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M otivated by recent experin ental reports, we carry out a Fem i liquid m any-body calculation
of the interaction induced renom alization of the spin susceptibility and e ective m ass in realis-
tic two din ensional (2D ) electron system s as a function of carrier density using the lkading-order
Yadderbubbl’ expansion in the dynam ically screened C oulom b interaction. U sing realisticm aterial
param eters for various sem iconductorfbased 2D system s, we nd reasonable quantitative agreem ent
w ith recent experin ental susceptibility and e ective m ass m easurem ents. W e point out a num ber
of open questions regarding quantitative aspects of the com parison between theory and experin ent

In low-density 2D electron system s.

PACS numbers: 7110w ; 71.10Ca; 7320M f; 73.40.¢

I. NTRODUCTION

It is weltknown that the mutual C oulom b Interaction
between electrons could cause substantial quantitative
m odi cation of therm odynam ic properties (€g. e ective
m ass, soeci cheat, com pressibility, m agnetic susceptibil-
ity) In an interacting electron liquid. T his is the so—called
m any-body renom alization of the Fem i liquid param e-
ters, which hasbeen studied extensively in three din en-—
sionalm eta]s:.'l.and in two din ensional (2D ) sem iconduc—
tor structured fora very long tin e. At zero tem perature
(orm ore generally at low tem peratures, T=Tr 1 where
Tr = Er =kp is the Fem item perature) the m any-body
Fem i liquid renomm alization for a quantum electronic
system is entirely determm ined by the electron density @)
w ith the dim ensionless density param eter ry being de—

ned as the average interelectron separation m easured
in the units of Bohr radius: rg ( n)*™? =33 where
ap = ~?*=(é&?) isthe e ective Bohr radius or a back-
ground (lattice) dielectric constant and a band m assm
{ this de nition of appliesto 2D (n 3D :rs / n =2)
w ih n being the 2D electron density. It is easy to see
that our rs-param eter is proportionalto the ratio of the
average Coulom b potential energy (ie. the interaction
energy) to the noninteracting kinetic energy, and as such
the system is strongly Interacting at large rs (low den-—
sity) and weakly Interacting at amall ry (high densiy).
W e em phasize that our de nition of z does not depend
on the spin (or valley degeneracy In 2D ) of the system .
Studying (@nd com paring theory w ith experim ent) the
density dependence of various Fem i liquid param eters
In Interacting electron liquids has been one of the m ost
In portant and active m any-body research areas In con—
densed m atter physics In 3D m etallic system s (as well
as n nom al He3, a quintessential Ferm i liquid abeit
wih a shortrange interparticle interaction) and m ore
recently, in 2D electron system s con ned in sem iconduc—
tor structures. The 2D system s have the distinct advan—
tage ofthe density being a tunable param eter so that the
density dependence of the Fem i liquid renomm alization

can be studied directly. In this paper, we theoretically
consider the density-dependent m any-body renom aliza—
tion ofthe 2D electronic spin susoeptibility and e ective
m agg, &,91b ct, of considerable recent experin entalactiv—-
ity BRAd8T i 5 num ber of di erent sem iconductor
heterostructures w ith con ned 2D electron system s.

There has been a number of experin ental papers
appearing in the recent literature reporting the low-—
temperature (- 100m K ) m easuyen ent of the susceptbil-
jtyE’ﬂ".ﬁﬂ_a'E'é’E and e ective masf%%% ;n 2D electron sys-
tem s as a function of carrier density in the rg 1 10
param eter range. A lthough som e aspects of the data in
di erent experin ents (and m ore In portantly, the inter—
pretation of the data) have been controversial { m ost
especially on the issue of whether there is a spontaneous
density-driven ferrom agnetic spin polarization transition
at low carrier densities in 2D system s { the experin en—
tal reports convincingly establish a strong enhancem ent
In both the spin susceptibility and e ective mass as a
function of decreasing (increasing) carrier densiy n (in—
teraction param eter ry). T his strong enhancem ent ofthe
susceptibility with decreasing carrier density has been
dem onstrated in 2D electron system scon ned in (100) Si
nversion layers, In G aA s heterostructures, and n AR s
quantum wells. T he typicalenhancem ent in the low tem —
perature susceptbility is In the range ofa factorofl 4
for rg 1 10. In addition to the strong low -density
enhancem ent of the m easured low -tem perature suscepti-
bility, there are several other interesting and intriguing
features in the experin ents. T he susceptibility enhance-
ment shows a m odest dependence on the induced soin
polarization (or equivalently, a change In the soin de-
generacy) In the 2D. system { sihce the susceptibility is
typically m casuredi? by applying an extemal m agnetic

eld to produce a spin splitting in the 2D system , the
susceptbility is invariably m easured in the presence of
nite spin polarization (and the extrapolation to zero
soin polarization m ay not always be uniquely reliabl).
A nother interesting cbserved recent feature, reported In
A 1A squantum well system s, is that the susceptibility en—
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hancem ent is lhrger In the sihglewvalley sem iconductor
system rather than in the multivalley system in con-—
trast to the expectation based on just exchange energy

considerations (since the multivalley system is naively

expected to be more \dilute" as the electrons are be—
Ing shared am ong di erent valleys). The enhancem ent
ofe ective m ass w ith decreasing carrier density was ob—
served In Si inversion layer and G aA s heterostructures.
This m easurem ent is perform ed by exam ning the tem -
perature dependence of the low —tem perature Shubnikov

de H aas oscillation m agniudes. The e ectivem assm ea—
surem ent tums out to be m ore di cult in general. Very

recently, a detailed and extrem ely carefill experim ental
m easuraem ent of densiy dependent e ective m ass, using
several internal consistency checks, has appeared In the

lireraturett .

