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By theoretically calculating the interacting spin susceptibility of a two dim ensional electron sys—
tem In the presence of nite soin-polarization, we show that the extensively em ployed technique
of m easuring the 2D spin susceptibility by linear extrapolation to zero— eld from the nie- eld
experin entaldata is theoretically unjusti ed due to the strong nonlinearm agnetic eld dependence
of the iInteracting susceptibility. O ur work com pellingly establishes that much of the prevailing
Interpretation of the 2D susceptibility m easurem ents is incorrect, and in general the 2D interacting
susceptibility cannot be extracted from the critical m agnetic eld for full spin polarization, as is

routinely done experin entally.

PACS numbers: 7225D c; 7540Gb; 71.10Ca; 7225B a;

T he spin susceptibility, also called the Pauli suscepti-
bility forthe non-interacting case, isa fundam entalprop—
erty of great signi cance in condensed m atter physics.
For exam ple, is behavior (eg. tamperature depen-—
dence) could distinguish between Fem i and non-Fem i
licquids. T he electron interaction induced density depen—
dent enhancem ent of soin susceptibility is a key signa—
ture of m any body e ects in interacting Fem i liquids,
which has been extensively studied during the last fiy
years [, 14, I3]. In fact, the m agnetic susceptbility of
an itinerant electron system is one of the key (as well
as m ost—studied) them odynam ic properties of metal-
lic system s. In this Letter, we show theoretically that
the m etallic m agnetic susceptibility could depend rather
strongly (and non-trivially) on the spin polarization of
the system , and such a nonlinearpolarization (or equiva—
lently m agnetic eld) dependent spin susoeptibility could
have profound e ects on the interpretation ofm any re—
cent experin ental m easurem ents [4, 18, 14, 19,14, 19] of 2D
m agnetic susoeptibility In con ned sem iconductor struc—
tures. In fact, we believe that our theoreticalwork inval-
idates m ost of the recent Interpretations of the 2D spin
susceptibility m easurem ents, particularly at low er carrier
densities and higher eldswhere the nonlineare ectsare
strong. W e em phasize that the spin-polarization (or the
nonlinear eld) degpendence ofthem agnetic susceptibility
ispurely an interaction e ect { a strictly 2D noninteract—
ing system has only the usual linear free electron Pauli
soin susceptibility.

T he key theoretical idea introduced in thiswork is the
observation, aln ost obvious on hindsight (out routinely
ignored In the extensive recent experim ental literature
on the 2D susceptibility m easurem ent), that In a nie
m agnetic eld B the net spin polarization of an Interact-
Ing 2D system is m anifestly nonlinear in B, unlke the
corresponding linear noninteracting P auli susceptibility
situation. This nonlinearity m akes the experim ental ex—
traction ofthe interacting 2D susceptibility from a linear

extrapolation ofthe nite- eld spin-polarized data to the
zero— eld lim i, as is often done, theoretically unjusti ed.

T he speci ¢ relevance of our theoreticalnonlinear sus—
ceptibility to 2D electron system s in sem iconductor struc—
tures arises from the particular experin ental m ethods,
nvolving the application of an extemal m agnetic eld
to spin-polarize the 2D system , typically used to m ea—
sure the 2D spin susceptbiliy 4,15, 1€, 17,18,19]. In one
technique, a tilted m agnetic eld, w th com ponents both
parallel and perpendicular to the 2D layer, is used, and
the coincidence of the spin-split Zeem an levels w ith the
orbitally quantized Landau lvels as m anifested in the
SdH oscillations of the 2D m agnetoresistence is used to
obtain the Zeem an energy and hence the susoeptibility.
In the other m ethod, only an applied parallel m agnetic

eld isused to fully spinpolarize the 2D system , and the
observed kink in the m agnetoresistence as a function of
the applied eld is identi ed as the saturation eld B.
to com pletely polarize the systam , leading to the m ea—
sured m agnetic susceptibility. W e nd that the strong
nonlinear dependence of the interacting 2D susceptibil-
ity on the applied m agnetic eld m akes it essentially
In possble to extract the susceptibility from a m easure—
ment of B., and som e of the controversial conclusions
In the literature about the low -densiy behavior of the
2D susceptibility m ay have arisen from B .-Jbased m ea—
surem ents. W e note that both experin ental techniques
nvolre spinpolarizing the 2D system , and only when
this soin-polarization is rather an all n m agnitude, the
suscegptibility m easurem ent is sensble.

