysisarepresented in SectionsV and VI.Finally,Section VIIisdevoted to the conclusions.

II. D EP H A SIN G ,IN T ER FER EN C E C O R R EC T IO N ,A N D M A G N ET O C O N D U C T IV IT Y

A . D ephasing tim e in zero m agnetic �eld

Letusstartwith the consideration ofW L e�ectsin zero m agnetic �eld atlarge valuesofthe conductance,g � 1

(here the conductance is m easured in units of�G 0). This condition allowsone to treat the dynam ics ofa particle

quasiclassically,relating the conductivity correction to the return probability. W ithin the fram ework ofthe conven-

tionaltheory ofthe W L developed in the �rstorderin 1=g,the interference quantum correction in a 2D system is

given by [1,2,3,5,6]

��

G 0

= � ln

�
�’

�

�

: (5)

Thisresultholdswithin the di�usion approxim ation,justi�ed for�’=� � 1.In thispaper,we willrestrictourselves

to the di�usive regim e[�’;~=(kB T)� �]and willnotconsiderthe ballistic contribution.

In the W L theory,the phase breaking (also known as phase relaxation,dephasing,or decoherence) tim e �’ is a

characteristic tim e scale at which the two waves traversing along the sam e path in opposite directions lose their
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relative phase coherence due to inelastic scattering events. Atlongertim es (ortrajectories’lengths)the two waves

do not interfere and therefore do not contribute to the W L correction to the conductivity. At low tem peratures

the m ain source ofthe inelastic scattering is the Coulom b electron{electron (e-e) interaction. In this paper, we

willnotaddressthe contribution ofotherdecoherence m echanism ssuch aselectron{phonon interactions,scattering

on dynam icaldefects,interaction with m agnetic im purities,etc. G enerally,the phase relaxation tim e is di�erent

from other inelastic scattering tim es,e.g. the energy-relaxation tim e [1,8,42]. M oreover,the phase relaxation

m ay depend on the geom etry ofthe system . In particular,the dam ping ofAharonov-Bohm oscillations in quasi-

one-dim ensionalringsdi�ers[43]from the phase relaxation rate found forin�nite wires[8]. Itisworth m entioning,

however,that the sam e conventionalW L phase relaxation tim e governs the tem perature behavior ofm esoscopic

conductance
uctuations[42]and the (two-loop)W L correction in the unitary ensem ble[44].

Thephasebreaking rate��1’ can becalculated using thepath-integralapproach and/orperturbativediagram m at-

ics [1,5,8,42,45]. As wasshown in Ref.8,the inelastic scattering eventswith energy transfersm allerthan ~=�’

(corresponding to the phase breaking rate itself)do notgive rise to the decoherence. Therefore,the dephasing rate

can be found from the following self-consistentequation [8]

1

�’
=
kB T

~g
ln
kB T�’

~

: (6)

The solution ofthis equation is shown in Fig.2 by the solid line. The product T�’ saturates with decreasing g

and m onotonically increases with increasing the conductance. For the illustration purpose,in this �gure we have

also presented a form alsolution ofEq.(6)atg < 1 (dashed line),where the equation for the dephasing rate isno

longerjusti�ed. The behavior(and even the m eaning)of�’ forg < 1 isa subtle issue and dependson the problem

considered. In principle,when the actualconductance isnotvery high,the two equations,one forthe conductivity

and anotherforthe phase-breaking tim e,arecoupled and should be solved sim ultaneously.

In practice,one obtains the value of�’ from Eq.(6) using the iteration procedure. By iteration,starting with

�
(0)
’ = g~=(kB T);oneobtains

1

�
(1)
’

=
kB T

~g
lng ; (7)

and so on. Usually (for g � 1)one supposes thatthis iteration is su�cientfor the quantitative description ofthe

conductivity corrections.However,asseen from Fig.2 itgivesfully incorrectbehaviorof�’ below g ’ 5,where one

expectsthe dephasing tim e to approach the value � 1=T atg � 1 forthe case ofCoulom b interaction.In the above

consideration the value ofthe phase breaking tim e dependsonly on the conductivity and doesnotdepend on other

m aterialparam eters.In thissense,�’ showsthe universalbehavior.

Recently,the dephasing tim e hasbeen theoretically studied atarbitrary relation between tem perature and elastic

m ean free tim e and taking into accountthe Ferm i-liquid renorm alization ofthe tripletchannelofCoulom b interac-

tion [46].Ithasbeen shown thatin the di�usive regim e(kB T�=~ � 1)the equation for�’ isanalogousto Eq.(6):

1

�’
=

�

1+
3(F �

0 )
2

(1+ F �
0 )(2+ F �

0 )

�
kB T

~g
ln
kB T�’

~

: (8)

The only di�erence in this equation is a factoron the right-hand side,which depends on the Ferm iliquid constant

F �
0 . The value ofF

�
0 can be experim entally obtained from m easuring the logarithm ic (Altshuler-Aronov)quantum

correction to the conductivity ��ee;caused by the e-einteraction [1,47,48],

��ee

G 0

=

�

1+ 3

�

1�
ln(1+ F �

0 )

F �
0

��

ln
kB T�

~

= K eeln
kB T�

~

: (9)

In sem iconductorstructures,the value ofF �
0 typically lies within the range from � 0:5 to 0 (for discussion see e.g.

Ref.[49,50]). Forthe sam plesinvestigated here,F �
0 = � 0:45:::� 0:25,depending on the electron density [51]. To

show thedi�erencebetween Eq.(6)and Eq.(8)wehaveplotted thedependences�’(�)forseveralF
�
0 valuesin Fig.2.

Itisseen thatthe di�erenceincreaseswith conductivity increase,buteven forg = 100 itdoesnotexceed 30 % .

B . N egative m agnetoresistance and dephasing tim e in m agnetic �eld

How can the dephasing tim e be obtained experim entally? As a rule,the value of�’ (or the ratio �=�’ referred

further as 
) is extracted from an analysis ofthe negative m agnetoresistance arising due to the suppression ofthe



6

0.01 0.1 1 10 100

1

10

Eq. (6)

Eq. (7)

Eq. (8), F
0

σ
= - 0.5...0
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g

FIG .2:The conductivity dependence ofT�’ .Solid line isthe solution ofEq.(6)(which coincideswith Eq.(8)with F
�
0 = 0),

dotted line is the �rst iteration Eq.(7) for Eq.(6). The form alsolution ofEq.(6) for g < 1 is shown by the dashed curve.

Shadow area representsthe solutions ofEq.(8) found num erically for di�erentvaluesofF �
0 from the range � 0:5:::0. W e set

kB = ~ = 1 here.

W L by a transversem agnetic�eld.Practically in allthecasestheexperim ental��(B )-vs-B curvesare�tted to the

well-known expression [12,57]forthe W L-m agnetoconductivity (W LM C-expression):

��(B )

G 0

= �

�

 

�
1

2
+

1

�’

~

4D eB

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

�

~

4D eB

�

� ln

�
�

�’

��

(10a)

� �H (b;
): (10b)

Here

��(B )= 1=� xx(B )� 1=�xx(0); (11)

 (x)isdigam m a function,b= B =B tr,whereB tr = ~=(2el2)= ~=(2ev2
F
�2),and D = v2

F
�=2.In whatfollows,wewill

consistently usethe notations�� forthe m agnetoconductivity and �� forconductivity corrections.

In the di�usive with respectto the m agnetic �eld regim e,4D eB =~ � 
B � 1=�;one can use the asym ptoticsof

the second digam m a function, (1=2+ 1=
B �)� � ln(
B �). Then the M R Eq.(10)can be rewritten asa function

ofa singleparam eter
B �’;

��(B )

G 0

= �

�

 

�
1

2
+

1


B �’

�

+ ln(
B �’)

�

� �Y (
B �’) (12)
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with the following asym ptotics[1,46]:

Y (x) =
x2

24
; x ! 0; (13)

Y (x) = ln x +  (1=2)+
�2

2x
; 1 � x � 1=
; (14)

where  (1=2)= � 2ln2� C and C = 0:5772::isthe Eulerconstant. Also,using Eq.(10a)one can see that��(B )

saturatesatb& 1. The precise way ofsaturation of��(B )dependson the characterofthe disorder. In principle,

the value ofthe dephasing tim e can be obtained from the curvature ofthe parabolic M C in the lim it ofvanishing

m agnetic�eld,B ! 0;seeEq.(13).However,usually thewholeM C curveis�tted by theW LM C-form ulaEq.(10)in

therangeofm agnetic�eldswheretheM C islogarithm ic-in-B and hencewewillm ainly considertheM C at
 B �’ > 1

in thispaper.

Itisworth m entioning,thattheW LM C-form ula Eq.(10)wasderived undertheassum ption thatthem agnetic�eld

isclassically weak and thusdoesnotlead to a strong Drude-Boltzm ann m agnetoconductancecaused by the bending

ofthecyclotron trajectories.Thisisjusti�ed by thecondition !c� � 1;where!c isthecyclotron frequency.Forhigh

conductances,g � 1,the logarithm ic interference-induced M C isalready destroyed atm uch weakerm agnetic �elds,

b� 1,which correspondsto !c� � 1=g � 1.Therefore,forg � 1 one can use the relation (11).However,when the

conductanceisnottoo high,g � 1,which isthecaseaddressed below,thetwo conditionsb= 1 and !c� � 1;coincide.

Then the bending ofparticles’trajectoriesm ay becom e noticeable already in the W L-range ofm agnetic �elds. W e

recall,however,that the bending oftrajectories does not give rise to the m agnetoresistance,while the destruction

ofthe interference does. This is related to the fact that the interference correction stem s from the (B -dependent)

correction totheim purity scatteringcross-section [52,53,54]and hencerenorm alizesthevalueoftheelasticscattering

rate,1=�. This is nothing butthe renorm alization ofthe longitudinalresistivity,so thatthe M R arisesdue to the

B -dependence ofthe e�ective transportscattering tim e. This also explainswhy W L e�ects do notgive rise to the

correction to the Hallresistivity,�xy: the Drude-Boltzm ann expression for�xy m erely doesnotcontain �. In other

words,Eq.(10)isin factthe correction to the M R [54]and assuch isactually applicable directly to the M R curves

obtained in the experim ent(withoutinverting the resistivity tensor),even when the classicale�ectofthe m agnetic

�eld becom esvisible forg � 1 atb. 1.

Although the prefactor � has to be equalto unity within the fram ework ofthe conventionalweak-localization

theory,itisalwaysused by experim entalistsasthe second �tting param etertogetherwith �’. An im portantpoint

isthatalm ostallexperim entaldata arebetter�tted with �< 1,contradicting the theory.In orderto feelcertain of

thatone obtainsthe true value of�� in such a situation,itisnecessary to understand the reasonsforthe lowering

oftheprefactorin each speci�c case.Possiblesourcesforthisdiscrepancy havebeen discussed in theliteraturesince

the discovery ofweak localization.They arelisted below with relevantcom m ents.

1.Interband scattering.Itcan changethevalueof�depending on therateofinterband transitions[1].Them ost

frequentlyused system swherethise�ectisim portantareSi-based structuresofn-typeconductivity,wherethere

are severalvalleysin the spectrum . Thism echanism isnotactive in ourcase. W e willaddressthe n-InG aAs

quantum wellswith sim plestsingle-valley spectrum and only onesubband ofthe sizequantization occupied.

2.E�ect of ballistic paths. Strictly speaking, Eq.(10) was derived within the di�usion approxim ation. The

contributions ofshort trajectories,L . l,are treated incorrectly (even for weak m agnetic �elds,B < B tr).

Therefore,Eq.(10)isonly valid undertheconditions:�=�’ � 1and b� 1.Beyond thedi�usion approxim ation

the M C was analyzed in a num ber ofpapers,Refs.53,54,55,56,57,58,59,60. The analyticalexpressions

obtained therein are quite cum bersom e and noteasy-to-use foranalysisofexperim entaldata,while the high-

�eld asym ptotics��(B )/ 1=
p
B isreached only atvery strong m agnetic �elds,B � B tr. Note thatin m any

papers[55,57,58]thecontribution ofnon-backscattering processes(im portantin theballisticlim it[53,56],see

also Appendix C)wasoverlooked.

The applicability ofEq.(10)(with the second digam m a function notreplaced by its \di�usive" asym ptotics)

beyond the di�usion regim ehasbeen analyzed in Ref.60 whereithasbeen used to �tthe resultsofnum erical

sim ulation (treating the num ericalresults like experim entaldata). It has been shown that if the range of

m agnetic �elds where the M C is �tted using Eq.(10) includes also strong �elds B & B tr [where Eq.(10) is

form ally no longer justi�ed],the resulting value of� willbe less than unity. Nevertheless,the value of�’

obtained in this way happens to be close to the true one. A situation where ballistic contribution is relevant

occursfrequently in very high-m obility structureswhereB tr isvery low and can beassm allas10�3 ::10�4 Tesla.