In this paper, we provide an excellent qualitative
and reasonable quantitative (realistic) theoreticalunder—
standing of the density-dependent 2D spin susceptibil-
ity and e ectivem assm easurem ents at low tem perature.
Our work, in contrast to much of the existing theoreti-
cal literature on the topic, ully incorporates the realistic
quasi2D nature ofthe electron system s (ie. the fact that
these system s have nite widths in the transverse direc—
tion nom alto the 2D planeofcon nem ent, which consid-
erably m odify the C oulom b interaction between the elec—
trons) which is of substantial quantitative in portance in
the experin ental param eter regin e. W e also study the
soin— and the valley-degeneracy dependence of the cal-
culated 2D susceptibility, obtaining In the process qual-
Ttative agreem ent w ith the recent experim ental nding
on the anom alous valley dependence of the suscgptibil-
ity In 2D A A s quantum well structures. (The soin, gs
and the valley degeneracy, g, dependence of the susocep—
tbility enters through the 2D density of state, which is
proportional to gsg,.) O ur best quantitative agreem ent
w ith the experin entally m easured 2D e ective m ass is
obtained for the socalled \on—<hell" selfenergy approxi-
m ation.

In Sec. IT we lay out the theory and form alism of our
calculation. W e present the calculated results for soin
susceptibility in Sec. .]Iiand e ective mass In Sec. -N
for di erent realistic 2D system s. In the end in Sec. .V
w e discuss upon various issues related to our results and
their relations w ith the experim ents.

II. FORM ALISM

W e calculate the T = 0 (param agnetic) soin suscepti-
bility and e ectivem assm ofa quasi2D electron sys—
tem by using the m any-body perturbation theory tech-
nique. T has been knownti for a long tine that for
an elctron system interacting via the Coulomb interac—
tion, the m ost In portant tem s are associated w ith the
Iong e divergence (the so—called Ying’ or bubblk’ di-
agram &3) of the Coulomb interaction, and as such an
expansion in the dynam ically screened Coulomb inter-

action W ith the screening in plem ented by the In nie
series of bubbl’ polarization diagram s) is the appropri-
ate theoretical fram ew ork. Such an expansion is, in fact,
asym ptotically exact n the ry ! 0 high-density lim i,
and is known to work well qualitatively for ry > 1 al-
though is precise regin e of validiy can not be deter-
m Ined theoretically and has to be ascertained by com -
paring w ith experin ents. T he theory becom es progres—
sively quantitatively worse as ry Increases, but unlss a
quantum phase transition intervenes, there isno speci ¢
rs value which necessarily 1im its the qualitative validiy
of the theory. M otivated by the encouraging fact that
this lrading-order expansion in the dynam ically screened
Interaction (hvolving an In nite resumm ation of all the
bubbl diagram s in the electron selfenergy calculation)
seam s to provide a good quantitative descr:iptjon'-ljn for
the them odynam ic properties of the 3D sinple m etals
(rs 3 6),we apply here the sam e theory for interact—
ing electrons in quasi2D sem iconductor structures.
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FIG.1l: Coloronline.) (@) TheRPA ladderbubble series for
the interacting susceptibility with the bold straight line the
interacting G reen’s function and the bold wavy line the dy-
nam ically screened interaction; (o) the noninteracting suscep—
tibility; (c) the D yson’s equation for the interacting G reen’s
function in temm s of the noninteracting G reen’s fiinction and
the selfenergy; (d) the selfenergy in the lading-order ex—
pansion In the dynam ical screening; (e) the D yson’s equation
for the dynam ically screened Interaction in tem s of the bare
Coulomb interaction (thin wavy lines) and the polarization
bubble; (f) a charge uctuation diagram which does not con—
tribute to soin susceptibility; (g) Landau’s interaction func—
tion.

O urm any-body diagram s for the interacting suscepti-
bﬂjtilzljs the so—called \ladderbubble" series as shown in
Fig. { this is a consistent conserving approxin ation for
the susceptibility. D irect calculation of these diagram s
tums out to be di cult for the long ranged Coulomb
interaction. However, at T = 0, Landau showed that

can be equivalently expressed through the Landau’s

interaction fiinction f (k;k% (shown i Fig. |L )) add:
Z
- m (2 )2 e r



where isthePaulispin susceptibility, fo ( ) = £ ;k°)
with k and k° on-shell (ie. k?=2m = k%=2m & Eg))
is the exchange part of Landau’s Interaction function
Fig.d(@ (), istheangkbetweenk and kK°. Sin ilarly,
the Landau theory expression for the e ective m assm
i3
Z

i =1 L f ( yd e (2)

m e )
N ote that the spin Independent exchange Landau’s inter—
action fiunction f. (k;k° is responsble for the di erence
between the ratio = andm=m 2%3.