For absolute theoretical clarity, we consider only the
strict 2D lim i neglecting the quasi?D layer thickness
e ect compltely since the nite layer thickness brings
In the nonessential com plications of the parallel eld in—
duced m agneto-orbital coupling [LG, 11] already at the
noninteracting level, leading to a rather com plex varia—
tion of the 2D susceptbility (due to the parallel eld-
Induced m agneto-orbial coupling orm otion perpendic—
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ular to the 2D layer) w ith the carrier density and the
applied eld, most particularly at low (high) 2D den-—
sities (m agnetic elds) when the eld-induced m agnetic
length is com parable to the nite lJayer thickness. Since
this is a conceptually simple (out num erically intricate)
one—electron band-structure e ect, com pltely indepen—
dent of the m any-body nonlinear e ect of interest to us,
we leave this out, considering only the strict 2D theo—
retical lim it where the m agneto-orbital coupling is, buy
de nition, absent. W e neglect them ale ects also, con—
centrating on T = 0, In oxder to focus entirely on the
nonlinearity in the susoeptibility.

A naive quasiparticlke picture to determ ine the spin—
polarization = (v ny)=n @Where nn 4, is the spin
up (down) electron density and n = n» + ny is the total
electron density) ofthe 2D electron system in an applied
m agnetic eld B, isto separate the soin-up quasiparticles
and spin-dow n quasiparticls, and to use a sin ple relation
Epw BB =Eq,+ BB,whereEF,.(#)jstherenonnal—
ized Fem ienergy forthe spin up down) quasiparticles,
which is dlgpen_dent on the UB (dﬂn) Fem iwavevecter
kenw = kg 1+ ks=k 1 ) wih k being the
Fem iwavevecter In the unpolarized state. T hrough this
relation one can detemm ine , and then obtain the sus—
ceptbility. This naive picture is suitable for deriving the
zero— eld susoceptibility in the lim i orB) ! 0, and
also for all elds In the noninteracting electron m odel,
but for the interacting system and at nie elds, this
sin ple relation does not hold. A m ore com plete theo—
retical treatm ent is then needed In considering the -
nite eld siuation when eventually at som e density de—
pendent critical eld B. (n), the 2D system w ill undergo
a rst order transition to a fully spinpolarized system .
At nite tem perature, this rst order transition w illbe
rounded, but the basic physics ram ains the sam e.)

W e study the m agnetization by calculating the to-—
tal energy per particke of the 2D system as a function
of density, spin-polarization, and m agnetic eld within
the ring diagram approxin ation [14,113] which is exact
at high density. In an applied m agnetic eld B, the
polarization which m inin izes the energy then cor-
responds to the m agnetization of the system . The to-
tal energy per particle of the system can be written as
E (rs; /B)=Ex (ts; )+ Ez B)+ Ec (s; )whereEg is
the kinetic energy, E ; isthe Zeem an energy due to the -
nitem agnetic eld, and E isthe interaction (Coulomb)
energy calculated w ithin them any-body ring diagram ap—
proxin ation. It isusefiiltom ention here that the 2D spin
polarization properties (but not the nonlinear aspects of
In portance in our work) have been theoretically stud-
jed w ith num ericalquantum m onte C arlo techniques [14]
which are In principle m ore sophisticated than our ana-
Iytic m any-body approxin ation, but the essential qual-
ftative features (ie. the nonlinearlity in the m agnetic

eld) that are relevant for the present purpose are al-
ready present In our ring-diagram calculation which be-

com es exact In the high-density lin it. W e have used the
notation of the Interaction param eter rg, the so-called
W ignerSeitz radiis, which is the dim ensionless inter—
particle separation m easured in the units ofthe e ective
Bohrradiisag : s = ( n) ™2 =ap . It is easy to cbtah

lk2"].'1n k2 n 1+ 2
Ex = ———+ —t)=———mad)*;
22m n  2m n 4 2r2
nNn ny
Ez = BB—+ gB-—= BB @)
n n

wherem istheelectron mass, = pg, p is the elec—
tron m agnetic m om ent (ie. the Bohr m agneton). The
Coulomb energy canbewritten askEc = Eqx+ Ec  Eex)
where E o, the exchange energy, can be w ritten as
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T he rest, the correlation energy, is then
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FIG.1l: (Color online.)

Calculated energy E
units) per particle as a function of spin polarization
applied m agnetic eld B ranging from 0 to B. wih steps

(in arbitrary
in an

02B. or rs = 5 2D electron system . ©Note that B. is a
function of rs.) Inset: the corresponding rs = 1 resuls.

