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An electron propagating through a solid carries spin angular m om entum in addition to s m ass
and charge. O f lJate there has been considerable interest in developing electronic devices based on
the transport of spin, which o er potential advantages in dissipation, size, and speed over charge—
based devmsﬂ]:] H ow ever, these advantages bring w ith them additional com plexity. Because each
electron carries a sihgle, xed value ( e) ofcharge, the electrical current carried by a gas ofelectrons
is sin ply proportionalto itstotalm om entum . A fiindam entalconsequence is that the charge current
isnota eqted by Interactions that conserve totalm om entum , notably collisions am ong the electrons
them se]ves_d]. In contrast, the electron’s spin along a given spatial direction can take on two valies,

~=2 (conventionally ";#), so that the spin current and m om entum need not be proportional.
A though the transport of spin polarization is not protected by m om entum conservation, it has
been widely assum ed that, like the charge current, spin current is una ected by electron-electron
(ee ) Interactions. Here we dem onstrate experin entally not only that this assum ption is invalid,
but that over a broad range of tem perature and electron density, the ow of spin polarization in a
tw o-din ensional gas of electrons is controlled by the rate of e-e collisions.

PACS numbers: 42.65Hw, 7225b, 7425Gz, 7540Gb., 7847 + p

In this work spin di usion is characterized by the
transient spin grating techniquef], which is based on
optical nection of spin-polarized electrons. The two—
din ensionalelectron gas (2D EG ) residesin a G aA squan—
tum well, In which the carrders are donated by Si in-—
purites doped into the GaA A s barrier layers. Near-
bandgap illum ination ofthe G aA sexciteselectronsw hose
nitialspin is determ ined by the helicity of the light 4. If
the G aA s isexcied by tw 0 non-collinear, coherent beam s
of light w ith orthogonal linear polarization, then in the
region where the beam s interfere the helicity varies si-
nusoidally from plus to m inus one. T he opticathelicity
w ave generates a w ave of electron-soin polarization w ith
the sam e spatial frequency, which in tum generates a
sihusoidal variation (grating) in the index of refraction
through the Kerr e ect. The wavevector of the inected
soin-density wave is in the plane of the 2DEG and the
spin polarization is oriented perpendicular to this plane.

The tin eevolution of the transient soin grating di-
rectly reveals the nature of soin transport and relaxation
In the electronic system , functioning lke a tin e-dom ain
version of neutron scattering. W e m easure the spin po—
larization by detecting the di raction ofa probebeam o
the grating. A sensitive coherent detection schem e (de—
scribed under M ethods) enabled acquisition ofthe 150
grating decays required to characterize the spin dynam ics
for each sam ple throughout the tem perature-w avevector

(T 9) param eter space.

In thispaperwe present results for three quantum well
sam pls, with electron concentrations of 7.8, 4.3, and
19 10! an ?, corresponding to Fem i tem peratures
of 400, 220, and 100 K, respectively. Fig. 1 shows the
Initial decay rate of the soin grating as function of T
In the most heavily doped sam ple, for several grating
wavevectors from 04 1F an ! t0o25 100 an '. The
dependence on T can be described In tem s of three re—
gions. For 100 K < T < 300 K the decay rate varies
slow ly. For 50 K < T < 100 K the decay rate Increases
rapidly w ith decreasing T, and for T < 50K it reachesa
slow Iy varying plateau.

W e begin by discussing the decay rate where it varies
slow Iy, ie., below 50 K and above 100 K . In the high—
T region the soin dynam ics can be accurately described
In tem s of ndependent processes of soin di usion and
soin relaxation. In this description, the decay rate varies
wih q quadratically, as 4 = ' + D<@, whereD is
the spin di usion coe cient and ¢ isthe spin relaxation
tinef]. In the inset to Fig. 1 we pbt o ,' vs.
g at 295 K (lower points) and 5 K (upper points), on
logarithm ic axes. Here 1= 4 is independently determ ined
from the decay rate of the circular dichroism induced by
a circularly polarized pum p beam E_E;] (see supplem entary
Inform ation). A com parison ofthe 295K data w ith a line
of slope two show s that the decay of the grating is well
described by di usive dynam ics, with D ¢ = 130 an?/s
and 5= 50 ps.