An equivalent, and easier way to derive the e ec—
tive m ass is through calculating quasiparticle selfenergy
and obtaining itsm om entum derivative. T he selfenergy
w ithin RPA can be w ritten ast4

Z Z

k;l)= da - d v Gol@+ k; +!);
" P 21 @) o
3)

where v; = F (@2 &=q is the bare electron-ekctron

Interaction and F (g) the quasi2D form factor for the
electron-electron interaction? which w ill be described in

detail Jater. Note that this form factor also appears in

the expression of dynam ical dielectric function (g; )
through v . A sm entioned earlier, a signi cant quantita—
tive feature of our theory is the inclusion of the realistic
quasi2D Coulomb interaction? in our calulation which

substantially reduces (com pared w ith the pure 2D case)

the quantJtatJye m any-body renom alization e ects. In
Eq. @)

1 e (k) ng (x)

1) =
Golit)= o T g @)

is the bare G reen’s function w ith ny the Femn i distri-
bution finction and = k*=@m) Ep wih Er the
non-interacting Ferm i energy. It is shown24 that the in-
tegratJon along real axis In the expression of selfenergy
Eqg. d can be deform ed onto im agihary axis, which
avoids the singularities along the realaxis and m akes the
Integration easier. T he contour deform ation also breaks
the expression of selfenergy into separate tem s that
correspond respectively to contrbutions from the soin—
dependent and spin-independent part of the Landau’s
Interaction function shown in Fig. |L and is very usefiil
for us to derive the expression for susceptibility as shown
below . T he expression of the realpart of the selfenergy
can then be w ritten as

Z
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where kr is the Femi momentum . The e ective
mass is derived from the expression of the real part
of the quasjpartjc]e selfenergy by m=m = 1+

(m kF)dkRe k; )=, 3. Combining this with
QL),wehave
Z
14 -1 £(a +™2%%Re w3
— = — — —Re ; —kp °
2 ) e ke dk k) k= ke

(6)

It is not di cuk to show that the second temm
of Eq. ('_5) accounts for the contrbution from the
soin-independent exchange Landau’s interaction func—
tion fgk;k% Fig. d(@) @), and therePre the tem
@)% f.()d inEq. -(.6 ) exactly cancels the m om en—
tum derivative of the second tem in the selfenergy
Eqg. (5) . Hence the expression of = only contains con—
tributions from the k derivatives of the rst and third
term in Eq. (;'5) . A fter converting all the expressions in
term s of the din ensionless param eter rg, and using 2kr ,
4Er , 2m asthem om entum , energy, and m ass unis, the
expression for = gm =(@m),where (),9 @),
m (m) are regpectively the interacting (noninteracting)
soin susogptibility, the Landau g-factor, and the e ective
m ass, is given in our theory as

2 Ig xF %)
- = ?—
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+ X°F x)dx du - 1
0 0 ((x;iua)
h i

P— P— 5=2
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where = (gs) the valley (spin de—
generacy); A = x* ¥  u;B = 2xu;R = A2+ B?2;
x = og=@kg) and = |!=U@Es); x;in) = 1+

reGvasF ®)[=@x) = A + R=(%*?x%)]isthe in aghary
frequency dielectric function. For 2D quantum well, the
form factorF () is given by

Q= 8 3qd+ 2
5 PE+42 8
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where d is the w idth ofthe In nite squarewellpotential
of the quasi?D system . For heterostructure quasi2D
system s (€g. S1M O SFET s), the form factor is

@+

ins 8+ 9gb+ 3P ns 1

—————+ @ _ 72(14‘@0)6;

F =
@ _ S0+ )’
)

wih b= &~?=(48 m,e?n ) = de ning the width of
the quasi2D elctron gas, s and s are the dielectric
constants for the space charge layer and the insulator
layer,m , istheband m ass in the direction perpendicular
to the quasi2D layer, and n = ngep1+ 30 With ngep1
the depletion layer charge density and n the 2D electron
density. W e choose ngyep1 to be zero in our calculations,



since it isunknown in general ( nite sn a]'lva]ue o'fndepl
do not change our results). From Egs. Qj) and (_Zh we
have

Z
L F®

i X 60) (10)

To avoid any possible confusion, we em phasize that the
de nition of our spin susceptibility is the derivative of
the m agnetization w ith respect to the applied m agnetic

eld, and therefore  iswelkde ned even in a non-zero
parallelm agnetic eld B . It is in portant to note and
easy to show that, w thin our approxin ation in which the
soin-orbitale ect can be neglected, the paralel eld B
dependence ofthe soin susceptibility and the g-factor
g m anifests only through the spin-degeneracy factor gs,
w hich is present in the expression (u'j) .