In whatfollowswe willaddressonly the caseofweak m agnetic�eldsB < B tr and low tem peratures,�’ � �.

3.Spin relaxation. In quantum wells with inversion asym m etry,the Rashba or/and Dresselhaus m echanism s of

spin-orbit splitting ofthe energy spectrum lead to spin relaxation which suppresses the interference{induced
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negativem agnetoresistancein very low m agnetic�eldsand resultsin apositiveM R.Ifthise�ectisnotsostrong

to inducethepositiveM R (�so � �’ where�so isthe spin-orbitrelaxation tim e),itcan neverthelessdistortthe

shapeofM R curvein vicinity ofB = 0 and,thus,changetheparam eter�ifthedata aretreated with thehelp

ofEq.(10).O uranalysisshowsthatthe param etersofthe best�tare unstable in thiscase.In particular,the

value ofthe prefactorstrongly dependson the range ofm agnetic �eld,in which the �tiscarried out,and itis

alwaysgreaterthan unity. Thisim pliesthatone hasto exercise caution,when �tting the M C by Eq.(10a)if

even a weak spin-orbitinteraction ispresentin thesystem .Theroleofspin e�ectsin theW L wasconsidered for

the�rsttim ein Ref.12.Using ageneralized Hikam i-Larkin-Nagaokaform ula[12],including thespin e�ects,one

should obtain the valueofthe prefactorasgiven in Ref.12.E�ectsofspin-orbitinteraction on theW L (which

areespecially im portantin holesystem s)werefurtherconsidered in m orerecentpapers,both theoretically and

experim entally (see e.g.Refs.62,63,64,65,66,67,68 and referencestherein).

4.M agnetic �eld im pacton the dephasing. The expression Eq.(10)was derived under the assum ption that the

dephasing ratedoesnotdepend on m agnetic�eld.Asshown in Refs.5,45,46,69,them agnetic�eld (rendering

theinelasticprocesseswith low energy transferto beine�cient)leadse�ectively to a decreaseofthedephasing

rate. To ourknowledge thise�ectisalwaysignored in experim entalpapers. In Ref.61 we have analyzed this

e�ectboth analytically and num erically.Them agnetoconductancecan bedescribed by Eq.(10)with a certain

B -dependent phase-breaking tim e �’(B ) in the �rst digam m a function [46]in the whole range ofm agnetic

�elds b . 1 (including the crossover region 
 B � 1=�’,not addressed accurately in Ref.46). E�ect ofthe

m agnetic �eld on the phase breaking rate m akesthe negative m agnetoresistance sm ootherin shape and lower

in m agnitudethan thatfound with theconstantphasebreaking rate.Neverthelessouranalysis[61]showsthat

the��-versus-B plotcan bewell�tted by thestandard expression Eq.(10)with �6= 1 and a constant� ’.The

�tting proceduregivesthe valueof�=�’ which iscloseto the valueof�=�’(B = 0)with an accuracy of25% or

betterwhen kF l& 3 and thetem perature varieswithin the rangefrom 0:4 to 10 K ,forelectron concentrations

considered in thispaper.

5.Electron-electron interaction in theCooperchannel.In low m agnetic�eld thetwointeraction-induced term scan

contributeto the m agnetoresistance[1,2,72].The�rstone,known asthe M aki-Thom pson correction [70,71],

hasat
B � T justthesam eB -dependenceastheexpression Eq.(12)butwith thenegativeprefactor.Itsvalue

dependson theabsolutevalueofthee�ectiveconstantofinteraction in theCooperchannel,�c(T).Thesecond

term isrelated to thecorrection to thedensity ofstates(DoS)dueto theinteraction in theCooperchannel[72]

and can be positive or negative depending on the sign of�c(T),which depends,in its turn,on the sign of

the e�ective interaction between electrons.The DoS-correction becom esim portantatstrongerm agnetic �elds


B � T,where itovercom esthe M aki-Thom pson correction. The role ofthisinteraction in ourexperim ental

situation willbe considered in SectionsIIIand V B 2.Itwillbe shown thatitisnotthe e�ectofinteraction in

the Cooperchannelthatdeterm inesthe strong decreaseofthe prefactor�in the heterostructuresinvestigated

atnotvery high conductance.

6.Correctionsofhigherordersin 1=g.Theform ula Eq.(10)isthe�rst-orderin 1=g correction to theconductivity

and thereforeisvalid only forlargeconductances.O fcourse,therearecorrectionsofhigherordersin 1=g which

becom e im portant with the increase ofthe disorder strength or with decreasing electron concentration. W e

analyzethehigher-orderterm s,both in theW L contribution and in thecorrection induced by them utuale�ect

ofW L and the Coulom b interaction [5],in Section IV A and Section IV B. This consideration allows us to

�nd the O (1=g)-correctionsto the prefactor� and to understand also the relation between the experim entally

extracted value of
 and the true phase-breaking tim e �’ at�(B = 0). G 0.

In whatfollows,we willconcentrate on the lasttwo e�ectswhich we believe are the m ostrelevantsourcesofthe

reduction oftheprefactorin W LM C-expression,Eq.(10).W ewillshow thatatnotvery high conductance,thee�ect

ofcorrections ofhigher orders in 1=g is m ore im portant than the e�ect ofthe electron-electron interaction in the

Cooperchannel.

III. IN T ER A C T IO N C O R R EC T IO N S IN T H E C O O P ER C H A N N EL

It is com m only believed that it is the interaction correction in the Cooper channel(m ainly the M aki-Thom pson

correction to the conductivity [70,71]) which determ ines the reduction ofthe prefactor in the M C.Indeed,in low

m agnetic�eldsthetwoterm sinduced bytheinteraction in aCooperchannelcontributetothem agnetoconductance[1,

2,72]

�� C
ee = �� M T + �� D oS

; (15)
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where�� M T istheM aki-Thom pson correction to theconductivity [70]and �� D oS arisesdueto thecorrection to the

DoS induced by the interaction in the Cooperchannel[73,74].

At B = 0 and high conductance g � 1;for a repulsive interaction these correctionsread [1,2,70,73](in what

followswesetforbrevity kB = ~ = 1)

��
M T = G 0

�2�2c(T)

6
ln(T�’)= G 0

�2

6ln
2
(Tc=T)

ln(T�’); (16)

and

��
D oS = � G0 ln[�c(T)ln(Tc�)]= � G0 ln

�
ln(Tc�)

ln(Tc=T)

�

: (17)

An im portantquantity governing the strength ofthe correctionsEqs.(15),(16),and (17)isthe e�ective am plitude

ofthe interaction in the Cooperchannel,

�c(T)=

�
1

�0
+ ln

2�

�T
+ C

�
�1

�
1

ln(Tc=T)
; (18)

where �0 is the dim ensionless \bare" interaction constant,� is the Ferm ienergy for Coulom b repulsion (�0 > 0)

between electrons. (In the case ofa phonon-m ediated attraction,�0 < 0,� is given by the Debye frequency.[75])

Thuswe haveforthe caseofthe Coulom b repulsion (seealso Ref.75 forthe caseofattraction)

Tc ’
2E F e

C

�
exp(1=�0)> E F : (19)

Sim ilarly to theW L correction,theabovecorrectionsstem from theinterferenceoftim e-reversed pathsand therefore

are a�ected by the m agnetic �eld. However,since the interaction isalso involved in these corrections,an additional

param eter
B =T,relating the m agnetic �eld and the tem perature,appears.Thisshould be contrasted with the W L

correction,in which only the param eters
B �’ and 
B � play an im portantrole.

For
B � T;the M aki-Thom pson correction to the M C isgiven by [1,70,72](see also Appendix A)

�� M T � ��
M T (B )� ��

M T (0)= � G0
�2

6ln
2
(Tc=T)

Y (
B �’); (20)

whereY (x)isjustthesam efunction [de�ned in Eq.(12)]thatdescribestheM C duetothesuppressionofW L.Thusthe

M aki-Thom pson correction givesriseto a parabolicM C at
B � 1=�’ and to a logarithm icM C at1=�’ � 
B � T.

In the sam erangeofm agnetic�elds,
 B � T,the DoS-correction yieldsa parabolicM C [2,72]

�� D oS = � G0�c(T)’2(
B =2�T); (21)

wherethe function ’2(x)isgiven by,[72]

’2(x)=

Z
1

0

dt
t

sinh
2
t

�

1�
xt

sinh(xt)

�

=

�
�(3)x2=4; x � 1;

lnx; x � 1;
(22)

with �(x)[�(3)= 1:202::]the Riem ann zeta-function.Com paring Eqs.(20)and (21),we�nd thatfor1=�’ � 
B �

2�T � m inf1;[�c(T)ln(T�’)]
1=2g � T the logarithm ic-in-B M aki-Thom pson correction to the M C dom inates over

the DoS-correction.[76]The M aki-Thom pson correction has the sam e B -dependence as the interference correction

and e�ectively reducesthe totalprefactorin the M C.[70]The tem perature dependence of�c(T)translatesinto the

T-dependenceofthe e�ective prefactor�< 1 in Eq.(12).

Letusconsiderthesecorrectionsatstrongerm agnetic�elds.Unfortunately,theexactcrossoverfunctionsappearto

berathercum bersom e[1,2]and wewillrestrictourselvesto theanalysisoftheasym ptoticform softhecorrectionsat


B � T.Asshown in Appendix A,theM aki-Thom pson contribution to the M C saturatesin thisrangeofm agnetic

�elds. O n the other hand,it turns out that Eq.(21) works there as well,yielding a dom inating logarithm ic-in-B

contribution [2,72]

�� D oS = � G0
ln(
B =2�T)

ln(Tc=T)
: (23)
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This result can be also obtained iffor the calculation of��D oS(B ) at 
B � 2�T;one sim ply substitutes 
 B =2�

instead ofT in Eq.(17),thustaking into accountthe B -dependence ofthe e�ective coupling constant,which gives

�� D oS(B )

G 0

=
��D oS(B )� ��D oS(0)

G 0

’ � ln

�
ln(Tc=T)

ln(2�Tc=
B )

�

’ �
ln(
B =2�T)

ln(Tc=T)
: (24)

W e thussee thatthe interaction correctionsin the Cooperchannelindeed reduce the e�ective prefactor� in the

M C,ascom pared to the non-interacting case:

�
C
ee = 1�

�2

6ln
2
(Tc=T)

; 
B � T; (25)

�
C
ee = 1�

1

ln(Tc=T)
; 
B � T: (26)

Hereonlytheasym ptoticsoftheprefactorispresented (and wewritethecorrespondingconditionswith thelogarithm ic

accuracy). To describe the crossover,one can use Eqs.(21)and (22)for the DoS-correction,and Eq.(A6) for the

M aki-Thom pson one,in the wholerangeofm agnetic�elds.

W hen theconductanceisnotveryhigh (which isthesituation ofaprim aryinteresttousin Section V),~=�’ ! kB T

with decreasingg (seeFig.2),sothatboth correctionsarequadraticin B for
B � T.Thereforethereduction ofthe

prefactorin the nontriviallogarithm ic M C occurring at
B � 1=�’ isdeterm ined by the DoS-correction and given

by Eq.(26)in thiscase.

Let us now estim ate the values ofthe prefactor �Cee corresponding to the typicalparam eters ofour experim ent.

Since we considerhere the Coulom b repulsion,we have � ’ E F . W e also set �0 to be ofthe orderofjF
�
0 jfor our

estim ates.Allthedatapresented below areobtained forelectrondensitythatchangesfrom approxim ately1� 1016 m �2

(E F ’ 450 K )to 2� 1015 m �2 (E F ’ 90 K ),thevalueofF �
0 variesfrom � 0:25 to � 0:45.[51]Equation (19)givesthe

following estim ate forTc:itis3� 104 K forthe highestelectron density and 103 K forthe lowestone.Substituting

these quantitiesin Eq.(26)we see thatthe value of�Cee isonly slightly lessthan unity forany electron density and

tem perature in the range (0:4� 4:2) K :its m axim alvalue,�Cee ’ 0:99,correspondsto n = 1016 m �2 ,T = 0:4 K ,

and 
B � 2�T,the m inim alvalue,� C
ee ’ 0:85,is realized for n = 2 � 1015 m �2 ,T = 4:2 K ,and 
B � 2�T.

For reference,the experim entally observed decrease ofthe prefactor is about �ve tim es as large (see Section V).