Next, we exam ine the spin-grating dynam ics at T <
50 K .A s shown In the inset, the initial decay rates at 5
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FIG. 1l: Spingrating decay at various q, T for the sample
wih Tr = 400 K .M ain panel: The initial decay rate, 4,

ofthe spin grating as a function of T for (pottom to top) g=

045,13,18,25 10° an ' . Inset: The initialdecay rate of
the spin grating as a function ofg. Points are 4 51; s is
obtained from decay of hom ogenous (= 0) spin excitation.
E rror bars are the size of the points except as shown. Low er
points and line: Room tem perature. The lne isa t of
thedatato ¢= ' + Ds&f, giving a spin di usion length
Le= Os )™ = 081 m and a \spin m ean-freepath" 1=

2D s=v¢ = 60 nm . The observation of di usive m otion is
intemally consistent, as 1is much an aller than both Ls and

the an allest grating wavelength, 25 m .U pper points and

line: 5K . The line has slope=1, corresponding to ballistic,

rather than di usive, spin-m otion w ith a velocity of 2.3 10

an /s.

K are linear in g at the higher wavevectors. T he change
In power law exponent from two to one indicates that a
crossover from di usive to ballistic dynam ics takes place
as the sam ple tem perature is lowered. In the ballistic
regin e electrons propagate a distance com parable to the
grating wavelength, ,w ithout scattering and the initial
decay rate is ¥ g, the reciprocal of the tin e required
foran electron m oving w ith the Ferm ivelocity to traverse
a distance =2

A though the grating’s nitialdecay rate saturatesnear
ve gqwhen T reaches 50K, its tin e dependence contin—
ues to change as T is lowered further. Fig. 2 show s the
grating am plitude as function oftin e for several tem per-
aturesbetween 5 K and 100 K, m easured w ith a grating
wavevectorof25 10 an ' (the T indicated is the lat-
tice tem perature, which is below the electron tem pera—
ture, as w illbe discussed later). An oscillatory structure
appears in the decay curves, becom ing increasingly pro—

Spin grating amplitude (a.u.)

FIG. 2: Tinedependence of the spin-grating’s am plitude.

The lines are tsofthedata to S(g;!). The values of 1 de—
tem ined from these ts are indicated in each panel. D ue to
Jaser heating, the tem perature T. ofthe electron gas is higher

than the lattice tem peratures indicated.

nounced as T decreases. T he grow th ofthese oscillations
is a consequence of the increase of the m ean—freepath, 1,
In thereginewhereqgl 1.
To detem ine D 4 from data such as those n Fig. 2
we use an expression for the tin e dependence of a spin
uctuation that is applicable throughout the di usive-
ballistic crossover regin e. If a spin polarization wave
is Introduced at t = 0, its subsequent tin e-dependence
is the Fourier transform of S (g;!)/ K!' D @!)d1?,
whereD (g;!) isthedynam ic spin di usiviy. In the lin i
q kF l4

Vg =2

ST

D@w!)=" 1)

1! =vg

whereEq. :14' extrapolates from the an allq lin jti_é] to the
ballistic regim e. In attem pting to t the grating decay
curves in the plateau regin e, we found that Eq. -}' isnot
quite su cient to describe the data. It isnecessary to add
to the Fourder transform ofS (g; ! ) a an all, slow Iy decay—
ing exponentialw ith relative nitialam plitude  0:1 and
characteristic tim e 25 ps. W e speculate that this slow
exponentialm ay origihate from a an all fraction of local-
ized electrons. The solid lines through the data points
In Fig. 2 show the results of the tting procedure, w ith
tting param eters 1, vi , and the am plitude and tin e con—
stant of the slow exponential. D espite the com plicating
presence of the slow exponential, we believe that the ts
give an accurate indication ofl, asthis isthe only param —
eter that detemm ines the rate at which the oscillations are



dam ped. Finally, the soin di usion coe cient is deter—
m ined from the relation D 3 = w 1=2.

T he tem perature dependence ofD ¢ obtained from our
analysis of the spin-grating dynam ics is shown in Fig. 3
for QW ’sofdi erent electron density. For the two lower
density sam ples m iddle and low erpanels), the dynam ics
were di usive at all T, consistent w ith their Jower m o—
bility. To characterize charge transport in the sam e set
of sam pls, we perform ed 4-probe m easurem ents of the
2D charge conductance, ., carrier densiy, n, and m o—
bility, ,on chips from the sam e set of wafers. T ogether,
these m easurem ents allow us to test the assum ption that
the scattering processes that control spin di usion and
charge conduction are the sam e. T he link between con-
ductance and di usion coe cient isthe E instein relation,
Dg= = 5,where gand ; arethe spin conductance
and susosptibility, respectively. If the goin and charge
scattering rates were the same (ie. = ), thenDg
would equal ( o= 5)D «o,ki] where D o = , and