M otivated by recent experin ental studies, we have di-
rectly evaluated the Interacting susceptibility as a func-
tion of density at di erent spin—(@ = 1, 2) and valley—
degeneracy @, = 1, 2 or AAs quantum wells) for
three di erent 2D sem iconductor system s: n-5i(100) in-
version layers; n-G aA s gated undoped heterostructures;
m odulation-doped A 1A s quantum wells. W e also calcu—
lated e ective m ass for n-G aA s heterostrugtuires m oti-
vated by a very recent experin ental reportli. In the
rest of this paper, we present and discuss our calculated
results for = andm =m in light of the recent experi-
mentaldata in 2D sem iconductor structures.

ITI. RESULTS FOR SPIN SUSCEPTIBILITY
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FIG.2: (Color Online. Calculated spin susceptibility of Si
M OSFET idealand quasi?2D system s with gs =, 1‘a.nd 2, to
be com pared w ith experin entaldata from Refs.ff,‘,é.

T Fig.d we show our (100) SiM O SFET results (tak—
Ing a valley degeneracy g, = 2) forthe calculated susocep—
tbility com paring w ith the recent experin ental results.
W e show tw o sets of results corresponding to the realistic

quasi2D system and the strict 2D system . In each case
we show the calculated susoeptbility orboth thegs = 1

(due to the presence of an extemalm agnetic eld) and
the nom algs = 2 situation. Since the experim ents are
Invariably carried out in the presence of nite extermal
m agnetic elds, the experin ental results probably corre—
soond to the region In between the gs = 1 and g5 = 2

theoretical curves (for the quasi2D system ). A m ore de—
tailed discussion is m ade in Sec. :37: on the reason why

we are com paring the experim entaldata w ith ourgs = 1

and gs = 2 theoreticalresults. T here are three in portant

points we m ake about Fig. 1_2: (1) The quasi?D resuls

are lower than the 2D results by a factor of 15 to 3,

and the relative di erence ismuch larger at low carrier
densities sihoe the e ective quasi2D layerw idth is lJarger
at ower 2D densities; (2) the theory gives a reasonable

description ofthe experim entaldata, { in particular, the

experim ental data points lie very close to the region be-

tween the theoreticalgs = 1 and g5 = 2 quasi2D sus—
ceptibility results; (3) the pure2D results disagree w ith
experin ents.
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FIG .3: (Colbronline.) Calculated spin susceptibility ofGaA s
heterostructure ideal and quasi2D system s with gs = ‘l and
2, to be com pared w ith experim entaldata from Refs.:].

In Fig. 3 we show our theoretical susceptibility resuls
for electrons con ned in quasi?D G aA s heterostructure
(valley degeneracy g, = 1) cem paring w ith the recent
m easurem ents of Zhu et. al?. Agah, the agreement
between our results and the experin entalm easurem ents
is very good for the realistic quasi2D calculations. N ote
that at the low carrierdensitiesofinterest in theG aA s2D
system , the quasi2D e ectsare extrem ely strong (@In ost
a factorfb!), and the quantum M onteCarlo QM C) cal-
culation®? w ith which the experin ental resu}ts were com —
pared In Ref.-'j are com pltely napplicable since they are
for a strict 2D system rather than a quasi2D system . In
fact, any agreem ent betw een the m easured susogptibility
and the QM C results for the ideal zero-width 2D sys—
tem should be taken as a spectacular quantitative ailure
forthe QM C theory In the low density regin e. T he rea—



son for such a strong quasi?D e ect in GaA s is that at
very low densities @ 1Fam ?), the transverse quasi-
2D width ofthe electron wavefiinction is extrem ely large
(> 500A) so that the Coulomb interaction is substan-—
tially suppressed com pared w ith the strict 2D lim it re—
sul. (Thisdem onstratesthat i ism islkading to com pare
quasi2D experim ental results w ith the strict 2D theory
as is offen done In the literature!).
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FIG .4: Colronline.) Calculated spin susceptibility of AR s
quantum well deal and quasi2D system swih gs = 1 and 2
and g, = 1 and 2, to be com pared w ith experim ental data
from Refs.:ﬂ. E ectve = 10.W eusetwo di erent valuesof
band mass: m = 02Im e andm = 0:46me.

InF jg.:ff we show ourtheoreticalresults forA A squan—
tum wells. The A A s quantum wellsused In Ref. 8,'_53 are
rather narrow (w idth 5@ ), and the additional self-
consistent con ning potential arising from the 2D elec—
trons them selves produces even stronger con nem ent of
the carriers thus further narrow Ing the e ective quasi-
2D width. Therefore, we show only the strict2D resuls
for the 2D AIA s system In Fjg.-'_4 for the sake of clarity.
O ur correspoonding quasi?2D results are som ew hat below
the theoretical curves for the strict2D case. In Fjg.:ff
we show our theoretical results for two di erent valley
degeneracy (g, = 1 and 2) situations. O ur theoretical
Investigation of the valley degeneracy dependence of the
2D spin susceptibility behavior is pecessitated by the puz-
zling recent experin ental ndind*® ofan interesting val
Jey degeneracy dependence in A 1A s systam s, nam ely, the
m any-body enhancement for = is lJarger for the val-
ley occupancy of 1l than the valley occupancy of2. O ur
results for SIM OSFET s and G aA s heterostructures In
Figs. 1 and 2 are for valley degeneracy valies g, = 2 and
1 respectively, consistent w ith the known band structure
for Siand GaAs.)