The contributions ofthe corrections in the Cooper channeland W L-contribution in the m agnetoconductivity are

illustrated by Fig.3. Forcalculation,we have used the param etersofone ofthe sam plesinvestigated in Section V:

kF l= 2:2,E F = 11 m eV,and T = 1:5 K .Itisclearly seen thatthe correctionsin the Cooperchannelonly slightly

reduce the m agnetoconductivity in m agnitude and practically does not change the curve shape. The last is m ore

evidentifone appliesthe standard �tting proceduretrying to describe the totalcorrection �� W L + �� M T + �� D oS

by Eq.(10)(com parecirclesand dashed linein Fig.3).Thisproceduredem onstratesonceagain thattheinteraction

in the Cooperchannelcannotbe responsible forthe reduction ofthe prefactorin the m agnetoconductivity: in this

exam pletheinteraction correction resultsin reduction of�on thevalue0:15 instead of0:65 observed experim entally.

In what follows we willconsider the conductivity corrections ofhigher-order in 1=g. Taking into account such

term s,wewill�nd theO (1=g)-correction to theprefactor�.Therefore,in orderto determ inethem ain sourceofthe

reduction of�oneshould com parethevaluesofG 0=�and �c(T).Itturnsoutthatalready atsu�ciently high values

of�� 10G0 the1=g-correctionswin.M oreover,from thetheoreticalpointofview,thelatterm echanism ofreduction

of�willalwayswin in the lim itT ! 0,since� c(T)decreaseswhile 1=g(T)increaseswith decreasing T.

IV . H IG H ER -O R D ER C O R R EC T IO N S T O T H E M A G N ET O C O N D U C T IV IT Y

A . Second-loop correction to the m agnetoconductivity: interference term

Atinterm ediateand sm allvaluesofkF lthehigherordercorrectionsin 1=gshould betaken intoaccount.Tosum up

thesecorrections,a self-consistenttheory ofAnderson localization wasinvented in Ref.22.Thegeneralization ofthis

approach ontothecaseof�nitem agnetic�eld wasdeveloped in Ref.77(seealsoearlierworks,Refs.78,79).However,

as willbe seen below,there is no agreem entbetween the theory [77]and experim entalresults atlow conductivity.

Thisisrelated to the factthatthe self-consistenttheory [77]m istreatsthe quantum correctionsinvolving di�usons,

aswaspointed outin Ref.23.

Anotherapproach isbased on thesystem aticanalysisofhigher-orderquantum correctionsarising from thesecond-

loop term in scalingtheoryoflocalization.[6,7]Physically,thesecond-loop correctionscorrespond tothecontributions

oftheinterfering wavestraversingalong thepathsthatform two loops(instead ofa singleloop forthe�rst-orderW L
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FIG .3:Thecontributionstothem agnetoconductivityin theCooperchannelascom pared with thatduetotheweak localization.

The �� W L -versus-bcurve isEq.(10)with �= 1,�� M T -versus-bcurve iscalculated from Eqs.(21)and (22),�� M T -versus-b

curve isEq.(A6). The param eters corresponding to the case ofkF l= 2:2 (see Section V forexperim entaldetails)have been

used in thecalculations:E F = 11 m eV thatcorrespondsto n ’ 2:8� 10
15
m

� 2
,F

�
0 = � 0:42,[51]� = 6:2� 10

� 14
s,


� 1
= 104,

T = 1:5 K .Circlesarethesum ofallthecontributions,dashed lineisthebest�tby Eq.(10),which gives�= 0:85,

� 1

= 113.

Note,the prefactorvalue obtained experim entally is0:35 (see Fig.7 and Table I).

correction)in the realspace.W e startwith the analysisofthe nextordercorrection fornon-interacting electrons.[6]

Itiswellknown [3,10,80,81,82]thatthe �-function,

�(g)=
@lng

@lnL
; (27)

governing the scaling ofthe conductance with the system size L;depends on whether the m agnetic �eld is present

(unitary ensem ble)orabsent(orthogonalensem ble).Notethatin thissection,wem easurethe conductanceperspin

in unitsofG 0,which allowsusto avoid theappearanceofadditionalfactorsof�;wewillusea notation g � �g=2 for

thesuch de�ned dim ensionlessconductance.Atlargeconductance,only the�rstnon-vanishingorderoftheexpansion

of�(g) in powersof1=g isrelevant. O fcourse,the renorm alization group equation perturbative in 1=g can notbe

applied to the region ofg . 1.

Letusdiscussthe crossoverbetween the orthogonaland unitary ensem bles.In the unitary ensem ble the one-loop

(Cooperon)term in beta-function vanishes,and the �-function isgiven forg � 1 by [10,81,82]

�U (g)= �
1

2g2
+ O

�
1

g4

�

: (28)

Solving the scaling equation Eq.(27)with Eq.(28),onegetsforL � �U ;i.e.,forg � 1.

g = g0 �
1

2g0
ln(L=l); (29)

whereg0 = �kF l=2.Theconductivity (in the spin-degeneratesystem )isthen given by

�= 2G 0g = �0 �
e2

2�2~

1

�kF l
ln
�
�
D
’ =�

�
: (30)

Hereweuse the phase-breaking length asthe cuto� forthe renorm alized conductance,L = L D
’ = (D �D’ )

1=2.

In the perturbation theory,the corresponding second-loop correction to the conductivity

��
D
2 = �

G 2
0

�0
ln

 
�D’

�

!

(31)
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is produced by the diagram s with two and three di�usons.[6]Note that the phase-breaking tim e determ ining the

T-dependence ofthe second-order corrections ��2 is given by the sam e [44]equation,Eq.(6),as obtained for the

conventional�rst-orderW L correction

�
D
’ = �’: (32)

In the orthogonalensem blethe weak-localization expression forthe beta-function hasthe form [10,81]

�O (g)= �
1

g
+ O

�
1

g4

�

: (33)

The term O (1=g2) vanishes,as the contribution ofdiagram s involving Cooperons ��C2 = (G 2
0=�)ln(�’=�) exactly

cancelsthe purely di�uson (determ ining the resultin the unitary ensem ble)contribution ��D
2 .

W ith increasing m agnetic �eld,the Cooperonsgetsuppressed and only the di�uson contribution �� D
2 survivesat

B � B tr,yielding the resultforthe unitary ensem ble discussed above. In the crossoverregim e between orthogonal

and unitary ensem ble(1=�’ . B . B tr),thepositivesecond orderCooperon contribution can bewritten sim ilarly to

the usualW L-correction:[83]

��C2 (B )

G 0

= �
G 0

�0

�

 

�
1

2
+

1


B �’

�

�  

�
1

2
+

1


B �

��

: (34)

Physically,thisisbecause the nature ofthe suppression ofboth correctionsisthe sam e:m agnetic �eld destroysthe

phase coherencebetween the pathstraversed in opposite directions.Clearly,such a form m atchesthe lim iting cases

B = 0 and B � B tr,thatare��
C
2 (0)= � ��D2 (0)and ��

C
2 (B & B tr)! 0;respectively.Since ��D2 isB -independent,

wehave

�� W L
2 (B )= ��2(B )� ��2(0)= ��

C
2 (B )� ��

C
2 (0) (35)

and hence the second-loop W L correction to the M C reads

�� W L
2 (B )

G 0

= �
G 0

�0
H (b;
) (36)

Thisexpression im pliesthatthee�ective prefactor�W L dependson the valueof�0=G 0 (notethatthisisin contrast

to the caseofthe interaction correction in the Cooperchannel,wherethe prefactorisT-dependent),

�W L = 1�
G 0

�0
(37)

when the two-loop interferencecorrection istaken into account.Thisisa perturbativein 1=g0 result.In appendix B

wegeneralizethisresultusing thescaling approach,which would allow usto replacee�ectively �0 ! � in Eq.(37)in

a broad rangeofthe conductivity,seeSection VIA.

However,thisisnottheend ofthestory.Therealsoexistsatwo-loop correction thatdescribesan interplay between

the weak localization and the interaction e�ects.Thiscorrection isaddressed in the nextsubsection.

B . Second-loop correction to m agnetoconductivity: interplay ofw eak localization and interaction.

Letusrem ind the reader,thatto the leading orderin 1=g,there are two distinctconductivity corrections.These

are (i)the W L correction,which doesnotinvolve the interaction (we assum e here that

�1

B
� �’;so thatthe W L

correction iscuto�by them agnetic�eld)and (ii)interaction-induced Altshuler-Aronovcorrection which isinsensitive

to the m agnetic �eld in the whole rangeofB .Both e�ectsgiveriseto the logarithm icterm sin the conductivity,

��W L = G 0 ln(
B �); ��
ee = G 0 ln(T�): (38)

Note that the prefactors in front of logarithm s are the sam e for both corrections (for sim plicity, we neglect the

contribution ofthe triplet channelgoverned by F �
0 in ��ee,assum ing thatthe Coulom b interaction is weak). As a

m utuale�ect ofthe interaction and weak localization,in the next order in 1=g there should arise an interaction-

induced and m agnetic�eld dependentterm ,��
I�W L

2 ,which would also a�ecttheM C.Forhigh enough tem peratures,

T � 
B ;thiscorrection wascalculated in Ref.5.
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O necan distinguish thetwo typesoftheinterplay e�ectsthatproducesuch a correction.The�rstoneisthee�ect

ofinteraction-induced inelastic scattering on the W L correction. The corresponding correction is term ed ��deph in

Ref.5 and is related to the B -dependent dephasing tim e. The second e�ect can be thought ofas the in
uence of

weak localization on theinteraction-induced Altshuler-Aronov correction,the corresponding correction being term ed

��C W L.

In what follows,we willanalyze the interaction correction to the M C at 
B �’ � 1. For 1=�’ � 
B � T,the

dephasing term isgiven by [5]

��deph =
G 2
0

�0

�
�T


B

�

ln
T


B

+ 1

�

+ ln
1


B �

�

; T � 
B ; (39)

while the cross-term ofCoulom b interaction and weak localization looksasfollows[5]

��C W L =
G 2
0

�0

�
1

2
ln

�
1


B �

�

+ O (lnT�)

�

; T � 
B : (40)

The term O (lnT�)isbeyond the accuracy ofthe theory,since the second-orderinteraction correction (notinvolving

Cooperons)producesan analogouscontribution.Thisterm ,however,doesnotdepend on the m agnetic �eld and we

throw itaway when the M R isconsidered.

W e seethatin the rangeofhigh enough tem perature,T � 
B ,apartfrom the m odi�cation ofthe dephasing rate

by the m agnetic�eld,[85]described by the �rstterm in Eq.(39),there isa logarithm iccontribution to the M C,

��
I�W L

2 =
3G 2

0

2�0
ln

�
B tr

B

�

; T � 
B : (41)

Thiscontribution isvery sim ilarto thatfound in the preceding subsectionsand also reducesthe prefactor�in front

ofthe logarithm ic term . However,in this range ofm agnetic �elds the �rst term in Eq.(40) corresponding to the

B -dependent[5,46]dephasing tim e (Sec.IIB)

1

�’(B )
’
T

g
ln(T=
B ); 1=�’ � 
B � T; (42)

dom inates and the subleading logarithm ic term Eq.(41) as wellas the second-loop W L-contribution are oflittle

im portance. W e willanalyze the role of the contribution Eq.(39) in m ore detailelsewhere.[61]In experim ents

discussed in SectionsV and VI,the �tting ofthe M C iscarried outin therangeofm agnetic�eld such thatT � 
 B

and therefore the m agnetic-�eld im pact on the dephasing is ofa less im portance in our case. Note also that with

decreasing g the aboverange1=�’ � 
B � T tendsto shrink.

In strongerm agnetic�elds(or,equivalently,oflowertem peraturesT � 
 B ,notconsidered in Ref.5),thesituation

changesin the following way:[84]the m agnetic-�eld dependentcontribution to the dephasing term becom essm all,/

(T=
B )
2,sincethecorrespondingfrequency integralisdeterm ined by ! . T � 
B .Therefore,them ain contribution

to the M C com esfrom ��C W L.Thiscontribution reads[84]

��C W L =
G 2
0

�0
ln

�
1


B �

�

; T � 
B ; (43)

and,therefore,

��
I�W L

2 ’ ��C W L =
G 2
0

�0
ln

�
B tr

B

�

: (44)

Sim ilarlytotheone-loop corrections,theinteraction-relatedcontribution Eq.(44)and \noninteracting"W L correction

Eq.(36) have the sam e prefactorsin frontofln(B tr=B ). It is worth m entioning that the logarithm -squared term s

ofthe typesln
2
[1=(
B �)]and ln(T�)ln[1=(
B �)]do canceloutatT � 
B ,asin the case ofweakerm agnetic �eld

considered in Ref.5.Notethattheinteraction-based renorm alization group (RG )equationsderived by Finkelstein [47]

arethe one-loop equationswith respectto the disorder,whileherewearedealing with thesecond-loop contribution.

