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Spin H ot Spots in vertically-coupled Few -electron Q uantum D ots

An-pna Bagga, Pekka P ietilainenY and Tapash Chakraborty
D gpartm ent of P hysics and A stronom y, University of M anitola, W innipeg, Canada R3T 2N 2 and
YD epartm ent of Physical Sciences/T heoretical P hysics,
P O .Box 3000, FIN-90014 University of Oulu, Finland
(D ated: D ecem ber 23, 2021)

The e ects of spin-orbit (SO ) coupling arising from the con nem ent potential in single and two
vertically-coupled quantum dots have been investigated. O ur work indicates that a dot containing
a single electron show s the lifting of the degeneracy of dipoleallowed transitions at B = 0 due to
the SO coupling which disappears for a dot containing two electrons. For coupled dots w ith one
electron in each dot, the optical spectra is not a ected by the coupling and is the sam e as the dot
containing one electron. H owever, for the case of two coupled dots where one partner dot has two
Interacting electrons w hile the other dot has only one electron, a rem arkable e ect is observed w here
the oscillator strength of two out of four dipoleallowed transition lines disappears as the distance

between the dots is decreased.
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Interest in spin properties of sam iconductor nanostruc—
tures has Increased signi cantly in recent years due to
the exciting possibility to m anjpulate it in solid state de—
vices [l,14]. The role of SO coupling in nanostructured
system s is In portant in this context because this cou—
pling would provide a m eans to in uence the spin states
via the orbial degrees of freedom [F]. Quantum dots
@D s) are particularly prom ising system s for these stud—
ies as the electron spin states are very stable In these
zero-din ensional system s and are m easurable [K].

In quantum dots, soin hot spots are com posed oftwo
or m ore states that are degenerate in the absence of the
SO ooupling but the degeneracy is lifted due to the SO
coupling [H]. T he in portance ofthese hot spots lies in the
fact that this lifting of degeneracy allow s m ixing of the
soin-up and spin-dow n statesand opensup the possbility
forspin I transitions in the presence ofthe SO coupling.
R ecent studies have indicated that for laterally coupled
quantum dots, there is no contribution of the Bychkov—
Rashba SO potential [@] to the soin hot spots at zero
magnetic eld [H]. W e have explored the soin hot spots
In vertically coupled quantum dots w here they are read-
iy identi able and re ects Interesting physicalproperties
In the presence 0£SO coupling through the low -lying en—
ergy kevelsaswellas in the dipole-allow ed opticalabsorp—
tion spectra. To be speci ¢, we have studied the e ect
ofBychkov-R ashba SO coupling in the optical transition
spectra and the energy levels oftw o parabolic dotsplaced
vertically and interacting only through the Coulomb in—
teraction. Interestingly, the zero— eld spin hot spots In
our vertically-coupled Q D s m anifests in the dipole tran—
sition energies. For coupled Q D sw ith one dot containing
two electrons w hike the other w ith a single electron, the
SO e ect strongly depends on the interdot separation. Tt
should be pointed out that a vast literature exists on the
electronic properties of vertically-coupled quantum dots
[1], but w thout any spin-orbit interaction incluided. T he
Interest on the role 0of SO coupling n coupled quantum
dots has reached is peak recently due to its in portance

In quantum inform ation processing [E].

W ebegin w ith the low -lying energy levelsand the tran—
sition energies of a single electron in a vertically-coupled
parabolic quantum dot [9, 1] in the presence of a SO
coupling. From the D irac equation we know that when-
ever a soin-half particle w ith charge g m oves under the
fourpotential &; ) the lowest-order relativistic correc—
tion leads to the SO potentialVgy ofthe form
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In quantum dots the electric eld can arise, or exam ple
from the inversion asymm etry of the potential restrict—
Ing the m otion of the electrons (charge e < 0 and ef-
fective massm ) to a two-din ensionalplane [L1]. Then
the electric eld would be perpendicular to the plane of
the m otion. Furthem ore, since we m ay well assum e the

eld to be nearly hom ogenous w ithin the range of the
electron wave functions it can be replaced to a good ap—
proxin ation w ith its average value. It is also custom ary
to collect all the param eters including the average of the
electric eld into a sinhgle coupling constant  lading to
the fam iliar B ychkov-R ashba potential [6]
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for the SO ooupling due to the inversion asym m etry.