In Fig.d, the results orm = 02lm., which corre
soonds to the transverse AAs band mass m¢, are In
reasonable quantitative agreem ent w ith the experim en-—
talA A s quantum well results, including the anom alous

nding of = having a stronger m any-body Fem i lig—

uid enhancem ent for the low ervalley occupancy ofl than
for the higher occupancy of 2. W e note that at high
enough electron densities (& 10'2an 2 ), this anom alous
valley dependence of the spin susceptibility would disap—
pear according to our theoretical calculationswih =
for g, = 2 being larger than that for g, = 1, consistent
w ith one’s,naive expectations. It m ay be m ore appropri-
ate to usdtd a larger 2D band mass in our caloulation
given by m = 0#46m, = " mgmi with m; = m. the
Iongiudinal band m ass. Use of this band m ass resuls
In larger theoretical values for soin susceptibility than
that wasm easured in experim ent, but the trend and the
characteristic of vallkey-degeneracy dependence rem ains
the sam e. T he exact cause of the quantitative di erence
between ourm = 0#46m . results and the experim ents
probably lies In the yet unknown details of the sam ples
and experim ental procedures, and are therefore not clear
to us right now .

W hy does the valley occupancy dependence of the
m any-body susocgptbility enhancement act in such a
way? Thereason lies in m any-body correlation e ectsbe-
yond the naive exchange energy considerations. W ihin
an exchangeonly HartreeFock theory, In fact, the 2-
valley occupancy state would have a higher suscepti-
bility enhancem ent than the l-wvalkey state. But corre-
lation e ects are I portant in the system , and at low
enough carrier densities the 1-valley state tums out to
have stronger m any-body e ects than the 2-valley state.
O ur theory, which is essentially a selfconsistent dynam —
ically screened H artreeFock theory, includes correlation
e ects dem onstrating that at low enough carrier densi-
ties, = oould be enhanced in the 1-wvalley state over
the 2-valley state as has been experin entally observed.
Another way to understand this is through the screen-
Ing e ect. As g, Increases, Ferm im om entum decreases
as kg / 1=p Gy, which favors m any-body renom aliza—
tion. However, the screening e ect Increases with in-
creasing g, sihce qvr / Gy, which tends to decrease
the renom alization e ect. These two e ects are com —
peting w ith each other. At Iow densities, the screening
e ect is predom inant, and therefore a am aller g, results
In much lkss screening than a bigger g, and hence pro—
duces larger susceptibility renom alization. O n the other
hand, at high densities the screening e ect is less in —
portant, and a analler g, results In a larger Ferm i en—
ergy and a an aller renom alization e ect. In particular,
the valley degeneracy dependence of m any-body e ects
should qualitatively oon:e]ate w ith the dim ensionless pa—
rameter gy = (ks ) / gy - : forlarge (small) grr = kg ),
low (igh) densiy, an aller (larger) values of g, produce
larger renom alization. Note that the experin ental re—
sults in Ref. .Sa do not show any strong gs dependence in
contrast to our theoretical results in Fig. -4 W e discuss
this puzzle in Sec. 'y: below of our paper.
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FIG.5: (Color online.) Calculated e ective m ass of GaA s
heterostructure ideal and quasi2D system swih gs = 2 and
gy = 1, tobe com pared w ith experim entaldata from Refs.:_l@.

Iv. RESULTS FOR EFFECTIVE M ASS

A though them ain task of our current work is the cal-
culation of interacting 2D suscgptihiliy,.te com pare w ith
the recent experin eptal resu A28 2220 3 very recent
experin entalrepoﬁ‘}l: 0f2D nGaAse ectivem assm ea—
surgm ent allow s us to apply our recently developed the—
ory'l‘% for the quasiparticle e ective m ass enhancem ent to
2D GaAs in order to com pare w ith these experim ental
results. For details on the quasiparticle-e ective m ass
theory we refer to our recent publication®4.

In Fjg.:§ we show ourtheoreticale ectivem ass results
for electrons con ned In quasi?D G aA s heterostructure

(valley degeneracy g, = 1),comparing with the recent
m easurem ents of Tan et. allh. The agreem ent between
our results and the experin entalm easurem ents is very
good for the realistic quasi?D calculation. Again the
deal?D e ectivem assresultstum outtobemuch larger
than the experim ental data, em phasizing once m ore the
In portance of the quasi?D e ect on the many-body
renom alization of physical quantities in such system s.
W e em phasize that, while at high densities the quasi2D
results are rather close With a 10 20% di erence) to
the pure 2D resuls, at low densities thisdi erence could
be as large as a factor 2.