W hen the param eter�=G 0 islarge,the two-loop correction ism uch lessthan the absolute value ofthe �rst-order

correction �W L
1 which in the sam em agnetic �eld rangeis

��W L
1

G 0

= � ln

�
B tr

B

�

: (45)
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W hen � decreases, both ��
I�W L

2 and ��W L
2 becom e m ore im portant, and the resulting conductivity correction,

��= �� W L
1 + ��W L

2 + ��
I�W L

2 ;looksasfollows

��

G 0

’ �

�

1� (1+ 1)
G 0

�0

�

ln

�
B tr

B

�

; T � 
B : (46)

M oreover,as in the case ofthe \non-interacting" W L term s discussed in the preceding subsection,we can replace

�0 ! �(b = 1)in the above equation. Thus,in the second-loop order,the com bined e�ectofweak-localization and

Coulom b interaction reducesthe prefactor�in frontofthe logarithm iccorrection to the M C:

�2 = 1�
2G 0

�
: (47)

Thisisoneofthe centralresultsofthe presentpaper.

C . M eaning ofthe dephasing tim e extracted from experim ents

In the preceding subsectionswe haveanalyzed the roleofthe second-loop correctionsto the conductivity,��2(B ).

It has been dem onstrated that these corrections give rise to a reduction ofthe e�ective prefactor in the W LM C-

expression Eq.(10a).O n theotherhand,when both thezero-B [�(b= 0)]and thestrong-B [�(b� 1)]conductivities

are stilllargerthan G 0;the second-orderterm sdo nota�ectsigni�cantly the value ofthe dephasing tim e extracted

from �tting M C by the W LM C-expression. Thisis,in particular,because ofthe factthatthe phase-breaking tim e

governing the T-dependence ofsecond-loop conductivity correctionsis equalto the \one-loop" dephasing tim e.[44]

Therefore it becom es possible to attribute the experim entally obtained value of
�t to the true value ofdephasing

tim e,�’ = �=
�t in the range ofm oderately \high" conductivities,�(b = 0)& 3G 0 and for allthe experim entally

accessibletem peratures.

Letusnow discussthe relation between quantity 
�t and the realdephasing tim e in a broaderrange of�(b= 0),

including the W Iregim e,where �(b= 0)< G 0 whereas�(b� 1)> G 0.W e willdem onstrate thatin the W Iregim e

the value of
�t obtained from the �tting procedure isnotproportionalto the dephasing rate. Thisalso m ay a�ect

the experim entally obtained value of�’ in the crossoverbetween the W L and W Iregim es.

In Appendix C,weshow thatthe�tting oftheM C with theuseoftheW LM C-form ula givesthefollowing valueof

the param eter
:


�t = Cexp

�
1

�G 0

h

�(b= 0)� �(b� 1)

i�

; (48)

where the num ericalfactor oforder unity,C;is related to T-independent contribution ofballistic paths and thus

dependson the natureofdisorder.In the caseofa white-noisedisorder,C = 1=2.[66]

Theequation (48)holdsforlarge�(b� 1)butforan arbitrary �(b= 0):Here�(b= 0)and �(b� 1)arethetotal

conductivities,including e.g.interaction-induced contributions.W hen the conductivity ishigh,�(b= 0)� G 0,itis

su�cientto considerthe one-loop correctionsto the conductivity. Then we have �’ 1;�(b� 1)’ � 0 + ��ee;and

�(0)= �0 + G 0 ln(2
)+ ��ee;which yields


�t ’ 
= �=�’; g � 1; (49)

in accordancewith the standard W L-theory.

Let us now considerthe W Iregim e. In this regim e,the quantum correctionsare strong and alm ostcom pensate

the Drude conductivity. Let us �rst consider an idealbut rather a non-realistic situation oflarge �0 � G 0 and

exponentially low tem peratures,such that �0=G 0 � ln(�’=�) � (�0=G 0)
2. In this case we can set �(b = 0) ’ 0;

�’ 1;and substitute � 0 for�(b� 1)in Eq.(48):



(W I)

�t
� exp

�

�
�0

�G 0

�

�

�
l

�O

� 2

(50)

O bviously,thequantity 

(W I)

�t
from Eq.(50)hasnothingtodowith thetruevalueofthedephasingtim e.In particular,

the \experim entally obtained" phase-breaking tim e,��t’ = �=
�t;saturateswith decreasing T atthe value given by

the localization length:��t’ � �2
O
=D ;whereasthe real�’(T)divergesin the lim itT ! 0:

This has the following sim ple explanation. W hen �(b = 0) � G 0 and �’ � �2O =D ;electrons are localized and

only for lB � �O their m otion becom es di�usive atscaleslargerthan �O . O n the other hand,asm entioned in the
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Introduction,the m agnetic �eld gives rise to a parabolic M R (whatever the m echanism ofthe M R is) even in the

localized regim e. Thus,the parabolic low-�eld M R persists up to the �eld for which 
 B �’ � 1. O nly atstronger

�eldsthe M R becom eslogarithm ic. From \the pointofview" ofthe W LM C-expression,thisindeed correspondsto



(W I)

�t
� (l=�O )

2.Thisisbecausethe�tting procedureyieldsthevalue1=��t’ ;related to thestrength ofm agnetic�eld

atwhich the crossoverbetween B 2 to lnB behaviorofthe M C occurs.

In therealisticsituation ofinterm ediateconductancesand nottoo low T,thetem peraturebehaviorof
�t appears

to be very com plicated in the W I-regim e. In particular,even at m oderately low tem peratures,the experim entally

extracted value of 
�t m ay scale with the tem perature as T p with p 6= 1, if the conductance is not very high.

M oreover,since the T-dependenceof
�t in the W Iregim eism ainly determ ined by the T-dependenceof�(b= 0;T)

in the localized regim e,the behavior of
�t(T) depends strongly on the concrete m echanism oftransport in the

localized regim e. Q ualitatively,the dephasing rate extracted from the experim entcan be roughly approxim ated to

m atch Eqs.(49)and (50)

1

��t’ (T)
�

1

�’(T)
+
1

�

�
l

�O

� 2=�

: (51)

However,this form ula does not allow one to describe quantitatively the T-dependence ofthe true dephasing tim e

�’(T)in the low-T regim e.

The relation between the realdephasing rateand the behaviorof
�t(T)can be illustrated using the following toy

m odel.Letusassum ethatthetruedephasing rateisalwaysproportionalto tem perature,independently ofthevalue

ofthe conductance,


true(T)� T=T0: (52)

Furtherm ore,forsim plicity we consideronly the interference contribution to the conductivity,thatiswe neglectthe

correctionsdiscussed in Section IV B.W ealsoneglecttheT-independentballisticcontributions,sothatthenum erical

factorin Eq.(48)isequalunity.Then the conductivity athigh m agnetic�eldsisgiven by Eq.(30),

�(b� 1;T)= �0 �
G 2
0

�0
ln(T0=T); (53)

whiletheprefactorin theW LM C-form uladecreasesas�W L = 1� G0=�(b� 1):Thezero-B conductivity isdescribed

by

�(b= 0;T)= �0 � G0 ln(T0=T); �(b= 0)=G 0 > 1 (54)

in the W L-regim e,speci�cally for

T > T1 � T0 exp(�0=G 0 � 1): (55)

In thelocalized regim e(T < T1 correspondingto �(b= 0)< G 0),weassum ethattheconductivity in ourtoy-m odelis

dueto som eactivation m echanism (which isnotthecasein ourexperim entsdescribed below,butneverthelessre
ects

qualitatively the behaviorofthe zero-B conductivity,when itissm all),

�(b= 0;T)= G 0 exp(1� T1=T); �(b= 0)=G 0 < 1: (56)

Rem arkably,the two expressions Eq.(54) and Eq.(56) for �(b = 0) m atch each other very nicely and are alm ost

indistinguishablein therange0:5. �(b= 0)=G 0 . 1:5forarbitrary�0.W esubstitutetheseconductivitiesin Eq.(48)

with C = 1 and plotthe valueof
�t which would be obtained in an experim enton ourtoy-system .

The results ofsuch an experim ent are shown in Fig.4. It is clearly seen that the \experim entally extracted"

dephasing rate deviates in the low-T lim it from the true one,which by de�nition is described by a straight line.

M oreover,the saturation of the dephasing, occurring when �(b = 0) < G 0;becom es evident at su�ciently low

tem peratureseven forhigh enough Drude conductivities(the higheristhe conductivity,the loweristhe \saturation

tem perature"). O n the other hand,at high tem peratures,
�t is linear-in-T;for all�0,im plying that the �tting

proceduregivesa reasonablehigh-T behaviorofthe dephasing tim e.

W e conclude that the �tting ofthe M C with the use ofthe W LM C-expression cannot serve to obtain the real

tem perature behaviorofthe phase-breaking tim e at�(b= 0). G 0:M oreover,atsuch low conductivitiesthe �tting

procedurem ay yield seem ingly a spurioussaturation ofthe \experim entally extracted" dephasing rateatT ! 0.
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FIG .4:Illustration oflow-tem peraturesaturation of�’ obtained \experim entally" forthetoy-m odelwith di�erentkF l-values:

(a) { kF l= 3 (T1 = 0:033 K ),(b) { kF l= 2,(T1 = 0:76 K ),and (c) { kF l= 1:5 (T1 = 3:7 K ).Upper panels show the

tem perature dependencesof
true = T=T0,T0 = 150 K (dashed lines)and 
�t (solid lines)found from Eq.(48)with the use of

T-dependenceof�(b= 0)and �(b� 1)shown in lowerpanels.

D . E�ect ofsecond-loop corrections to the M C :sum m ary

W e can sum m arizethe resultsofthe preceding sectionsasfollows:

1.B = 0;W L contribution.Theterm softhesecond and third ordersin 1=g canceloutin therelativeinterference

correction in zero m agnetic �eld.Thism eansthatfornum ericalreasonsthe tem perature dependence of��W L

atB = 0 isexperim entally justthe sam easforthe caseg � 1,down to low enough valuesof�’ (2� 3)G0:

��W L(T)

G 0

= � �ln

�
�’(T)

�

�

; where�= 1: (57)

2.B 6= 0;no interaction. The term softhe second orderin 1=g do notin
uence the shape ofthe m agnetic �eld

dependence ofthe interference correction leading only to the decreasing ofthe prefactor. Therefore,the M C

dueto suppression ofthe W L isdescribed by Eq.(10a)

��(b)

G 0

= �W L

�

 

�
1

2
+



b

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

b

�

� ln


�

; (58)

with the prefactor�W L decreasing as�W L = 1� G0=� with lowering � down to �’ (2� 3)G 0.
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3.Coulom b interaction;1=�’ � 
B � T.The com bined e�ectofthe weak localization and Coulom b interaction

leadsto m agnetic-�eld dependentcorrectionsto the conductivity ofthe sam e orderin 1=g asin previouscase.

Athigh tem peratures,T � 
B ,them ain e�ectisin theB -dependenceofthedephasing tim e,which isre
ected

in the correction to the high-B asym ptoticsofthe digam m a-function form ula,Eqs.(10){ (14),

�[��(B )]�
�2

2

�
1


B �’(B )
�

1


B �’(0)

�

’
�2

2g

T


B

ln

�
T

g
B

�

: (59)

Also,in this range ofB ,the M aki-Thom pson correction to the M C dom inatesoverthe DoS-correction in the

Cooperchannel.

4.Coulom b interaction,stronger m agnetic �eld,T � 
B � 1=�. The com bined e�ect ofthe weak localization

and Coulom b interaction yieldsa logarithm iccontribution to theM C,��= (G 0=�)ln[1=(
 B �)].Therefore,the

totalprefactor�in theM C isgiven by � 2 = 1� 2G0=�.ThissuggeststhatiftheM C is�tted by Eq.(10),in the

rangeofm agnetic �eldsT � 
 B � 1=�,the decrease ofthe prefactor� isdue to the second-loop corrections.

Note,thattaking into accountthe contribution ofthe tripletchannelto ��C W L (neglected above)reducesthe

contribution ofe-e interaction to the prefactorofthe logarithm icconductivity correction,sim ilarly to the case

ofthe �rst-orderAltshuler-Aronov correction [84]. W e also recallthatthe correction due to interaction in the

Cooperchannelisdom inated by the DoS correction atsuch m agnetic�elds.

5.B > B tr. In this range ofm agnetic �elds the logarithm ic correctionsto the M C vanish. However,there are

B -independent corrections / (G 0=�)ln(T�) com ing from the second-loop contributions,both from the non-

interacting contribution (W L in the unitary ensem ble) and from the cross-term (Coulom b plus W L).These

correctionsare im portantatlow enough conductivities,when they can givean appreciablecontribution to the

prefactorofthe T-dependenceofthe high-B conductivity.