A nother source forthe electric eld In the quantum dot
is of course the potential V. that con nes the electrons
Into the dot in the two-din ensionalplane. The eld E
now lies In the plane of m otion and, if the con nem ent
is rotationally symm etric it w illbe parallel to the radius
vector ¥ = (x;y). It is easy to see that the SO coupling
can now be w ritten as [12]
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wherep andA stand forthe angular com ponents ofthe
m om entum and the vectorpotential, and where again we
have com bined m ost of the param eters to a constant
A s com pared to the Vgo 1 we see two essentialdi erences
In Vso ¢ . Firstly, the coupling depends on the position, In
particular in the case of the parabolic con nem ent V. =
im !5r’ it willbe proportionalto !jr. Secondly, it is
diagonalin spin space. From ourpoint ofview this latter
property m akes it very attractive because it allow s us to

nd analytic solutions for the single-particle problem . Tt
should be noted, however that in order to see the e ects
arising from the con nem ent-induced SO coupling Vsoc ,
the con nem ent iself must be rather large. Typically,
~! o must be ofthe order of10{20m &v [14].

T he Ham iltonian describbing our coupled-dot system is

given by

where d is Interdot separation (In unis of m agnetic
length %), H ¢ isthe Ham iltonian goveming a single elec—
tron con ned in a parabolic quantum dot [9,[10] and is
given by
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where , is the Pauli z-m atrix and  is the Bychkov—

Rashba spin-orbi coupling param eter [@]. It is to be
noted that the st temn of H g, is independent of the
extemalm agnetic eld B.AtB = 0 i lifts the sopin de-
generacy because of the m agnetic eld orginating from
the orbialm otion ofthe electron in the presence of elec—
tric eld com ing from the con nem ent potential [14].

T he energy eigenfunctions are then given by
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T he corresponding electron energy levels are
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FIG .1l: The (@) dipolk transition energies and () a few low —
Iying energy levels of the single-electron energy soectrum ofa
single quantum dot in the presence of the SO coupling. T he
states are labelled as (Y; ) where Yand denote the orbital
and spin quantum num bers respectively. The spin up and
soin down profctions are denoted by 1 and 1 respectively.
AtB = 0, thedegeneracy (without the SO coupling) is lifted.
T he states w ith antiparallel * and spin are lower in energy.
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FIG.2: The (@) dipoltransition energy soectrum and ()
the few low lying energy lvels of a two-electron dot in the
presence of the SO coupling. In (o) the lowest line represents
the elgenvalues ofthe stateL = Y + %2 = 0;S = 51+ s = 0.
The elgenvalues forthe L = 1;S = 1;0; 1 states are drawn
as dashed lines.
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and ! is the cycltron frequency. C learly, the SO cou-
pling .n uences Egs. @) and D) ]which results in an
Increase of the energy of the up spin and an decrease in
energy of the down spin. Another e ect due to the SO
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FIG .3: The (@) transition energy spectrum and (o) the few
Jow -lying energy levels of two vertically-coupled dots sepa—
rated by d= 0:5% in the presence of the SO coupling. Each
dot contains a single electron. In (b), the three lowest lines
correspond to the eigenvalues forthe statesL = %, + b, =
0;S = sp1+ sp2 = 0; 1. The eigenvalues orthe L = 1
states are drawn as dashed lines.

coupling is from the lastterm ofEq. [) which is indepen—
dent of an extemalm agnetic eld. A sm entioned earler,
at B = 0 i lifts the spin degeneracy of the states w ith
the sam e orbialm om entum . The energy of the states
w ith antiparallel soin and ‘ is lowered while the states
w ith the parallel * and soin show an increase In energy
atB = 0.

The dpolkallowed transition energies of a sihgk
parabolic dot In the presence of the SO ooupling are
presented in Fig. 1 (@) whilke the energy eigenvalues are
presented In Fig. 1 (). In all our caltulations, the
m aterial param eters are for the InA s dots as listed In
Ref. [1Z]. Transitions take place from the J'= 0;"i state
to 3= 1;"iand J*= 1;"istates. Thesetwo transitions
are not degenerate at B = 0 because ofthe SO coupling:
j 1 "ihaslowerenergy than thatof ] "i Fig.1({)]. It is
Interesting to note that this splittingbetween theL = + 1
and L = 1branchesatB = 0 disappears ifthe dot con—
tains two electrons F ig. 2 (@)]. In the energy spectrum of
a two-electron dot Fig. 2 ()], the lowest line represents
a tw o—electron state w here the electrons occupy P "iand
P #1i states. In order to understand the degeneracy ofthe
L=+1landL = 1branchesatB = 0, ket us look at
the states nvolved in the transition to (say) theL = +1
branch. In this case, any of the two electrons occupying
P "iand P #1i states can be excited: the electron is ex—
cited either from P "ito jl "ior from P #ito the j #i
state. D ue to the SO interaction, the excitation energies
are not degenerate at B = 0. Since there are now two
electrons, the Coulomb interaction between them m ixes
the jl "iand ]l #1istates. T he eigenstate isa com bination
of 1 "i and 7 #i states due to the Coulomb interaction.
Sin ilarly, the L = 1 transition can occur in two ways:
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FIG . 4: The transition energy spectrum of two vertically—
coupled dots separated by @) d= 05% and ) d= 95%,
in the presence of the SO coupling. In this case, one dot
con nes a single electron while the other dot contains two
interacting electrons.

