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Abstract

In this thesis we present an ab initio study of the optical response in bulk
semiconductors and their surfaces using the local density approximation to
the density functional theory under the approach of pseudopotentials and all-
electron schemes.

In the first part of the thesis we present a study of the nonlocal effects in the
optical response due the use of density functional theory within local density
approximation and the errors introduced by the use of pseudopotentials. We
obtain the linear and nonlinear optical susceptibility tensors including the scis-
sors approximation within the formalisms of velocity-gauge and length-gauge
by solving the density matrix equation of motion and using a perturbative
technique. These two formalisms are equivalent and they are related by a
gauge transformation. When the calculation is done under the velocity-gauge
formalism, we show that new terms coming from the nonlocal scissors correc-
tion appear. These terms, not considered before in the literature, are crucial
in order to obtain gauge invariance.

In the second and third part of the thesis we present the study of the optical
injection of electric current and the optical injection of spins, for several semi-
conductor surfaces. We present new expressions that describe both phenomena
that take into account the layer-by-layer contribution of any surface.

The last part of this work is devoted to the study of optical spin injection
in stressed bulk Si and bulk GaAs. This is of great technological importance
since Si is nowdays the quintessential semiconductor of the electronic industry.
It is shown that one can inject up to 75% of spins with the appropriate stress.
This means that Si could be used to build spintronic devices.
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Introduction

Contents
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A semiconductor can be characterized using its response when we apply a
external stimulus, for example an electronic circuits can be characterized by
using its output voltage when we apply an input voltage, the resulting function
is known as transfer function, this function provides all the information that
is needed to understand the circuit.

In a crystalline semiconductor the same thing happens, the crystal semi-
conductor can be characterized using its response function. The question that
arises is how the crystal behave under external influence or stimuli? The dis-
turbance could be electrical fields , magnetic fields, temperature, light, etc. If
the stimulus is light, the absorption, reflection and dispersion give us informa-
tion about the interaction of the electromagnetic wave with the semiconductor.
Examining the effects of the stimuli it is possible to determine the properties
of the semiconductor.

In this scheme the input could be an electromagnetic field and the output
would be the electric polarization of the semiconductor. The response is known
as the susceptibility, x, and it contains the information needed to determine
the optical properties of the semiconductor. In general we can write

P=y".E+\®:EE+\®EEE+... (1.1)

where y(! is the linear susceptibility tensor, y(?) is the second order susceptibil-
ity tensor, which describes processes such as second harmonic generation, and
X(3) is the third order susceptibility tensor which describes processes as third
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harmonic generation and the intensity-dependent refractive index. In equation
above P is the polarization and E is the applied electric field. Depending on
the strength of the electromagnetic field the polarization will depend either
linearly or non-linearly on the applied electromagnetic field. In this thesis the
electromagnetic field will be treated as a classical field and the material system
will be treated quantum mechanically.

The general goal of this thesis is the development of quantum mechanical
expressions for y() and @, and two other optical responses. The first is the
spin tensor (, associated to the first order response, and the second one is the
current injection tensor, 72, related to second-order response. The interest in
studying nonlinear optical susceptibilities is that they can be used to obtain
information about reconstructions of surface semiconductors, electronic energy
levels, surface states, etc. But more importantly, these effects could be used
to coherently manipulate the spin of the electron and the electronic current.

1.1 Nonlocal effects of the scissors operator

As it is well known in the literature, one of the main failures of the den-
sity functional theory (DFT), within the local density approximation (LDA),
is the underestimation of the band gap. The Schréodinger equation within
the one-electron approximation contains a self-energy term that describes the
many-body interactions. The solution to such equation is an ongoing theo-
retical and numerical challenge. Within LDA one neglects such many-body
effects and this leads to the band gap miscalculation. The solution of the self-
energy term is known to lead to the calculation of the energy gap in agreement
with the experimental values. To first order, the many body effects are in-
troduced through the so call “GW” approximation, where “G” stands for the
electron Green function and “W” for the screened Coulomb interaction. The
GW solution produces electron wavefunctions that are very similar to the LDA
wavefunctions, and conduction energy bands that have the same dispersion in
the Brillouin zone as the LDA bands. However, the GW conduction bands
are shifted upwards in energy almost rigidly with respect to the LDA bands
in such a way that the GW gap is very similar to the experimental gap. The
problem is that the GW scheme is computationally very demanding and for
our purposes is not feasible. To overcome this, the so-called scissors approx-
1mation is widely used. Within this approximation the conduction bands are
rigidly shifted in energy so the energy gap matches the experimental value.
Thus, the formulation of linear and nonlinear optical susceptibility with and
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without the scissors approximation and under the formalisms of velocity-gauge
and length-gauge, is the first goal of this thesis. The expressions for x() and
x? are obtained by solving the density matrix equation of motion and using
a perturbative technique. We show that new terms, not considered before in
the literature, appear when the calculation is done under the velocity-gauge
and that these terms are crucial for gauge invariance.