6.Dephasing tim e. The �tting ofthe M C by the W LM C-expression givesa correctvalue ofthe dephasing rate

for�(B = 0)& 3G 0. The T-dependence of�’ isgiven by a solution ofthe self-consistentequation (6)rather

than by the �rst iteration ofthis equation for interm ediate conductances. W hen applied in the W I regim e,

�O < L’ < �U ,the W LM C-expression yieldsthe value of
�t which isnotproportionalto the true dephasing

rate,butcontainsinform ation aboutthe localization length,�O :

The aboveresultsareillustrated in Fig.5.In the W L-regim e,the m agnetoconductivity asa function ofbbehaves

di�erently in the four regionsofthe m agnetic �eld,I:b < b’; II:b’ < b < bT ; III:bT < b < 1;and IV :b > 1.

Here b’ = �=�’ = 
 is given by the dephasing rate and bT = T� is set by the tem perature. In the region I,the

M C is quadratic. In the region II,the deviation from the W LM C-form ula Eq.(10) is determ ined by the im pact

ofthe m agnetic �eld on the dephasing,and therefore other second-loop corrections are irrelevant. The region II,

however,shrinksto zero with decreasing conductance,�! G 0.In theregion III,theB -dependenceofthedephasing

isno longercrucial.The M C isgiven by Eq.(10)and the value ofthe prefactor� isdeterm ined by the second-loop

contributions,Eq.(47).Ifthe�ttingprocedureiscarried outin therangeofB involvingthe�eldssuch thatb� bT ;it

isthisvalueoftheprefactorwhich isexpected tobefound experim entally.In theW I-regim e,theregion IIdisappears,

whilethevalueofthem agnetic�eld b�,wherethecrossoverbetween theparabolic(region I)and logarithm ic(region

III)M C occurs,isdeterm ined by thelocalization length �O :b� � (l=�O )
2.TheM C in theregion I(b< b�)isbeyond

thescopeofthepresentpaper.O n theotherhand,theM C in theregion IIIhasthesam eorigin asin theW L-regim e

and can be �tted by Eq.(10).

In whatfollowswepresenttheexperim entalresultsobtained in a widerangeofconductivity.W estartouranalysis

from thesim plercaseofhigh conductivity and follow whathappenswith theW L and M C with changing T and kF l;

and thus with the decreasing ofthe conductivity. W e com pare the experim entalresultswith the above theory and

�nd a quantitativeagreem entbetween the theory and the experim ent.

V . EX P ER IM EN T

In order to test quantitatively such re�ned theoreticalpredictions as presented above,suitable two-dim ensional

structureshavetobeused.Firstofall,thestructuresshould bebased on m aterialswith singlevalley energyspectrum .

O nly one size-quantized subband should be occupied. Electrons should be only in the quantum well,no electrons

should be in the doping layers. Finally,to avoid spin-dependent e�ects,the structures have to be sym m etricalin

shape in the growth direction. The single quantum wellheterostructuresbased on A 3B 5 sem iconductorsm etthese

requirem ents.W ehaveinvestigated threetypesoftheG aAs/InxG a1�x As/G aAssinglequantum wellstructures.They

aredistinguished by a \starting" nom inaldisorderthatisachieved by a di�erentm annerofdoping.
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FIG .5: Schem atic representation ofthe low-�eld quantum m agnetoconductivity. Arrows show characteristic m agnetic �elds

which m ark o� theregionswith di�erentbehaviorofm agnetoconductivity (see text).Itshould be em phasized thattheregion

IIIism uch widerthan regionsIand IIin ourcase (see Table I).

A . Experim entaldetails and sam ples

Theheterostructureswith 80�A-In0:2G a0:8Assinglequantum wellin G aAsweregrown by m etal-organicvapor-phase

epitaxy on a sem i-insulatorG aAssubstrate.Structure H451 with high starting disorderhad Si� �� doping layerin

thecenterofthequantum well.Theelectron density n and m obility �in thisstructureweren = 0:89� 1016 m �2 and

�= 0:23 m 2/Vs.Structure Z88 had lowerstarting disorderbecause the doping � layerswere disposed on each side

ofthe quantum welland were separated from itby the 60 �A spacerofundoped G aAs. The param etersofstructure

Z88 were n = 5:1� 1015 m �2 and � = 1:3 m 2/Vs. Finally,the third structure 3509 had not� doping layers. The

conductivity ofthisstructure waslessthan 10�2 G 0 atliquid helium tem peratures.The thicknessofundoped G aAs

cap layerwas3000 �A forallstructures.The sam pleswere m esa etched into standard Hallbarsand then an Algate

electrode wasdeposited by therm alevaporation onto the cap layerofthe structuresH451 and Z88 through a m ask.

VaryingthegatevoltageVg from 0:0 to � 3::� 4V wedecreased theelectron density in thequantum welland changed

kF lfrom 9� 30,for di�erentsam ples,down to ’ 1 (the values ofkF land B tr have been experim entally found as

described in Appendix D).Theconductivity ofstructure3509waschanged via illum ination by lightofa incandescent

lam p through a light guide. Due to persistent conductivity e�ect we were able to increase the conductivity and

electron density forthisstructure up to approxim ately 60G 0 and 5� 1015 m �2 ,respectively,changing the duration

and intensity ofillum ination. Severalsam plesofeach structureshave been m easured and they alldem onstrate the

universalbehavior.

B . O verview ofthe experim entalresults

The tem perature dependences ofthe zero-B resistivity � m easured at severalkF l-values controlled by the gate

voltage for one ofthe sam ples m ade from structure Z88 are presented in Fig.6(a). A thorough analysis ofthese

dependenceshasbeen donein Ref.31.Ithasbeen shown thatthe�-versus-T dependencesarecloseto thelogarithm ic

ones for kF l& 2 overthe actualtem perature range. For the lowerkF l-values,when the conductivity is less than

e2=h;a signi�cantdeviation from thelogarithm icbehaviorisobserved.Thetem peraturedependencesofconductivity

are welldescribed within the fram ework ofthe conventionaltheory ofthe quantum correctionsdown to kF l’ 2. It

hasbeen also shown thattheinterferencecontribution to theconductivity forB = 0 exceedsthecontribution dueto
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FIG .6: (a) The tem perature dependence ofthe resistivity for structure Z88,m easured at di�erent kF lvalues: 1.6;2.2;2.9;

7.7;12.8;17.9 (from the top to the bottom ). Horizontallines show the valuesof�
� 1

0
= (�kF lG 0)

� 1
where kF lwas found as

described in Appendix D .(b)The �xx-versus-B dependencesm easured forkF lfrom the leftpanelatT = 1:5 K .

the electron-electron interaction in 3� 5 tim es.

Theexperim entalm agnetic-�elddependencesof�xx m easuredatT = 1:5K forthedi�erentkF l-valuesarepresented

in Fig.6(b). W e restrict our consideration to the range oflow m agnetic �eld. In these �elds the negative M R is

com pletely determ ined by the interference e�ects which is subject ofthis paper. The high-m agnetic-�eld M R and

the role ofelectron-electron interaction have been studied in detailsin Ref.51 and we willnotconsiderthem here.

Even a cursory exam ination ofFig.6(b)showsthattheM R-curvesareclosein theshapeforallkF l-values,whilethe

m agnitude ofthe resistivity � atlow tem perature isvaried by m ore than two orders.Thisism ore clearly seen from

Fig.7 where ��(B )= 1=� xx(B )� 1=�xx(0)plotted asa function ofreduced m agnetic �eld,b= B =B tr.Letusnow

analyzethe experim entalresultsstarting with the caseofhigh conductivity.

1. High conductivities,�> 20G 0

In thecaseofsu�ciently high zero-B conductivities,�> 20G 0;thevalueofkF l> 6 islargeenough and ��� �0 in

ourtem peraturerange.ThereforetheuseofW LM C-expression (10)isreally warranted.ForstructureZ88,theresults

ofthe �toverthe m agnetic �eld range from 0 to 0.25 B tr with � and 
 = �=�’ as�tting param etersare presented

in Fig.7 by dashed lines(the �tovernarrowerm agnetic �eld range givesthe close valuesofthe �tting param eters
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FIG .7:(a)The value of�� asa function ofreduced m agnetic �eld,b= B =B tr,m easured forstructure Z88 atT = 1:5 K and

di�erentkF lvalues. Solid curvesare the experim entaldata,dashed curvesare the best�tby Eq.(10)with 
 and � given in

Table I.

to an accuracy of15% ). The corresponding valuesof� and 
 are given in Table I. ItisevidentthatEq.(10)well

describestheexperim entaldata.Asseen from Fig.8,wherethe resultsofsuch a data treatm entarecollected forall

thestructures,theprefactor�iscloseto unity thatagreeswith thelow valueof
< 2� 10�2 � 1.Thusweconclude

thatthe �tting proceduregivesthe valueof�’ which can be directly attributed to the phaserelaxation tim e.

Letuscom paretheextracted valuesofthedephasingtim ewith thetheory ofthedephasingoutlined in Section IIA.

The experim entaldependencesof�’(�)are presented in Fig.9. In the sam e �gure we show the solution ofEq.(8)

with F �
0 from therange� 0:45:::� 0:25 thatcorrespondsto Kee = 0:::0:55 obtained forthestructurespresented here

in Ref.51. Asseen the experim entaldata are in satisfactory agreem entwith the theory ofRef.46. At�rstglance,

it seem s that we are able to determ ine the value ofF �
0 from experim entally obtained values ofthe phase-breaking

tim e. However,ouranalysisshowsthat the totaluncertainty in determ ination ofthe phase relaxation tim e due to

theneglectofthem agnetic�eld dependenceofthedephasing rateand dueto thein
uenceofballistice�ects[60]can

beestim ated as20� 30% thatobviously doesnotallow usto determ ineF�0 by thisway reliably.Thus,weassessthe

dephasing rateobtained experim entally forhigh conductivity asagreeing with the theoreticalprediction.
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FIG .8:The conductivity dependence ofthe �tting param eters

� 1

(a)and prefactor � (b)forstructuresZ88 (circles),H451

(squares),and 3509 (diam onds),T = 1:5 K .(c)The experim entalvalue ofthe prefactor � in the tem perature dependence of

theinterferencequantum correction atB = 0 (fullsym bols)and theslope oftheexperim ental�-versus-ln T dependence(open

sym bols)asfunctionsofthe conductivity atT = 1:5 K forstructure Z88.Curvesin allpanelsare provided asa guide forthe

eye.

TABLE I:The param etersforthe structuresZ88 (T-dependentquantitiesare given atT= 1.5 K ).

�(G 0) kF l B tr(Tesla) � �’ (10� 12 s) 

� 1

bT

50.9 17.9 0.029 0.9 23.3 69 0.073

18.7 7.7 0.12 0.79 13.6 73 0.037

4.66 2.9 0.64 0.53 9.1 96 0.019

2.2 2.2 1.06 0.35 7.8 104 0.015

0.575 1.6 1.64 0.14 5.9 92 0.013



22

0.1 1 10 100
1

10

100

Eq. (7)

Eq. (8), F
0

σ
=-0.45...-0.25

 

T=1.5 K

τ ϕ (
1

0
-1

2
 s

) 
  

 

σ (G
0
) 
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in Fig.8(a)].D ashed line isEq.(7).Shadow strip representsthe solutionsofEq.(8)found num erically fordi�erentvaluesof

F
�
0 from the range � 0:25 (upperbounding line)to � 0:45 (lowerone).

2. Interm ediate and low conductivities,�< 20G 0

Although theW LM C-expression Eq.(10)describestheexperim entalresultsratherwell(seeFig.7),thecorrectness

ofthestandard �tting procedureisquestionableattheseconductivity values.Thisisbecausetheprefactor�reveals

signi�cantdecreasing at�. 10G 0 [see Fig.8(b)],im plying thatthe second �tting param eter
 can in principle lose

the m eaning ofthe ratio of� to �’. Therefore it is necessary either to understand the reasons ofsuch a decrease

or to use another theoreticalm odel. In what follows we willtry to em ploy the results ofSection IV to describe

the experim entaldata. W e willshow that the decrease of� can be understood within the fram ework ofthe weak

localization theory extended to include the correctionsofthe second orderin 1=g.Thism eansthatthe value of
�t
extracted experim entally can beconsidered asthetruevalueof�=�’ down to �’ 3G 0.Rem arkably,itturnsoutthat

even in the case oflow zero-B conductivities0:1G 0 < �(B = 0)< 3G 0;Eq.(10)describesthe m agnetoconductance

shape perfectly (see Fig.7). M oreover,surprisingly,this procedure givesthe valuesofthe param eter�’,which are

closeto thatfound from Eq.(8)down to 0:1G 0 [seeFig.9].