In F ig [lw e present the energy perpartick E asa finc
tion of spin polarization In di erent applied m agnetic
ed B . Aswe can see from Fig.[ll, or sm allenough rg
(ts < r, 55, thevalue ofwhich isobvious from FigDl),
the system prefers zero spin polarization at B = 0. As
B increases, the energy curve shifts down while them in—
Inum energy corresoondsto a non-zero soin polarization

. W hen B increases to B, there exist two values
which m Inin ize the energy. For exam ple, In rs = 5 case
as shown in Fig.[ll, when B = B, one energy m inin um
corresponds to = 0:15 and the other corresponds to



= 1. ForallB > B, cases, the energy m ininum
always corresponds to = 1. This means that as B
Increases from just below to jast above B, suddenly
Jum ps by ( = 0851 rg = 5 case) from a value
lessthan 1 (0:15 in rgx = 5 case) to 1, and the system un-—
dergoes a rst order transition to a spin-polarized state.
Note from the inset of Fig.[l that when rg is am all, the
dow nw ard trend ofthe energy curve at large value isnot
strong, and i seem sat B = B, there is only one energy
miimmum . A closer inspection of the energy curve yields
the fact that there actually exists two m Inin a, only too
close to each other to be noticed In the gure. T herefore
the spin polarization transition in the presence ofthe -
nite eld B isstill rst ordereven fora smallrg system,
only with a small valie. The important point to
note here is that the eld-induced transition to the ull
soinpolarization at B = B, isalways rst-order, accom —
panied by a nite discontinuity in the spin polarization.
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FIG.2: (Color online. Calculated fill polarization critical
m agnetic eld B. as a function of rs in units of the corre-
soonding non-interacting value B .o . Inset: the discontinuous
Jam p of spin polarization at B

T he ground state energy per partick as a finction of

B and rs is an im portant resul, from which other phys—
ical quantities can be derived. For exam ple, the critical
polarization m agnetic eld B., which is a function of rg,
can be determ ined through the above procedure for each
rs value. U sing the polarization m agnetic eld for non-
Interacting 2D electron gas system By = Er = g asthe
unit, we plot the B for the interacting 2D electron sys—
tem as a fiunction of ry n Fig.[d. From this qure we
see that B . decreasesm onotonically as ry increases, and
that at rs = r, ( 535), B. decreases to zero, and the
system is spontaneously spin-polarized. T his result con—
m s those of previous theoretical calculations [14,113] in
the ring diagram approxin ation. Ih the inset of Fig.[d
we show the discrete Jump of the soin polarization at
B = B. as a function of ry. W e em phasize that the ex—
act value of r, ( 5:5) here depends on the m odel and
the approxin ation schem e, and is much larger [L3] for
realistic quasi?D system s. Also at nite T, the abrupt

discontinuity is sm oothened som ew hat.
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FIG .3: (Coloronline.) Calculated spin polarization asa func—
tion ofm agnetic eld B for rs = 5. Inset: the corresponding
rs = 1 results. The relevance ofO ,A,C,D In de ning various
susceptibility are discussed in the text.

From the ground state energy we are able to determm ine
the m agnetization curve @®) Fig.[d), from which we
notice that the m agnetization Increases asa convex fiinc—
tion ofB (the convexity is seen clearly in the increasing of
the susceptibility shown in F ig.[), and experiences a dis—
crete jimp at B = B.. ForB > B, the system rem ains
fully polarized ( = 1). A smentioned, the m agnetiza—
tion Jmp In smallrs system is less pronounced.
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FIG. 4: (Colr onlne. Calulated spin susceptibility
(red solid curves) and sem ilinear spin susceptbility ¢ (blue
dashed curves) as a function of magnetic ed B forr, = 1
2D electron system . (The tilted eld m easurem ents essen—
tially obtain 5. Inset: the corresponding rs = 5 results.

T he nonlinear spin susceptibility =n(d =dB) can
be derived from m agnetization  shown in Fig.[d. Since
the m agnetization curve hasa jimp at B = B, the soin
susceptibility is only m eaningful for m agnetic eld
within the range of 0 B < B.. In Fig.[d we present
calculated spin suscgptbility (using the non-interacting
Pauli susceptibility as the unit) as a function of B
for two di erent rg values: ry = 1 and 5. It is worth



m entioning that always Increases w ith Increasing B,
ie. the nonlinearity of the interacting 2D susceptibil-
iy is a monotonically increasing function of B in the
0 < B < B. range. T he quantitative behavior of nonlin—
ear (rs;B=B.) is also a strong function of ry, as one
can see by com paring the main gure and the inset In
Fig.[. T he susceptbility rem ains nite HrallB up to
B.,afterwhich  isnotwellde ned. (In Fig.@we also
show the result for, what we call, the sem i-linear spin
susceptibility ¢, which is related to experin ental stud-
des of the susceptibility and is de ned below .)