1.2 Optical injection current

The generation of currents in semiconductor surfaces is studied. There are
basically three types of currents that can be generated with photo-excitation:
rectification, shift and injection current. Optical generation and control of
currents in semiconductors can be described within the standard framework
of nonlinear optics using susceptibilities. In general y(?) can be written as the
sum of a non-divergent term and two diverging terms as

XD (—wpiwr, —ws) = xP(~wp;wi, —ws)
1 02(_WD§W17_W2)
—iwp
n2(—wp;iwi, —w2)
1.2
+ Ciop (1.2)

where the w1 and wy are the frequencies of the excitation optical pulses and
wp = w1 — wo. Xg) is rectification current tensor, oo is the shift current
tensor and 7y the injection current tensor. The last two terms in Eq. (1.2)
diverge as wp — 0. In this thesis we are interested in 72 which originates
from the quantum interference between absorption pathways associated with
orthogonal components of the beam polarization. A study of optical coherent
control of injection currents at surfaces of cubic semiconductors is presented.
To obtain the surface contribution to 72 a formalism that allows to get the
“layer-by-layer” response also is presented. This optical effect will serve as a
surface sensitive probe of crystals with bulk inversion symmetry or 6mz2, 6,
and 43m (zinc-blende) symmetry. In crystals with any of these symmetries,
this effect vanishes in bulk, but it is allowed in the surface region owing to
the local break of symmetry. We present the results of ab initio calculations
for injected currents at prototypical Si and GaAs surfaces, hydrogenated and
As-covered Si(111)(1 x 1), clean Si(111)(2 x 1), as well as clean and Sb-covered
GaAs(110)(1x1). The effects are shown to be sensitive to the surface structure
and these effects should be experimentally mesurable.
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1.3 Optical spin injection

Spin is a quantum mechanical property associated with the intrinsic angular
momentum of many elementary particles. In particular for the electrons, it
explains magnetism in matter. Electron spin can have two possible values:
1/2 and —1/2; they are colloquially refered to as “spin up” and “spin down”.
This dichotomy between the values of the spin is the basis of the emerging field
of spintronics, which is a new branch of electronics where the spin degree of
freedom is controlled to carry information. Thus, information can be encoded
via electron spin, and transported from one part of the device to another using
electron currents. In order to build a useful device, the field of spintronics has
three main challenges: spin injection, spin transport and spin detection. Spin
injection in semiconductors can be optically or electrically achieved. In this
thesis only optical spin injection will be presented, which is produced by the
use of circularly polarized light. A previously introduced formalism to study
optically injected spins in stressed bulk semiconductors is used, like Si and
GaAs, and extend the theoretical formalism to study optical spin injection at
the surfaces of semiconductors. This extension is similar to the layer-by-layer
scheme developed for the injection current. For the surfaces we study opti-
cal spin-injection at several Si(111) and GaAs(110) surfaces. The theoretical
results predict that both semiconductor surfaces are good candidates to be
used for optical injection of spins. Thus the quintessential element of the elec-
tronic industry, bulk Si, and its surfaces, could be a good choice to be used for
spintronic devices.