C . C om parison w ith the self-consistent theory ofthe M C

Before applying the approach developed in theoreticalpartofourpaperto the experim entaldata,letususe the

self-consistentK leinert-Bryksin theory oftheAnderson localization in a m agnetic�eld.According to Ref.77 �(B )is

the solution ofthe following self-consistentequation
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where D itselfdependson � asD = �=(e 22�).The experim ental�-versus-B dependencestogetherwith the solution

ofEq.(60) for two values ofthe conductivity are shown in Fig.10. It is evident that even for the relatively high

conductivity �(B = 0)= 18:7G 0 Eq.(60)describesthe experim entnoticeably worse than Eq.(10). In the case of

low � the theory by K leinertand Bryksin [77]gives fully incorrectbehavior of�(B ). O ne can try to im prove the

expression Eq.(60)treating self-consistently notonly thedi�usion constantbutalsotheother�-dependentquantities

in Eq.(60),e.g. using the self-consistent equation (6) for �’. However,the num ericalcalculation shows that this

m odi�cation ofEq.(60)doesnotchangethe resultssigni�cantly.

V I. A N A LY SIS O F T H E EX P ER IM EN TA L R ESU LT S:W L B EY O N D O N E LO O P

A . P refactor in the W LM C -form ula

Let us recallnow the possible reasons which can in principle lead to decrease ofthe prefactor �. They were

considered in Section IIB.Below wewilldiscusssom eofthem which could berelevantin oursituation in m oredetail.

Firstofall,the decreaseof�with decreasing � cannotobviously resultfrom the violation ofthe di�usion regim e,

even fornotvery high �;because the ratio of�’ and � isalm ostindependentofthe conductivity and rem ainshigh

enough,as illustrated by Fig.8 (a). Also,the range ofm agnetic �elds,where the �tting ofthe M C-curves was

perform ed,b. 0:25,doesnotinclude the ballisticrangeof�elds,B & B tr:

Second,the decrease in the prefactor can in principle result from the contribution ofthe e-e interaction in the

Cooperchannel. Itisapparentthattreating the constant�0 in Eq.(18)asa �tting param eter,asisusually done,

weareableto describeform ally theexperim entaldata by the sum ofEq.(15)and Eq.(10)with �= 1.W hatisthe
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FIG .11:Theprefactor� plotted againstthetem perature (a)and conductivity (b)when the latterchangeswith tem perature.

Circles correspond to structures Z88 when the value ofkF l,controlled by the gate voltage,is 1:6 (solid circles),2:0 (open

circles),and 2:9 (half-�lled circles);diam ondsare data for structure 3509 with kF l’ 1:5. Solid linesare provided as a guide

forthe eye,the line in (b)isjustthe sam e asin Fig.8 (b).

result? Forexam ple,processingtheexperim ental��-versus-(B )curvesforactualconductivity range(�atT = 1:5 K

isabout5G 0)wehaveobtained thatthevalueofseed constant�0 changesfrom �0 ’ 4 atT = 3 K to �0 ’ � 0:62 at

T = 0:46 K .Thus,the interaction constantchangeswith tem perature notonly the value but,m oreover,the sign.It

isclearthatthisresultism eaningless.Ifwe�x the interaction constant,say,atthe value�0 = � 0:62 corresponding

to the best �t for T = 0:46 K ,we obtain drastic positive m agnetoresistance for T = 3 K instead ofnegative one

observed experim entally. Therefore,already the form al�tting procedure dem onstrates that the electron-electron

interaction in theCooperchannelisnotresponsibleforthedecreaseoftheprefactorwith conductivity decreaseunder

ourexperim entalconditions.

However,as discussed in Section III,the actualvalue ofthe e�ective interaction constant �c(T) yields a sm all

correctionsto the M C (asan exam ple,see Fig.3),which cannotbe responsible fora drastic decrease of�. Thisis

m ainly because the ratio E F =T � 102 � 103 isvery large in structuresinvestigated. Therefore the relevance ofthe

interaction correctionsin the Cooperchannelcan be ruled outin the presentexperim ent.Also,we see from Fig.11

thattem peraturedependenceofthe prefactorisdeterm ined by theT-dependenceofthe conductivity ratherthan by

the T-dependenceofthe e�ective interaction in the Cooperchannel,�c(T),

Letus�nally apply the approach described in Section IV. Recallthatthe lowering ofthe conductivity (i)should

notchange the T-dependence ofthe interference correction in zero m agnetic �eld [see Eq.(57)]and (ii)should not

in
uence the shape ofthe m agnetic �eld dependence of� leading only to lowering ofthe prefactor in dependence

��(B )asgiven by Eq.(47).

The second pointis in a fullagreem entwith ourexperim entalresults. The �tting ofthe M C wascarried outin

m agnetic �elds up to b � bT forallthe curves,and therefore the prefactorin Eq.(10)is determ ined by the range

T � 
B ;whereitisgiven by Eq.(47).Asseen from Fig.7,Eq.(10)describesthe data perfectly.The conductivity

dependence ofthe �tting param eter� can be welldescribed by Eq.(47),asFig.12 shows.W e see thatthe second-

order perturbative correction to the prefactor,arising in Eq.(46),describes the reduction of� down to kF l� 5

corresponding to �� 0:8 [Fig.12 (a)].M oreover,asdiscussed in Section IV A and in Appendix B,a betterresultcan

beachieved atlowerconductivity ifonereplaces�0 by �(b& 1)obtained fortheunitary ensem ble.Thisisillustrated

by Fig.12(b)in which an excellentagreem entisevidentdown to �(b= 1)’ (2� 3)G0 correspondingto �� 0:2� 0:3.

From a practicalpoint ofview,it is m ore convenient to use the zero-B value ofthe conductivity in Eq.(47). W e

see from Fig.12(c)thatthisalso nicely describesthe reduction ofthe prefactor�,down to slightly highervaluesof
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are Eq.(47),dashed line isEq.(61)

�� 0:4� 0:5.

An im portantfeatureoftheprefactor�isthatitdependson thetem peraturem ostly via theT-dependenceofthe

conductivity,as follows from Fig.11. Indeed,the values ofthe prefactor �(T) obtained for di�erent tem peratures

perfectly lie on the sam e�-versus-�(b= 0)curve.W e thussee thatEq.(47)provesto be ratheruniversal.Both the

tem perature and the disorderstrength a�ectthe value of�only through theirin
uence on the conductivity,so that

the experim entalpointsfordi�erentsam ples,densities,and tem peraturesaredescribed by a single�-versus-� curve

in a broad rangeofconductivity.

Itis tem pting to interpretthe above universality asan experim entalcon�rm ation ofthe scaling ofthe M C with

the m agnetic�eld.Then the conductivity dependence ofthe prefactor� m ightbe interpreted asthe experim entally

determ ined �-function governing the renorm alization ofthe M C.Although in Appendix B wehaveshown thatthere

isno such scaling in the whole conductivity range (since itisviolated in the third-loop order),an em piricalform ula

resem blingthoseused fortheinterpolation ofthescaling�-function between theW L and SL regim es(see,e.g.Ref.86)

�’
�

2
ln

 

1+ 2=�
p
1+ 4=�2

!

(61)

appearsto describe the prefactorofthe M C down to �(b = 0)’ (1� 2)G0:This can be seen in Fig.12(c),where

Eq.(61)ispresented by a dashed curve.

Anotherprediction ofSection IV isthatthe tem peraturedependence of� atB = 0 which includesboth the weak

localization and the electron-electron interaction correction forthe interm ediateconductanceshasto be the sam e as

forthe case�� G 0,

�(T)

G 0

=
�0

G 0

� �ln

�
�’(T)

�

�

+ K ee ln

�
kB T�

~

�

; (62)

with �= 1(ifoneneglectsthecorrectionsin theCooperchannel).O urm easurem entsshow thatin theheterostructures

investigated,the tem perature dependence of� isactually logarithm ic within the tem perature range from 0:45 K to
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FIG .13: The conductivity at T= 1.5 K as a function ofkF l. The value ofkF lwas obtained as described in Appendix D .

D ashed line isprovided asa guide forthe eye,solid line is�0 = �kF lG 0

4:2K whilethevalueof�rem ainshigherthan (1:0� 1:5)G0,correspondingtokF l& 2.Theslopeofthe�-versus-lnT

dependenceasafunction of�atT = 1:5K isshown in Fig.8(c)by open sym bols.In orderto obtain theexperim ental

value ofthe prefactor� we havesubtracted from these data the valuesofK ee which havebeen obtained justforthe

sam e sam plesin Ref.51.The �nalresultsare shown in Fig.8(c)by solid sym bols.Com paring �gures8(b)and 8(c)

onecan seethattheprefactor�in M R noticeably deviatesdown from unity at�’ (7� 8)G 0,whereastheprefactor

� in the tem perature dependence of� atB = 0 rem ainscloseto unity down to �’ 1G 0 (deviationsfrom unity can

beattributed to thecontribution oftheinteraction in theCooperchannel).Atlower� itism eaninglessto determ ine

�,becausethe tem peraturedependence of� no longerobeysthe logarithm iclaw.

Figure 13,in which the �-versus-kF ldependence isplotted,illustrateshow strongly the quantum correctionscan

suppresstheclassicalconductivityatlow tem perature.Asseen thevalueof�isveryclosetotheDrudeconductivityat

high kF lvaluesand signi�cantly lessthan thatatlow kF l.Forinstance,theratio�=�0 forT = 1:5K isapproxim ately

equalto 0:4 when kF l’ 2:5,so thatthe interferenceand interaction correctionsto theconductivity (from which the

�rstoneisthem ain [31])strongly suppresstheclassicalconductivity atlow tem peratureswhen theparam eterkF lis

sm allenough.

W e arrive at the conclusion that using Eq.(10) we obtain reliably the value ofthe phase relaxation tim e with

decreasing the conductivity down to the value ofabout 3G 0. As seen from Fig.9 the values of�’ found in this

way dem onstrate a good agreem ent with the dephasing theory.[46]Taking into account term s ofthe second order

in 1=g in the W L theory allows us to understand quantitatively the m agnetic �eld and tem perature dependences

ofthe conductivity for two-dim ensionalstructures with di�erent nom inaldisorderdown to the value ofthe zero-B

conductivity about� e2=h. The m axim alvalue ofthe weak localization correction reaches80� 90% ofthe Drude

conductivity atlowesttem perature,T = 0:45 K .Forthe structuresinvestigated thiscorrespondsto the value ofthe

param eterkF lcloseto two.
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Solid line isa guide forthe eye.(d)The values�
� 1

’ plotted againstT
p
.Solid linesshow extrapolation to T = 0.

B . Tem perature dependence ofthe dephasing rate

In thissubsection weconsiderthetem peraturedependenceof�’ extracted from the�ttingoftheM C bytheW LM C-

expression Eq.(10).In accordancewith thetheory [seeequationsEq.(6)and Eq.(8)]weplottheexperim entalvalues

of��1’ asa function ofT in Fig.14 (a).Asseen from this�gure,thetem peraturedependence of�’ can be perfectly

described by the linear-in-T function ��1’ = T=T0 and,thus,�’ tendsto in�nity when T goesto zero,when kF l& 5.

At lower values ofkF l;however,a linear extrapolation of��1’ -versus-T dependence gives a nonzero value of�’ at

zero tem perature.Such a behaviorof�’ with tem perature,known asphenom enon oflow-tem perature saturation of

the phaserelaxation tim e,wasa centralpointofstorm discussion in the literatureduring the lastfew years(forthe

recentreview oftheproblem and forrelevantreferencesseeRef.87).However,wedem onstratebelow thattheresults

presented herehavenothing to do with the saturation ofthe truedephasing tim e �’ atT ! 0:

Letus�rstfollow a standard route and plotourresultsin double-logarithm ic scale. O ne can see thatthe experi-

m entalT-dependencesof�’ (found from �’ = �=
�t)arewelldescribed by thepowerlaw �’ = (T=T0)
�p [Fig.14(b)].

The exponent p is close to unity in wide kF l-range from 20 to 5;and slowly decreases when kF lbecom es sm aller

[Fig.14 (c)].Ifwereplottheexperim entaldata in the��1’ -vs-T p coordinates,wewillseethat��1’ again goesto zero

when the tem perature tends to zero [Fig.14 (d)]. Thus,the analysisofthe tem perature dependence ofthe �tting

param eter
�t showsthattheseem ing saturation in Fig.14can bein principleexplained assum ing thatthedephasing

rate is not linear-in-T at low enough tem peratures and conductances. Indeed,it looks plausible that the 1=T-law
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changesto som e 1=T p-law with p < 1 when the param eterkF ldecreases. Since �’ depends on the conductance �

which itselfdepends on the tem perature,the tem perature dependence of�’ m ay be m ore com plicated than sim ple

T �1 law.

Already the above consideration shows that our results cannot serve as the experim entalcon�rm ation of the

low tem perature saturation of the phase relaxation tim e. W e em phasize, however,that as discussed above,the

experim entalvalueof�’ ism erely thevalueofthe�tting param eterofm agnetoresistance.Itcan di�erfrom thetrue

phaserelaxationtim eatB = 0when theconductancein nothigh,and thisispreciselywhathappensin ourexperim ent.