o= Np @ efr7*T) is the noninteracting suscep—
tbility (see supplem entary inform ation; N is the den—
sity of states at the Fem ienergy and kg isBoltzm ann’s
constant). Physically, D g is the quasiparticle di usion
coe cient [ﬂ, approaching E p=eand kg T=ein thede-
generate and nondegenerate regin es, respectively. D g,
calculated from the 4-probe trangoort data and plotted
In Fig. 3, isconsiderably lJargerthan D g at allT and for
each of the sam ples. The ratio is far greater than can
be accounted for by m any-body enhancem ent ofthe spin
susceptibility, as the factor = ( is kessthan 14 in this
range of electron density i_é, :_§].

T he contrast In the di usion coe cients of charge and
soin is surprising, as the assum ption D s = D ¢ iswidely
used in m odeling spoin transport in sem iconductors. H ow —
ever, this assum ption fails to take Into account ee col-
lisions, whose rate can be much faster than those of in —
purity or phonon scattering. The e-e scattering events
can be ignored in the description of charge transport be—
cause they conserve totalm om entum . H ow ever, they can
have a profound e ect on spin transport, as illustrated in
Fig. 4. For the collision depicted between electrons w ith
opposite soin, the charge current is conserved whilke the
spdn current reverses direction.

D’Am ico and Vignale OV) have proposed that the
m icroscopic process shown In Fig. 4 can change the na-
ture of m acroscopic soin transport. Seen m acroscopi-
cally, ee collisions transferm om entum betw een the soin—
up and spin-dow n populations, creating a force dam ping
their relative m otion that DV termm \spin C oulom b drag"

(5CD ) f0]. Spin di usion, which requires a counter ow
ofthe spin populations, is dam ped by SCD , w hile charge
di usion isnot. (T he recently observed ﬁll- :12|] soin Hall
e ect also Involves the counter ow of spin populations,
and so should be damped by SCD .) According to DV
fd], the reduction ofD , relative to D ¢ is:
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FIG .3: Com parison ofm otion of spin and charge, for sam ples
w ith the Fem item peratures shown. D ots (m ain panels):
Spin-di uslon coe cients Ds determ ined from optical m ea—
surem ents. B lack lines: Quasiparticle di usion coe cients
D co detem ined from transport data. Insets: D s=D 0. R ed
lines: D s predicted from spin Coulomb drag theory, taking

s = 0-
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FIG .4: A representation of ee scattering that does not con—
serve spin—current. P rior to the collision the spin-current is
positive; after, it is negative. The charge current does not
change.



where = 1= . is the charge resistance and 4 is the
spdn drag resistance, param eterizing the rate ofm om en—
tum exchange betﬂeen_spjn " and # electrons. DV, and
Flensberg and Jensen [13], have calculated 4 (T) for a
2DEG usihg the random phase approxin ation ®RPA),
obtaining results that depend only on the electron den—
sity of the quantum well.

Eqg. lr_ﬁ predictsthat despite the com plex T dependences
ofthe ndividualdi usion coe cients, their ratio depends
prin arily on the single singlke factor, j 4 j= . W e test
this prediction in Fig. 5, without invoking any assum p—
tions or ad justable param eters, by plotting D o=D ¢ (the
nverse ofEqg. 2) vs. j =4 J= Preach ofthe three sam -
pls measured in this study. The transport coe cients
are taken directly from our m easurem ents, while j w4 j
was calculated using Eq. 2 of Ref. ll4] The resulting
graph reveals the simple lnear dependence of D 0=D ¢
on j w4 j= predicted by Eq. :_2 over a large range of
Jj ws J= , Inplying that SCD is ndeed the origin of the
large suppression of D 5 relative to D o. The fact that
the slope is slightly greater than unity is consistent w ith
the expectation that the m any-body enhancem ent of ¢
relative to ( is small in this density regine.f, 9] F i
nally, the fact that D (=D 5 extrapolates to nearuniy as
J ws J= ! 0 Indicates that the soin and charge dif-
fusion coe cients approach each other in the lin it that
the spin drag resistance becom es an aller than the or-
dinary resistance. This result provides independent ev—
idence that the soin grating and Hurprobe techniques
used in this work accurately m easure equilbrium spin
and charge transport coe cients, respectively.