electron can eitther ymp from P "ito the j 1 "i state
orfrom P #itothe j 1 #istate. Agal, thesetwo possi-
biltties for L = 1 are not degenerate at B = 0 but due
to the Coulom b interaction the eigenstate is a com bina—
tion ofthese two altematives. However, the state 7 1 "i
is degenerate at B = 0 with jl #i and so are the states
j 1l#iand 1 "i Fig.2 {)]. T herefore, we do not observe
a splitting at B = O between theL = +land L = 1
branches in the optical spectra of a dot containing two
Interacting electrons.

T he resuls for two quantum dots each containing one
electron and are vertically coupled (via only the Coulomb
Interaction) are displayed in Fig. 3. For a large separa—
tion ofthe dots eg., d= 9:5% ), the transition energies,
quite expectedly, resem ble those of a single dot w ith one
electron Fig.1(a)]. A s the dots are brought closer, the
Interdot Interaction becom es stronger but that m odi es
only the energy spectrum , leaving the optical spectra un-
changed Fig. 3(@)]. Figure 3 (b) show s the low -lying en—
ergy levels for two dots at a sgparation ofd = 05k .
An electron In the ground state P "i in any of the two
dots can make a transition to jl "i state. There are
now two states corresponding to L =
S= 951+ sp2= 1lwhere 51,51 and b2, Sp2 repre-
sent the quantum num bers for the rst and second dot
regpectively. W hen the Interdot interaction is very weak,
thetwostates (b1 =1, 2= 0)and (b1 =0, 2= 1)
are degenerate. H owever, as the separation between the
dots is decreased, the Coulomb interaction lifts the de-
generacy between the two eigenstates which are linear
com bination of above two states). ForL = 1,we sin—
ilarly have two levels. However, the oscillator strength
of the lower state is nearly zero and the transition takes
place only to the higher state. T herefore, there are only
two lines (orL = 1) in the optical spectra for all dis—

b1+ b2 =1,



tances between the two dots Fig. 3@)1.

T he m ost Interesting situation is found to occur when
one dot has a single electron w hil the other dot contains
tw o electrons. Figure 4 show s the transition energies of
the two dots or two di erent values of the interdot sep—
aration: @) d= 05%,and k) d= 95% . For a large
separation of the dots d = 95% ), there are four lines
as a function of the m agnetic eld Fig. 4 )], whereas
there are only two lines for a much am aller separation
d= 05%) Fig.4@)]. Thisisbecausewhen the dotsare
far apart the uncoupled two-electron dot does not show
the SO splittingbetween theL = 1and L = 1branches
atB = 0 and as a resul, there are two m iddle lines that
are degenerate at B = 0. The oneelctron dot, on the
other hand show s a splitting and resuls in the lowest
line corresponding to the L = 1 branch while the up—
pem ost line correspondsto the L = 1 branch. Hencewe
havetwo L = 1 branchesand two L = 1 branches for
the two dots. A sthe distance betw een the dots decreases,
the excited L = 1 state of the two dots are coupled by
the Coulom b interaction. T he transition probability for
the lower state decreases w hile it increases for the higher
state. Atd= 05% the transition to the lower state is
zero and hence we have only one line corresponding to
the L = 1 branch and sim ilarly one line fortheL = 1
branch Fig. 4@)]. The novel result we observe here is
that, unlke in the case oftwo coupled dotsw ith one elec—
tron in each dot, in the present system , ora large separa—
tion, the L = 1 branch com ing from the two-electron dot
isnotdegeneratew ith the L = 1 branch com ing from the
one-—electron dot. T herefore, one could cbserve the dis—

appearence of one of the two L = 1 branches (sam e for
thetwo L = 1 branches) as the distance between the
tw o dots is decreased. Tt should be pointed out that the
L = 1 branch of the dot containing two electrons is not
degenerate wih the L = 1 branch of the dot contain—
Ing a single electron because the two-electron dot does
not show the SO splitting between the L = 1 branches
w hile the one-electron dot does show the solitting.