W e have also calculated the zero— eld suscegptibility
hd =dB)% . o), ndihg precise agreem ent wih our
earlier results [L3]. W e em phasize, however, that the
experim entalm easurem ents 4,14,14,17,14,19] do not typi-
cally m easure the nonlinear susceptibility shown in Fig.[4
or the zero— eld susogptibility although m ost experin en—
tal interpretations autom atically (and aswe show in this
Letter, Incorrectly) assum e that the experim entally m ea—
sured susceptibility is the usual zero— eld linear suscep-—

O ne experim entalway to study the soin susceptibility
is to obtain the polarization eld B. through m agneto—
resistance m easurem ents 4, |8, 16, 11, 19], and then ob-—
tain the \spin susceptibility" from B. using the non—
Interacting form ula. In fact this isnot really the soin sus—
ceptibility = n(d =dB)g-o, but a di erent quantiy
which we call the linear spin susceptibility: ; = n=B..
h Fig.[d, the susceptibility is represented by the
derivative of the curve at point U ’, whilk the linear spin
susceptibility ; is represented by the slope of line ©D’.
These two quantities B = 0) and ; (measured ex—
perim entally from the slope of the Iine YD’ in Fig.[d)
are certainly very di erent from each other, especially at
larger rg values. W e also note that the real critical eld
B. D ) corresponding to the point D’ is much sm aller
than the extrapolated line O C’ would indicate! In par-
ticular, ; would alwaysbemuch largerthan ® ! 0),
and the experin ental conclision based on the m easure-
m ent ofB . is sin ply Incorrect. It should be noted in this
context that the sam iHinear susceptibility ¢ (shown in
Fig.[d and discussed below ) is always an aller in m agni-
tude than ; and therefore in general, ; > 4.

A notherexperin entalm ethod (the tilted eld m ethod)
to study the susceptibility is by m atching Landau levels
and Zeeam an energy lvels [H]. The experin ental detail
boils down to m easuring, what we call, the sem i-linear
spin susceptbility ¢ B) = n (B)=B, shown n Fig[.
T he easiest way to describe this quantiy is by exam in-
ing Fig.[d. The sem ilinear spin susceptibility ¢ B) at
point A is represented by the slope of lne DA’, whilke
the susceptibility (B ) is represented by the derivative
of the m agnetization curve at point A’. O f course these
two quantities are di erent, especially In a large m ag—
netic eld, as shown in Fig.[d. However, the experi
m ental m easurem ent of this sem i-linear spin suscepti-

bility ¢ is still reasonably m eaningfiil in the follow ing
ways. One isthat orB = 0, 4 and coincide w ith
each other as shown in F ig.H, and therefore theoretically
speaking, thism easurem ent [H] should be abl to capture
the true behavior ofthe zero— eld susceptibility. A nother
m eaningfiilaspect ofthis experin ent isthat them easure—
ment [§] show sthat,asB increases, ¢ also increases [B],
which suggests that the m agnetization curve is convex
even though ¢ and are di erent. This cbservation
agrees w ith our theoretical ndings. W e therefore con-—
clude that the tilted eld measurement leading to ¢ is
reasonable (put still far from perfect) for m easuring the
2D susoeptbilty for B < B, whereas the susceptbil-
ity ; (extracted from the measurement of B.) is not
particularly m eaningfiil.

In conclusion, we have calculated the nonlinear m ag—
netization and spin susceptbility as a function of m ag—
netic eld and density for 2D electron system sw ith long—
ranged C oulom b interaction in an applied m agnetic eld.
W e ndthatm ostm easurem entsof2D soin susogptibility
are ncorrect because they do not incorporate the m ag—
netic eld-induced nonlinearity. Because of our neglect
of sam ple details eg. nie width e ects), our general
theory is not directly com parable to the existing exper-
In entaldata In any particular system , but our work es—
tablishes that any experim ent n a nite m agnetic eld,
cannot provide a m eaningfiilm easurem ent ofthe 2D sus-
ceptbility, except at the lowest elds and highest den-
sities (ie. for B B.) where our predicted nonlinear
e ects are quantitatively sm all. In particular, we show
convincingly that an experin ental m easurem ent of B .
(eg. theparallel eld m agneto-transport data) m ost cer—
tainly does not provide a value for the zero— eld interact—
ing 2D susceptibility as hasbeen uncritically assum ed in
m ost earlierw orksw hereasthe tilted eld m easurem ents,
particularly In thin 2D sam ples at low m agnetic elds,
provide an approxin ate m easurem ent of the susoeptibil-
iy. Finally, we note that nie tem peraturee ectswould
an oothen the discontinuity (@t B.) In the m agnetization
since there w illbe som e nite them alpopulation ofboth
soin up/down bands, but the sam e physics w ill apply
qualitatively at low tem peratures.
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