In particular,this m akes it ofa little sense to analyze the behavior ofexponent p. M oreover,as dem onstrated in

Section IV C and in Appendix C,thevalueofthe�tting param eter
�t doessaturatewhen theconductivity atB = 0

becom es low. This im plies that within the W I regim e,the experim entally extracted value ofthe dephasing tim e

deviatesstrongly from the trueone.In fact,thetwo quantitiesarecloseonly when �(b= 0;T)& 2G 0,otherwisethe

�tting givestheinform ation aboutthe localization length instead ofthe truedephasing tim e.In Fig.15 wecom pare

the experim entally obtained values of
�t with those predicted by Eq.(48),using the experim entalvalues ofthe

conductivitiesand ofthe prefactor�.

Unfortunately,it is not easy to determ ine experim entally the strong-B value ofthe conductivity �(b � 1) in-

volved in Eq.(48),because atstrong m agnetic �eldsthe e�ectsthatare beyond the W L-theory becom e im portant.

Therefore we have chosen to replace �(b � 1) by �(b = k F l=2) to be con�dent that we are stilldealing with the

W L-conductivities.Hencewem istreatpartially aT-independentballisticcontribution,sothatthefactorC in Eq.(48)

cannotbedeterm ined reliably in thisway.However,thetem peraturedependenceof
�t should coincidewith Eq.(48)

up to a num ericalfactor.Thisisclearly seen in Fig.15.Thuswe con�rm the validity ofthe expression Eq.(48)for

theexperim entally extracted valueofthedephasing rate.Asdiscussed in detailin Section IV C,thisexpression yields

a rather com plicated T-dependence of
�t at low conductances,but this dependence cannot be directly connected

with the T-dependenceofthe true �’.

To conclude this subsection,we have shown thatthe seem ing low-T saturation ofthe dephasing tim e atkF l. 5

is nothing but an artifactofthe �tting procedure,which fails to yield the true value ofthe dephasing rate at low

conductances. Atthe sam e tim e,the shape ofthe M C isstillperfectly described by the W LM C-expression atsuch

conductances,butin e�ectwith the localization length playing a roleofthe dephasing length.

C . D iscussion

Now we are in position to understand in whatregim e the 2D electron gasconsidered here is. Thisisdeterm ined

by the characteristic length scales �O ,�U and L’ as wasconsidered in the beginning ofthis paper (see Section I).

Asan exam ple,Fig.16(a)showsthe relationship between these lengthsforstructure Z88 asa function ofkF l. The

valuesof�O and �U havebeen calculated using Eq.(2)and Eq.(3),respectively,whereasthelength L’ =
p
D �’ has

been found using D and �’ obtained experim entally. Itisclearly seen thatthe value ofL’ isalwayslessthan both

�O and �U when kF l& 2 and approaches�O with lowering kF l.Thisisa directm anifestation ofthefactdiscussed in

Section IV C:theexperim entally extracted valueofthephase-breaking length saturateswith decreasing conductance

at the value determ ined by the localization length �O . This happens in a narrow range of1:3 < kF l< 2,where

the two curvesin Fig.16 com e close to each other. Note,the low-tem perature conductivity in thiskF lrange varies

several-fold [see Fig.16(b)]reaching valueslessthan G 0. Analogoussituation takesplace forotherheterostructures

investigated.

Thus,weinferthattheelectron gasin ourcaseisin theW L regim eatT = 1:5K forvaluesofkF llargerthan 2.For

lowervaluesofkF lthe system isin the W Iregim e atT = 1:5 K .W e rem ind thatthe m agnetoconductivity can still

be described by the W LM C-expression Eq.(10)in the W Iregim e,even though the conductivity atlow tem perature

becom eslessthan G 0 atlow kF lvalues.Thisholdsdown to kF l’ 1 which isthelowestvalueofkF lachieved in the

presentexperim entand thusaddressed in thispaper.W ethereforeconcludethatthetheory ofthem agnetoresistance

developed forthe SL regim eisinapplicableto ourcase.

V II. C O N C LU SIO N

W e have studied the negative m agnetoresistance ofa two-dim ensionalelectron gasin a weak transverse m agnetic

�eld B . The analysis has been carried out in a wide range ofthe zero-B conductances, including the range of

interm ediate conductances(m easured in unitsofe2=h),g � 1. Thisrange correspondsto the crossoverbetween the

low (g � 1) and high (g � 1) conductances. Furtherm ore,we have considered the regim e ofa \weak insulator",

when the zero-B conductance is low g(B = 0)< 1 due to the localization at low tem perature,whereas the Drude

conductanceishigh,g0 � 1;so thata su�ciently weak B delocalizeselectronicstates.
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FIG .15: The tem perature dependence ofthe param eter 
 found from the �tofthe m agnetoconductivity shape by Eq.(10)

(circles), and 
�t calculated from Eq.(48) with C = 1=2 (triangles) with the use of experim entalvalues �,�(b = 0) and

�(b= kF l=2)[as�(b� 1)]forkF l= 1:6 (a),2:9 (b),7:7 (c),and 17:9 (d),structureZ88.Linesare provided asa guideforthe

eye.

Theinterpretation ofexperim entalresultsobtained for2D electron gasin G aAs/InxG a1�x As/G aAssinglequantum

wellstructureshasbeen based on the theory taking into accountterm sofhigh ordersin 1=g. W e have shown that

the standard weak localization theory isadequatefor�& 20G 0.Calculating thecorrectionsofthe nextorderin 1=g

to theM R,stem m ing from theinterferencecontribution and from them utuale�ectofW L and Coulom b interaction,

we haveexpanded the rangeofthe quantitativeagreem entbetween the theory and experim entdown to signi�cantly

lowerconductancesg � 1.

W e have dem onstrated thatatinterm ediate conductancesthe negative M R isdescribed by the standard W LM C-

expression (10),with a prefactor� which decreaseswith decreasing conductance. W e have shown thatatnotvery

high g thesecond-loop correctionsdom inateoverthecontribution oftheinteraction in theCooperchannel(theM aki-

Thom pson and DoS corrections). Thus the second-loop corrections appears to be the m ain source ofthe lowering

ofthe prefactor,� = 1 � 2G 0=�. This form ula describes the experim entally obtained conductivity dependence of

�,provided that the �tting is perform ed in a broad range ofm agnetic �elds,including those where 
 B � T:The

�tting ofthe M R allowsusto m easure the true value ofthe phase breaking tim e within a wide conductivity range,

�= (3� 60)G0.W e haveshown thatthe solution ofthe equation for�’ ratherthan its�rstiteration,describeswell

the �’-versus-� experim entaldependence.

The quantitative agreem ent between the properly m odi�ed W L theory and experim ental results obtained for

interm ediate conductances attests that the m agnetoconductivity m echanism is unam biguously di�usive down to

�’ 3G 0 ’ e2=h.M oreover,an agreem entbetween theextended W L theory and experim entaldata persistsdown to

signi�cantly sm allerzero-B conductivity (W I-regim e),provided thatkF l> 1.In the W Iregim e,theM R can be still

�tted by the W LM C-form ula with a reduced prefactor,butthe experim entally obtained value ofthe dephasing rate

hasnothing to do with thetrueone.Thecorresponding �tting param eter
�t isdeterm ined in thelow-T lim itby the

localization length and m ay thereforesaturatewith atT ! 0.



30

1 10

10
-5

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

L
ϕ

ξ
O

ξ
U

 

 

le
n

g
th

s
 (

c
m

) 

k
F
l

 a 

0.1 1 10 100

 b 

 

  

ξ
O

ξ
U

σ (G
0
)

L
ϕ

FIG .16: The lengths L’ ,�O ,and �U as a function ofkF l(a)and � for T = 1:5 K (b). The values of�O and �U have been

calculated from Eq.(2)and Eq.(3),respectively,the length L’ isobtained using the quantity D and �’ (T = 1:5 K )obtained
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Finally,we havenotinvestigated in detailthe m agnetoconductivity in the truly localized (atlow-T)regim e,when

both the m agnetic length and the phase-breaking length aregreaterthan the localization length.The m echanism of

a �nite-T conductivity in thissituation isnotcom pletely clear,when thedisorderisweak,kF l� 1.Theexperim ents

on such insulatorsrevealfeaturesnotcaptured by the conventional\textbook" hopping picture. A thorough study

ofthe m agnetoresistance in thisregim e istherefore ofa greatim portance forunderstanding ofthe low-T transport

m echanism in such \weakly disordered" insulators.
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A P P EN D IX A :M A K I-T H O M P SO N C O R R EC T IO N T O T H E M A G N ET O C O N D U C T IV IT Y

In thisAppendix weconsiderin detailthecalculation oftheM aki-Thom pson correction.To analyzetheM C arising

due to the M aki-Thom pson correction itisconvenientto presentthiscorrection in the conciseform ,[88,89]which is
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som ewhatdi�erentfrom thatused in Refs.1,2,70,

��
M T =

4e2

�~

Z
d2q

(2�)2

D

D q2 + 
B + 1=�’

�

Z
1

�1

d!

2T sinh
2
(!=2T)

[Im � c(q;!;
B )]
2
j�c(q;!;
B )j

2
: (A1)

The functions� c and �c aregiven by [1,70]

� c(q;!;
B ) = ln

�
2E F e

C

�T

�

� 	c(q;!;
B ); (A2)

	 c(q;!;
B ) =  

 

1
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"

1+
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B + ��1’
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#!

�  

�
1

2

�

; (A3)

�c(q;!;
B ) =

�
1

�0
+ � c(q;!;
B )

�
�1

=

�

ln

�
Tc

T

�

� 	c(q;!;
B )

�
�1

(A4)

where isdigam m afunction.Forsim plicity,in Eq.(A1)instead ofthesum m ation overquantized Cooperon m om enta

weintegratethe Cooperon with the m ass
B overcontinuousq (which issu�cientfor
 B � ��1’ ).

Rem arkably,the form Eq.(A1)ofthe M aki-Thom pson correction (in particularthe frequency integralappearing

there) is characteristic for the inelastic e-e scattering,see e.g. Ref.11,48. The di�erence is that the polarization

operator � c and the e�ective interaction � c are taken in Eq.(A1) in the Cooper channel, instead ofthe usual

particle-holechannel,and them om entum integralinvolvesa Cooperon.Sim ilarly to conventionalinelasticprocesses,

the im aginary partof� c com esonly from the \dynam ical" term � i! in Eq.(A3).

AtB = 0,the q-integralin Eq.(A1)can be splitinto two parts,corresponding to sm all(D q2 � 2�T)and large

(D q2 � 2�T)m om enta.In the�rstcontribution,onecan neglecttheterm sD q2 and (forg � 1)��1’ in thefunction

	 c. Then the q-integralyields a logarithm ic factor ln(T�’) � lng. Furtherm ore,one can replace �c by �c(T).

Perform ing then the frequency integral,wearriveatEq.(16),in agreem entwith Ref.70.

W hen calculatingthecontribution oflargem om enta,D q2 > 2�T,onecan usetheasym ptoticsofdigam m afunction

atlargeargum ent.Then theq-integral,having thestructure
R
(dx=x)(T=x)2 ln

�2
(Tc=x)with x = D q2,isdeterm ined

by thelowerlim itx � 2�T.Theresultofintegration isalso proportionalto �2c(T),butin contrastto thecontribution

ofsm allm om enta, this integraldoes not produce a logarithm ic term lnT�’:Therefore this contribution can be

neglected atg � 1;[70]however,with decreasing g the two contributionsbecom e com parable.

In a�nitem agnetic�eld,thestructureofEqs.(A1{A4)suggeststhatthebehavioroftheM aki-Thom pson correction

dependson the value ofthe param eter
B =2�T.For
 B � 2�T the contribution ofsm allq yieldsthe M R given by

Eq.(20). The contribution oflarge q to the M C dependsonly weakly on B forany g,since to the leading orderin


B =2�T thiscontribution to �� M T isB -independent.