V. DISCUSSION

Before concuding we m ake som e critical observations
and comm ents on our theory and is im plications and,
m ore particularly, on the com parison w ith the recent ex-—
perin ental results. O ne of our im portant conclisions is
that the inclusion ofquasi2?D form factore ectsisessen—
tial In understanding the 2D susceptbility results. As
such, an in portant issue is the realistic nature of our
m odel where we have included the quasi2D form -factor
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e ects through the standard variational approxin atjor;?
for heterostructures. W e believe that our quasi2D elec—
tronic structure m odel is extrem ely reasonable, but som e
uncertainty and error probably arise (particularly at low

carrier densities) from our lack of know ledge about the
depletion charge density in these system s.

A rather in portant factor in the com parison w ith the
experim ental data that is left qut of our consideration
is the e ect of orbital couplind’ of the in-plane com -
ponent of the extermalm agnetic eld nvariably present
In the experin entalm easurem ent ofthe soin susceptbil-
ity. At low carrier densities, when the quasi2D width
ofthe 2D layer is large, such a m agneto-orbital coupling
could have substantiale ectson the 2D e ectivem adh’.
This e ect is, however, entirely of oneelectron origin,
and we assum e, som ew hat uncritically at this stage, that
the m agneto-orbitale ect drops out of the susceptibility
enhancem ent factor = since the enhancem ent nvolves
a ratio ofthe interacting and the non-interactinge ective
m ass both ofwhich willbe a ected in a sin ilarm anner
by the m agneto-orbiale ect. In any case, the m agneto—
orbial e ect is negligbly anall or SIMOSFETs and
A 1A squantum wells because of their tight quasi2D con-

nem ent, and in the n-G aA s structure the mtio =
should notbemuch a ected by the m agneto-orbital cou—
pling. Only at rather low densities In G aA s heterostruc—
tures the m agneto-orbitale ectm ay play a rok.
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FIG.6: (Color onlne. (&) Com parison between thle resuls
of spin susceptibility calculated usingQM C m ethodt¥ and our
results calculated within RPA fora 2D electron system with
gs = 2;9, = 1. Our resuls are for both ideal and quasi-
2D system s as shown; the QM C results are for ideal 2D sys—
tem s. (B).Comparisqr between our RPA m any-body theory
and the QM C resultdd for quasiparticle e ective m ass. Re—
suls are shown for strict 2D (both on-shelland o -shellRPA

selfenergy approxin ations as well as QM C) and quasi2D

(on-shell RPA selfenergy approxim ation) cases. Our e ec—
tive m ass results shown in Fig. 5 correspond to the on-shell
approxim ation which is the consistent approxim ation for the
Ferm 1 liquid e ective m ass within the RPA selfenergy ap-—
proxin ation.

A though our quasi?2D m odel is reasonably realistic
and accurate, our m any-body spin susceptibility calcu-—
lation is necessarily based on approxin ations since the
problem ofan interacting quantum Coulomb system can-
not be solved exactly. W e em phasize in this respect that
QM C calculations, whilk being accurate as a m atter of
principle, tum out as a m atter of practice to be often
unreliable due to various approxin ations (€g. node x-—



ng, back— ow correlations, etc.) and inaccuracies (eg.

nite size e ects, num erical errors) inherent in theQM C
technique. Also the QM C calculations leave out quasi-
2D e ects, and are therefore quantitatively incorrect. In
Fjg.-'_d wem ake a com parison between our resul and the
OM C resul’d for susoeptbility in an ideal2D electron
system wih gs = 2 and g, = 1. In the intem ediate
and large rg region, the di erence between the resuls of
RPA and QM C m ethods tum to be very large. But we
note that our quasi?D resuls are quantitatively quite
close to the QM C pure2D resuls. @A sin ilar situation
seem s to hold for the e ective m ass calculations also.)
T his dem onstrates the care that is needed in com paring
theory w ith experim ents In this problem .

In com paring theory and experin ent for the susospti-
bility and the e ective m ass in 2D electron system s it is
In portant to em phasize the fact that the experim ental
m easurem ents for and m iIn 2D system s are typi-
cally not them odynam ic m easurem ents, but are essen—
tially transport m easurem ents of thermm odynam ic quan-—
tities n an applied m agnetic eld which spin-polarizes
the system through the Zeam an sp}ji;tjnq.lﬁor exam ple,
the 2D suspeptbility is m easured? B2 E02eA] by either
m onitoringg the fill sph polarization ofa 2D system in
an appliedparallel eld orthrough the clever coincidence
techniqueti in a titled m agnetic eld. W e want to raise
three in portant issues related to these experin entaltech—
nigques and their relevance to our theory. F irst, strictly
speaking these techniques does not provide a true m ea—
surem ents of the spin susceptibiliy that is de ned
through B) = @M =@B wih M the m agnetization
and B the applied m agnetic eld. In allthese techniques,
the experim entally m easured quantity is actually M =B,
which wenow call ~ @ )y:p §hasbeen explained In the