Retuming to the T dependence shown in Fig. 3, the
solid lines show the prediction ofEq. ::a* for D g wih the
factor (= 5 sst equalto unity. A s could be anticipated
from the discussion of Fig. 5, SCD quantitatively ac—
counts for the suppression of D  relative to D g over a
broad range of tem perature and electron density. It is
clear, however, that the m easured D g consistently de-
parts from theory below 40 K . W e believe that this dis-
crepancy indicates that at low T the photoexcied elec—
tron gasdoesnot coolto the lattice T . Ifthe electron gas
retains the heat, Q , deposited by the excitation, its tem -
perature T, will rise to approxin ately (T2 + 20= )72,
where = 53 10 &V/an?XK ? is the tem perature
coe cient of the electronic speci ¢ heat. W e estin ate
Q=4 1¢ eV /an?, assum Ing that each absorbed pho—
ton deposits approxin ately 10 m eV (the energy w idth of
the laser pulse) into the Fem i sea. The resulting esti-
m ate for them inimum T, is indeed 35K.

F inally, we note that SCD can be highly advantageous
for spintronic applications, as it Increases the distance
that a spin packet can be dragged by an electric eld,
E , befre it spreads due to di usion. [15 The length Ly
that a packet of width w will drift before it broadens
by a factor of two isw?e =D 4. In the absence of SCD
the ratio =D 5 equalse=ky Tr ore=ky T in the degener-
ate or nondegenerate regin es, respectively, and Lp =w
is independent of the underlying scattering rates. In
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FIG . 5: Relation between suppression of spin di usion and
spin drag registance. X -axis: ratio of 4, detem ined from
SCD theory [14], to m easured resistivity . Y -axis: ratio of
quasiparticle di usion coe cient, Do, to spin di usion co—
e cient, Ds. Tem perature is an in plicit param eter. Points
are for sampleswith Tr = 400 K (red), 220 K (green), and
100 K (lue). Points or T < 40 K are not shown because
the electrons do not coolbelow 40 K .0 range: Points for a
sample wih Tr = 400 K, with increased by depositing a
portion ofthe Sidopants into thewell. Line: has unity slope
and intercept, indicating the prediction ofEqg. 12. for = o.
For points above the lne, s> o.

the degenerate regin e, for exam ple, Lp =w = eE w=kTf ;
drifting a spin packet farther than w is only possble in
a strong E lin i, where the potential drop across the
packet exceeds the Fem ienergy. Introducing SCD slow s
the counter ow of spin " and # electrons w ithout a ect—
Ing their copropagation, am plifying L =w by the factor
1+ J»4 (T)F .Clan materalsw ith strong ee scatter—
ing will have the largest values of w4 (T )= , and hence
be the best m edia for propagation of spin Inform ation.

I. QUANTUM W ELL CHARACTERISTICS.

The GaAs/GagsA bh3As samples were grown In the
(100) direction by m olecularbeam epitaxy, and each con—
sist often quantum wellsofthickness12 nm , ssparated by
48 nm barriers. T he Siin purities were deposited in eight
sihgle atom ic Jayers in the center 14 nm of each barrier
to m axin ize their distance from the 2DEG . T he carrier
concentration, n, m obility, , and electrical resisitivity
were m easured using 4-probe transport techniques w ith—
out illum ination. For the sampls wih n of 7.8, 43,
and 1.9 10! an ? per quantum well, at Jow tem per—
ature  reached 240,000, 92,000, and 69,000 an?/V -s,
respecively.



II. OPTICAL METHODS.

T he two interfering beam s that generate the optical-
helicity wave derive from a T iSapphire laser, which pro—
duces a train of optical pulses w ith duration 100 fs, in—
terpulse separation 11 ns and center w avelength 820 nm .
T he incident power density for m ost m easurem ents was

500 W /am?, corresponding to 6 W /an? absorbed
per quantum well. For T > 35 K grating decay rates did
not change when m easured at incident powers down to
100 W /am ?, suggesting that photoinduced holes do not
play a signi cant role in the electron spoin transport (typ—
ical electron-hole recom bination tin es were 750 ps).

At low T the grating decay rate increased slow ly with
decreasing power, consistent w ith the electron heating
m odeldescribbed in them ain text.

T he grating wavevector was directed along the GaA s
(011) direction. To detect the induced spin grating, we
m ix di racted and transm itted probes to produce a pho-
todetector current linear in the di racted el (L6, 17, 181
T he decisive advantage in this schem e is realized by m od-
ulating the relative phase ofthese tw o beam s shusoidally
at 1.2 kH z. Synchronous detection w ith a lJock-in am pli-
er at the m odulation frequency leads to considerable

repction of laser noise and stray light.
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