For
B � 2�T,one can again use the asym ptoticsofdigam m a function atlarge argum ent(now forthe arbitrary

m om enta).Them om entum integralisthen determ ined by D q2 � 
B ;yielding

��
M T /

�
2�T


B

� 2
1

ln
2
(2�Tc=
B )

; 
B � 2�T: (A5)

Therefore the M aki-Thom pson contribution to the M C,�� M T (B )= ��M T (B )� ��M T (0);saturatesin the lim itof

high B at�� M T = � ��M T (0);where��M T (0)isgiven by Eq.(16).Thism akesitpossibleto describethebehaviorof

theM aki-Thom pson correction totheM C by Eq.(10a)in thewholerangeofm agnetic�elds,with �M T = � �2�2c(T)=6

and the replacem ent1=� ! 2�T,

�� M T (B )’ �
�2�2c(T)

6
H (b=2�T�;1=2�T�’): (A6)

Although at
B � T thisexpression givestheasym ptoticsdi�erentfrom Eq.(A5),thepreciseway ofthesaturation

ofthe M aki-Thom pson contribution to the M C isirrelevant,since at
B � T the DoS-term dom inates�� C
ee there,

seeSection IV.
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A P P EN D IX B :SC A LIN G O F T H E C O N D U C TA N C E IN T H E C R O SS-O V ER B ET W EEN T H E U N ITA R Y

A N D O R T H O G O N A L EN SEM B LE

O nem ightbetem pted toreform ulatetheresultsofSection IVA in term softherenorm alizationgroup (RG )equation

forthe M C.Thatis,one m ightconjecture the existence ofa single-param eterscaling ofthe M C with the m agnetic

�eld in thecross-overbetween theunitary and orthogonalensem bles.Indeed,thesecond-loop perturbativecorrection

to theM C islogarithm icin B which m ightcorrespond to thescaling oftheM C with lB ,governed by the\cross-over"

�-function,

�U O = �O � �U = �
1

g
+

1

2g2
; g � 1: (B1)

In otherwords,given the value ofthe conductivity atB = B tr [Eq.(31)],one could be able to restorethe M C fora

�xed T in the wide range ofweakerm agnetic �elds(lB � L’)including those where �(B ;T)< G 0,using a single

RG -equation.Starting atb’ 1 from a high conductance,~g0(L’)= g0 � (1=2g0)ln(L’=l)� 1;one would obtain the

following expression forthe renorm alized conductanceatweakerB ,

g(lB ;L’) ’ ~g0(L’)�

�

1�
1

2~g0(L’)

�

ln

�
lB

l

�

(B2)

= g0 �
1

2g0
ln

�
L’

l

�

�

�

1�
1

2g0

�

ln

�
lB

l

�

+ O (1=g30); (B3)

which agreeswith the resultofthe perturbation theory.

However,an analysisofhigherordercorrectionswith thehelp ofEqs.28 and 33 showsthatthereisno truescaling

ofthe M C with lB :Thiscan be seen in the third-loop order,im plying thatan \approxim ate scaling" with lB takes

place only when the conductance is su�ciently high. O n the other hand,the conventionalscaling with the system

size (in the presentcase { with the phase-breaking length L’)isapplicable to the unitary-orthogonalcross-over.[9]

To illustrate this in the nontrivialcase,when the localization length becom es B -dependent (see Section I),we �x

the m agnetic length to be the shortestm acroscopicscale.W e also setthe value ofthe phase-relaxation length to lie

between the two localization lengths,

l� lB � �O � L’ � �U : (B4)

In thissituation,electronsarelocalized atB = 0,butthe m agnetic�eld ischosen to delocalizethe electronicstates.

W e startthe scaling procedure atthe m icroscopic scale,L = l;where g ’ g0 � 1 and increase L up to L = lB .

The renorm alization on such scales(L < lB )isgoverned by the orthogonal�-function (33),and weget

g(L)= g0 � ln

�
L

l

�

+ O

�
ln(L=l)

g
3
0

�

: (B5)

Atscaleslargerthan lB ,thescaling isgoverned by theunitary �-function (28).Thestarting conductanceisgiven by

g(L = lB )= g0 � ln(lB =l)� 1 and we�nd (forbrevity,we m easurethe lengthsin unitsoflbelow),

g(L) = g(lB )�
1

2g(lB )
ln

�
L

lB

�

+ O (1=g3)

’ g0 �
1

2g0
lnL �

�

1�
1

2g0

�

lnlB �
1

2g20
lnlB [lnL � lnlB ]: (B6)

The�rstthreeterm sin thisexpression coincidewith Eq.(B3).Theterm containingthefactor1� 1=2g0 in Eq.(B6)

leadsto the decrease ofthe prefactor� and hasbeen already discussed above. O ne can see,however,thatthe last

term � O (1=g20)in Eq.(B6)appearsto violatethescalingoftheM C with lB ;asseen from thecom parison ofEq.(B6)

and Eq.B3: this term is absent in Eq.(B3). Note that this term cannot be canceled out by higher term s in the

expansion of�-functionsbecausethe1=g3-term svanish in both Eq.(33)and Eq.(28).Taking a derivativeofg(L;lB )

with respectto lB ,one �ndsthatitdoesnotdepend solely on the value ofg(L;lB )itself.In particular,the term of

the type g�20 lnL arises,m eaning the failureofthe conjectured scaling equation Eq.(B1)in the O (1=g2)order.

The above standard scaling procedure allows one to estim ate the localization length �U O at �nite B from the

equation g(�U O )’ 0,yielding

�U O (B )� lB exp
�
[�kF l=2� ln(lB =l)]

2
�
; (B7)
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in agreem entwith Ref.9.

Thus,while the scaling ofthe m agnetoconductance with B does not existatlow renorm alized conductance,one

can neverthelessuse the form ula Eq.(B3)with ~g0 found athigh �eldsb & 1 in a ratherwide range of�elds. This

im pliesthatthee�ectiveprefactor�found from the�tting oftheM C by theW L expression can beapproxim ated by

�W L ’ 1�
G 0

�(b’ 1;T)
; (B8)

when the interaction correctionsareneglected.

A P P EN D IX C :D EP H A SIN G R A T E EX T R A C T ED FR O M W LM C -FO R M U LA

In thisAppendix we derive a generalexpression forthe experim entally extracted value of
�t. W e startwith the

reiteration oftheschem eused forthederivation oftheW LM C-expression and itsgeneralization including thesecond-

loop term s.Forsim plicity,wewillnotconsiderthe contribution of��I�W L
2 in thisAppendix and concentrateon the

interferencecorrections.TheM C ��(b)isde�ned as

��(b)= �(b)� �(0): (C1)

This de�nition is obviously m ore generalthan ��(b) = ��(b)� ��(0);frequently used for g � 1;i.e. when the

conductivity correctionsaresm all,com pared to the Drude conductivity �0.

For g � 1 it is su�cient to take into account only the one-loop W L corrections to � 0 (below we m easure the

conductivitiesin unitsofG 0),

�(b) = �0 + ��(b)’ �0 +  

�
1

2
+



b

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

b

�

+ ��ball; b� 1; (C2)

�(0) = �0 + ��(0)= �0 + ln
+ ��ball: (C3)

Here ��ball accountsfor the non-logarithm ic contributionsofthe ballistic interfering paths with lengths L . land

the non-backscattering processes.[53]In zero B (and actually forb� 1)thiscontribution forthe case ofwhite-noise

disorder(short-rangeim purities)reads[53]

��ball(b= 0)= ln2: (C4)

Using Eqs.(C1),(C2),and (C3),wesee thatthe term s�0 and ��ball from (C2)and (C3)canceloutin Eq.(C1),so

thatthe one-loop m agnetoconductivity �� 1(b)isdeterm ined solely by the logarithm icconductivity corrections,

�� (1)(b)=  

�
1

2
+

b

b

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

b

�

� ln
; b� 1 (C5)

which isjustthe standard W LM C-expression with �= 1.

It is worth em phasizing that the value of
 extracted from the experim ent with the use ofEq.(C5) is m ostly

determ ined by 
 from the last term (ln
) in Eq.(C5),i.e. it com es from ��(b = 0). This can be seen from the

asym ptoticsEq.(14)oftheM C atstrong B .In particular,when theM C islogarithm ic,thevalueof
b entering into

the �rst digam m a function (i.e. related to the dephasing in a �nite B ,hence the subscript b) appears only in the

subleading term O (
=b),seeRef.46.Thisdi�erenceis,however,unim portantfortheone-loop correction to theM C,

butitbecom esessentialwith lowering g.

Now werewriteEq.(C5)in a slightly di�erentform

�� (1)(b) = ��(b)� [�(0)� �0]

’  

�
1

2
+

b

b

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

b

�

+ ��ball� [�(0)� �(b� 1)]: (C6)

Here we have used that �(b � 1) ’ �0 within the one-loop approxim ation,since the ballistic contribution is also

suppressed by a strong m agnetic �eld,��ball(b� 1)! 0. W e thussee thatinstead ofln
 a structure,expressed in

term ofconductivities,�(0)� �(b� 1)� ��ball;appears.

W hen the second-loop perturbativecontribution isincluded,wehavean analogousexpression,seeSection IV A

�� (1+ 2)(b) =
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1�
1

�0
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2
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+ ��ball

� [�(0)� �(b� 1)]: (C7)
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The zero-B conductivity,Eq.(C3),rem ainsunchanged,while the conductivity atstrong B isnow renorm alized by

the second-loop di�uson correction,Eq.(31),�(b� 1)’ � 0 + (1=�0)ln
:Recalling that�W L = 1� 1=�0;weget

�� (1+ 2)(b) = �W L

�

 

�
1

2
+

b

b

�

�  

�
1

2
+
1

b

�

+
1

�W L

h

�(b� 1)� �(0)+ ��ball

i�

; (C8)

im plying thatthe role ofln
 in the generalized W LM C-expression isplayed by the com bination in the lastterm in

Eq.(C8),

ln
�t ! �
1

�W L

h

�(b� 1)� �(0)+ ��ball

i

: (C9)

Thusthe experim entally extracted value ofthe param eter
�t isgiven by


�t = Cballexp

�
1

�W L

h

�(0)� �(b� 1)

i�

; (C10)

whereCballisdeterm ined by theballisticcontribution ��ballwhich dependson thecharacterofdisorder.Forpoint-like

im purities,Cball’ 1=2.

Itturnsoutthatunderthe condition �(b� 1)& 3G 0 (when the second-loop expression for�(b)issu�cient),this

expression isvalid forarbitrary �(b= 0);including �(b= 0)� G 0,i.e.in the W Iregim e.

A P P EN D IX D :EX P ER IM EN TA L D ET ER M IN A T IO N O F T H E D R U D E C O N D U C T IV IT Y

In thisAppendix wedescribehow thevaluesofB tr and kF l;playingapivotalrolein thetheory ofweaklocalization,

can be obtained experim entally.Since B tr isexpressed asB tr = ~=(2el2)whereliselasticm ean freepath,itcan be

found from the Drude conductivity �0 = �kF land electron concentration n = k2
F
=(2�). The electron concentration

can be obtained from the Halle�ect.Thequestion is:how can oneobtain �0?

In the caseofrelatively high conductivity theexperim entallow-tem peraturevalueof� instead of�0 isoften used.

Letusestim atean errorfortheconcretecaseof�0 = 20G 0 and 
= �=�’ = 0:01.Theuseof�= �0+ G 0 ln
’ 15:4G 0

(theinteraction correction isneglected)instead of�0 = 20G 0 fordeterm ination ofB tr leadsto overestim ation ofB tr

by a factor ofabout1:4. In its turn this results in an overestim ation of�’ found experim entally by just the sam e

factor.Anotherpossibility isto m easurethehigh-T valueoftheconductivity,believing thatthequantum corrections

aredestroyed by tem perature.However,athigh tem peraturesthe electron-phonon scattering com esinto play.Also,

theballisticcontribution [48]ofthee-einteraction isT-dependent,thusm akingitdi�cultto determ inethetruevalue

of�0.

In this paperthe value ofthe Drude conductivity hasbeen obtained by subtraction ofthe both interference and

interaction correctionsfrom the experim entalvalue ofthe conductivity atB = 0,using Eq.(62). The value ofK ee

wasm easured forthe structurepresented herein Ref.51.Ithasbeen found thatthe value ofK ee isabout0:3� 0:5

atkF l& 5 and decreaseswith kF l-decrease,alm ostvanishing atthe lowestkF l’ 2.The right-hand sideofEq.(62)

itselfdepends on the value of�=�’,which can be found from the negative m agnetoresistance. Therefore,treating

the interference induced negative m agnetoresistance we used the successive approxim ation m ethod applying both

equationsEq.(10)and (Eq.62).Forthe �rstapproxim ation we set�0 equalto �,found B tr and,then,determ ined


 from the�tofm agnetoresistanceby Eq.(10)using itand �as�tting param eters.Afterthatwesubstituted 
 into

Eq.(62)and found the corrected value of�0 and so on.An outputofthisprocedureisthe value ofthe prefactor�,

the ratio �=�’ = 
 and the value ofthe Drude conductivity �0. Itissu�cientto m ake from �ve to eightiterations

to achieve an accuracy in the determ ination of�0 and 
 betterthan 10% .So com plicated m ethod isnotsigni�cant

forhigh conductivity (� & 50G 0)when the quantum correctionsare relatively sm all.Itshould be noted thatin the

aboveprocedurewedonottakeinto accountthenon-backscatteringcontribution to theweak localization,which gives

an additionaltem peratureindependentpositiveinterferencecontribution equalto G 0 ln 2.[53]In view ofthisand all

otherfactsnotpointed outhere,weestim atean errorin determ ination of�0 to be about� 0:5G0.

[*]Also atA.F.Io�e Physico-TechnicalInstitute,194021 St.Petersburg,Russia.
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