Indirectly the occupancies of spin up and down levels
through transport or Landau level coincidence m easure—
m ents. The soin susceptibility isthen inferred from these
Indirect spin polarization studiesby using the sin ple non—
Interacting spin-dependent density form ula: In the trans—
port m easuram ent technique, g By = Er where B,
is the socalled saturation (paralle]l) eld for tom plete
soin polarization’. In the Landau level coincidence tech—
nigue, g gB = il. = ie~B,=m wih i half nteger
or Integer. In either case, the derived soin susceptibility
isexactly ~ B) = M =B that we have just discussed.
B = B, in the transport m easurem ent technique, and
B ocorresponds to the Landau level coincidence m agnetic

eld in the Landau lkvel coincidence technique.) It is
In portant to note that ~ B) 6 B) 6 B = 0)
forB >> 0, and these three quantities coincide In the
B ! 0 lin i. The precise de nition of soin susceptibility
was never explicitly m ade clear in the previous experi-
m ental literature. Second, even though the experin en—
tally observed ~ (B) is not exactly the them odynam ic
quantity = B = 0), ih nom al circum stances they
are close to each other. E specially, if the m agnetization
curve of the system is smooth Which nom ally i will

be), ~ B) is In between B = 0) and B = Bp)
which are the two extrem e case we are considering in
this work. A s we m entioned before, since the m agnetic

eld dependence of only m anifests itself through the
soin degeneracy factor, we can say that the experin en—
tally m easured ~ B) should be In between gs = 2)
and (gs = 1), which is the justi cation for our com —
parison of the experin entaldata with ourgs = 1;2 the-
oretical results. In Ref.-'j, the issue of nite eld and
hence the spin degeneracy factor dependence of the sus—
ceptbility ism ade m ore clear. However, in this case not
only the partial spin polarization need to be considered,
the e ect of the nite perpendicular m agnetic eld and
Landau lkevels on the susceptbility need to be further in-
vestigated, w hich isbeyond the scope ofthiswork. T hird,
the di erence between ~ B ) and m ay be helpfil in
understanding som e of the discrepancies between the ex—
perin ental data and our theorgtical ndings. For ex-—
am ple the recent m easuram enté:? in 2D A A s quantum
wellsystem s nd a strongly valley-degeneracy-dependent
sodn susceptbility which, however, dem onstrates essen—
tially no soin degeneracy dependence. Since the valley
Index is essentially a pseudo-spin index, theory would
predict the sam e valley and spoin degeneracy dependence
of susoceptibility unlessthere is strong spin-orbit orvalley—
orbit band structure e ects In the system . T herefore, In
the r; region where the spin susceptibility has a large
dependence on the valley degeneracy, the soin degener—
acy should play an equally big rok, as shown in FJg-'_4
T his theory-experim ental discrepancy m ay very well be
a result of the di erence between ~ B ) and . This
factor m ight have also caused the quantitative discrep—
ancy between our RPA results (usingm = 0#46m.) and
the experin ental results shown In FJg:ff O ther possbl
explanation could also lie In one<electron band structure
physics, not in m any-body theory. T here have been no
QM C calculations revealing the soin and valley degener—
acy dependency of the spin susceptibility.

The m any-body approxin ation we use in our work,
nam ely the renom alized interaction calculated w ithin
the in nite series ofbubble diagram s and the susceptibil-
ity calculated in the In nite series of ladder diagram s us—
Ing the appropriate dynam ically screened interaction (ie.
the ladderbubbl approxin ation or ), corresoonds to
the lrading-order expansion in the dynam ically screened
Interaction. Such an expansion is asym ptotically exact
In the high-density 1im it, and is known to work well in
the Iow density Iim it as well. Unfortunately, its regin e
of quantiative validity is unknown, and it is lkely to
becom e progressively quantitatively naccurate as rg in—
creases. It should, however, be qualitatively valid for
larger ry values as Iong as the interacting electron system
rem ainsa Ferm iliquid. O ur reasonable agreem ent (w ith—
out adjusting any param eters) w ith existing experin ents
show s that the theory rem ains wellvalid in 2D -system s
at least up-to ry 7,which is consistent w ith the success
of the corresponding 3D theory in the m etallic densities
(s 3  6). Sihceno system atic and uncontrolled m any—



body theory approxin ation is available for susoeptibility
beyond the ladderbubble series approxim ation carried
out in this paper, we can only test the validiy of our
theory through the direct com parison w ith experin ents,
and on this ground the theory seem sto be well-justi ed.