In summ ary, we have investigated a single parabolic
QD and two vertically coupled QD s, containing one or
two (interacting) electrons, in the presence of the SO
coupling. For single dots, the SO interaction that we
considered to be arising from the con nem ent potential,
lifts the degeneracy of the dipoletransition energies at
B = 0 for a dot containing one electron. The splitting
disappears for a dot containing tw o electrons. T he lifting
of the degeneracy at B = 0 is also observed for two cou-
pld QD s, each containing a single electron. In case of
tw o coupled dotsw here one partner dot has tw o interact—
ing electrons while the other has only one electron, the
dipolk transition energies show a rem arkable dependence
on the Interdot separation. For a large separation, the
spectra consist of four lines corresponding to a com bina—
tion of one and two electron spectra. However, as the
separation between the dots is decreased, the oscillator
strength for the ower eigenstatesof, = + land L = 1
decreases and the optical spectra contains only two lines
nstead of four.

The work of T C . has been supported by the Canada
Research Chair Program and the C anadian Foundation
for Innovation (CFI) G rant.

[z] E lectronic m ail: tapash@ physicsum anitoba.ca

lIDD. Awschalom, D. Loss, and N. Samarth (Eds.),
Sem iconductor Spintronics and Q uantum C om putation
(Springer, 2002); SA.Wolff DD. Awschalom, RA.
Buhm an, JM .D aughton, S.von M olnar, M L.R oukes,
A Y .Chtchekanova,and D M .Treger, Science 294, 1488
(2001).

21 P roceedings of the F irst Intermational C onference on the
Physics and Applications of Spin Related Phenom ena
in Sem iconductors, edited by H. Ohno Physica E 10
(2001)1.

B] J.N itta, T .A kazaki, and H .Takayanagi, Phys.Rev.Lett.
78,1335 (1997).

A1 M .K routvaretal., Nature (London) 432, 81 (2004); JR .
Petta et al,, Science 309, 2180 (2005).

B] P.Stano and J.Fabian, Phys.Rev.B 72,155410 (2005).

bl Y A . Bychkov and E .I. Rashba, J. Phys. C 17, 6039
(1984).

[71JH.Oh, K J.Chang, G. IThm, and SJ. Lee, ibid. 53,
13264 (1996); W ~Y .Ruan and H ~F .Cheung, Eur.Phys.
J.B 3,407 (1998); H.Imamura, PA .M aksym , and H .
Aoki, Phys.Rev.B 53, 12613 (1996); 59, 5817 (1999);
Y .Tokura,D G .Austing, and S.Tarucha, J.Phys.: Con-
dens.M atter 11, 6023 (1999); B . Partoens, A .M atulis,
and F M . Peeters, Phys. Rev. B 59, 1617 (1999); G .

Burkard, G . Seelig, and D . Loss, ibid. 62, 2581 (2000);
B . Partoens and F M . Peeters, Europhys. Lett. 56, 86
(2001); W .X i and P. Sun, J.Phys.: Condens. M atter
14,7245 (2002); S.Bednarek, T . Chw iej J.A dam ow ki,
and B . Szafran, Phys.Rev.B 67, 205316 (2003);D .Bel-
lucci, M . Rontani, F. Troiani, G . Goldoni, and E .M oli-
nard, ibid. 69, 201308 (2004); D .Bellucci, F . Troiani, G .
G odoni, and E .M olinari, J.Lum in.112, 109 (2005).

BIM A .Erksson, et al, Quantum Infom ation P rocessing
3,133 (2004);D .Loss, G .Burkard,and D P .D ¥ incenzo,
J. N anoparticke Res. 2, 401 (2000).

P] T . Chakraborty, Com m ents Condens. M atter Phys. 16,
35 (1992); V.G udmundsson, A .M anolescu, R . K rahne,
and D .Heim ann, in N ano-P hysics & B io-E lectronics: A
New Odyssey, Edited by T .Chakraborty, F . P ecters, and
U .Sivan (E Isevier, 2002).

[10] T . Chakraborty, Quantum D ots (N orth-Holland, Am s—
terdam , 1999).

[11] T . Chakraborty and P.P jtilainen, Phys.Rev. Lett. 95,
136603 (2005); P .P detilainen and T . C hakraborty, (to be
published).

[12] O .Voskoboynikov,C P.Lee, and O . Tretyak, Phys.Rev.
B 63, 165306 (2001).