O ur quasiparticle e ective m ass results CFJ'g.n}) are
based on the theory developed by us in Ref. -'_l-fJ: recently.
This theory is the RPA theory, based on the lading—
order selfenergy calculation in the dynam ically screened
Coulomb interaction. W hile the theory is asym ptotically
exact in the high density rs ! 0 lim i, it isnot based on
an rg expansion and is essentially a selfconsistent eld
theory. Unfortunately, however, like m any other self-
consistent  led theordes, the levelofvalidiy ofthistheory
for large ry (le. the strongly Interacting regin e) is un-—
know p exoept that it is expected to rem ain qualitatively
vald®titd pr rs > 1 unlkss there is a quantum phase
transition. Since we have discussed the approxim ation
schem e and the validity ofourRPA e ectivem ass theory
In som e details In Ref. :_fé_i, we do not repeat those argu—
m ents here. W e point out that the e ective m ass resuls
given-in Fig. A use the \on-chell™ selfenergy approxin a—
tiont 324, which hasbeen arguedt¥%4 to be the correct dy—
nam icalapproxin ation consistent w ith the Landau Fem i
lJiquid theory as long as the selfenergy is obtained In
the leading-order dynam ically screened interaction (ie.
RPA).Our\o —shell" approxin ation forthe 2D e ective
m ass (shown in Fjg.:§ B)) di ers from the corresponding
\on-shell" results by a factor of 2 orm ore at low densi-
ties, and show di erent trends aswell. T he fact that the
\on-chell" e ective m ass results agree m uch better w ith
experin ent than the \o —shell" results is additional evi-
dence in support of the \on-shell" approxin ation being
the correct one w ithin RPA selfenergy schem e. O ne can
try to \ju prove" upon RPA by including local eld cor-
rectiondd to the dynam ical electron polarizabiliy (
bare bubbl ofRPA ) which, In som e crude m anner, sin —
ulates the incorporation of higher-order vertex correc—
tions In the theory. But such local eld corrections are
uncontrolled, and probably inconsistent, since m any di-
agram s in the sam e order are typically keft out. W e are
therefore unconvinced that the Inclusion oflocal eld cor-
rections in the theory is necessarily an im provem ent on
RPA . The great conceptual advantage of RPA is that it
isawelkde ned approxim ation that isboth highly phys-
ically m otivated (ie. dynam ical screening) and theoreti-
cally exact in thehigh-density (rs ! 0) lim it. A ttem pted
In provem ent upon RPA through the arbitrary inclusion
of ocal eld correction m ay neither be theoretically jis—
ti ablenorm ore reliable. K esping these caveats In m ind,
we m ention that several previous work<t424 have shown
that Iocal eld corrections to the m any-body properties
of two dim ensional electron gas tum to be very smallin
the density range of our current interest. -

Th has recently been discussed i detail by ud? that
RPA is not necessarily a high-density theory although
i is exact In the high density lim it. The ring diagram

approxin ation, which isat theheart ofRPA , isan expan—
sion in the dynam ically screened Interaction. U ndex som e

circum stance RPA can be very bosely thought of24 as
an expansion in an e ective param eter = (rs+ C ) where

C > 1 is a constant. This inplies that RPA could in

som e situation tum out to be decent approxim ation In

the rgy > 1 case. Indeed 3D meta]s,,wjth 3< rg < 6,

seam to be reasonably we]l—descxhed,_by RPA .Leading—
order vertex corrections to R PATIL4LY typically produce

only sm all quantitative corrections in the rs > 1 regine,

again em pirically justifying the validity of RPA . There

is obviously a lot of cancellation am ong the higher-order
diagram s (in particular, between the selfenergy and the

vertex diagram s) leading to the good em pirical success
of RPA consisting only of the bare bubbl diagram s.
But this em pirical success is physically wellm otivated,

arising from the long-range nature of the interelectron

Coulomb interaction w ih the decisive point of physics
being the dynam ical screening properties of a Coulom b

liquid. In an interacting system w ith short-rangebare in—
teractions, eg. neutral He3, the ring-diagram s play no

specialrole, and RPA isnot am eaningfilapproxin ation.

In a strongly interacting system , such as a 2D electron

system with rg > 1, one must use a careful and critical
com parison between theory and experim ent as the prin—
cipal guide in deciding the validity of any theory. By

this standard RPA appears to be a reasonable approxi-
m ation even forrg > 1. There arem any other theoretical
techniques In condensed m atter physics which work well
beyond their putative regim e of validity { for exam ple,

the dynam icalmean eld theory OM FT), which is ex—
act n In nite din ensions, seam s to provide good resuls
In 2 and 3 dim ensional strongly correlated system s, and

the localdensity approxin ation (LD A ), which isexact for
very slow Iy varying density inhom ogeneity, workswell for
the band structure of real solids w ith their rapidly vary—
ing densities. Sim ilar to DM FT and LDA, RPA works

wellbecause i is findam entally a non-perturbative the—
ory which accounts for som e key ingredient of the inter—
action physics, nam ely, screening in the situation under
consideration In this paper.

W e conclude by em phasizing that the m ost signi cant
In plication of the excellent qualitative and quantitative
agreem ent between our theory and 2D spin susceptbil-
ity and e ective m ass m easuram ents is that interacting
2D electron system s, which have been of much interest
recently, rem ain Fem 1 liquids down to reasonably low
carrier densities (rg 7 or so0 at least), and m any-body
perturbative techniques, coupled w ith a realistic quasi-
2D description forthe electronic structure, provide a very
good qualitative and quantitative m odel for these sys—
tem s. There is no need to invoke any non-Fem 1 liquid
oconoepts to explain the recent expg l.nesu]rs on
quasiparticle renom alization e ect@Ad 2Ry
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