1.4 Organization of this thesis

This thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 presents a formal derivation of
the linear and nonlinear response with and without the scissors approximation
in bulk semiconductors using both length-gauge and velocity-gauge formalism;
Chapter 3 is devoted to the study of current injection in semiconductor sur-
faces; Chapters 4 and 5 are dedicated to the study of optical spin injection in
surfaces and bulk, respectively, and in Chapter 6 the general conclusions of the
thesis are given.
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2.1 Summary

abe(_2u;w,w) are

Calculations of the second harmonic susceptibility tensor x
presented for bulk semiconductors within both the velocity and the length
gauge. The description of the semiconductor states incorporates the “scissors”
Hamiltonian commonly used to obtain the correct band gap. The non-locality

abc(

of the scissors correction leads to additional terms in x%*¢(—2w;w,w) that were

not considered before within a sum-over-states approach in the velocity gauge.

abe( 20 w, w)

Using this new expression, we show that the calculations of x
with both gauges match within very good numerical accuracy.! As part of
the derivation, we clarify the well known result for the linear optical response,
which states that the scissors correction rigidly shifts the spectrum along the
energy axis, keeping the line-shape intact. The calculation for GaAs is pre-

sented using an all-electron and a pseudopotential scheme.

1 part in approximately 10°
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2.2 Introduction

The development of new nonlinear optical materials is an active area of re-
search, with works ranging from the study and growth of new nonlinear crys-
tals to the design of novel metamaterials. Perhaps the simplest nonlinear
process, second harmonic generation (SHG), is one of the most used for gen-
eration of new frequencies, as a spectroscopic probe, and because its reverse
process, spontaneous parametric downconversion, which is described by the
same nonlinear susceptibility, it can be used to generate entangled photons for
application in quantum information processing.

The numerical calculation of any nonlinear optical response is a nontrivial
task, and different methodologies and numerical approaches have been em-
ployed. Our interest is focused in strategies that can be applied to study the
nonlinear optical response of a material over a wide frequency range, and in a
regime where a perturbative treatment is appropriate. The first attempt along
this line is the work of Butcher and McLean [BM63|, where the resulting equa-
tions appeared to be plagued of divergences that appear in the DC (static)
limit. Aspnes [Asp72| showed that, in the static limit, these divergences are
only apparent, since the coefficients that multiply the divergent terms van-
ish; however his proof was only limited to cubic crystals. Ghahramani, Moss
and Sipe [GMS91]|, gave a more general proof of the disappearance of these
apparent divergences for cold (7' = 0 K), undoped semiconductors of any crys-
tal class. Levine [Lev94|, presented a formula for the nonlinear second order
susceptibility tensor where the scissors approximation is properly introduced,
unfortunately the expressions are difficult to compute. These studies used
what is called the “velocity gauge” or “v - A gauge” for the treatment of the
coupling of an electron to the electromagnetic field, where v is the velocity
operator of the electron and A is the vector potential specifying the electro-
magnetic field. Later, Aversa and Sipe [AS95] showed that a divergence free
expression for the nonlinear second order susceptibility tensor x®¢(—2w;w, w)
could be more easily obtained by using what is called the “length gauge” or
“r-E formulation”. Here r is the position operator and E is the electric field.

In the works of Rashkeev et al. [RLS98]|, and Hughes and Sipe [HS96],

abe(_2w; w,w) for sev-

the length-gauge formulation was used to evaluate x
eral zinc-blende semiconductors within an ab initio scheme. The more recent
work of Leitsmann et al. [LSHBO05], extends the velocity-gauge approach to
include excitonic and local field interactions in GaAs. Quasi-particle effects,

at the scissors correction level, have been correctly incorporated by Nastos
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et al. [NOSS05] in the length-gauge approach. Before this Adolph and Bech-
stedt [AB98| discussed how to include these effects, even beyond the scis-
sors approximation, within the velocity-gauge approach. Surface second har-
monic generation has also been studied within the velocity-gauge scheme with
success fully [MPODS01, MGDS98, RDSCP94], and x*¢(—2w;w,w) spectra
have been calculated for superlattices within both the length-gauge approach
[SDADO3] and the velocity-gauge approach |[GMS91|.

A full comparison between calculations using these two different approaches
has not been done. One goal of this chapter is to establish the equivalence be-
tween the length-gauge and velocity-gauge schemes. It is well known that
measurable quantities must be gauge invariant. We thus show in this chapter

abc(

that the expressions for x**(—2w;w,w) evaluated through these two differ-

ent approaches lead to the same result. In order to do so, we derive a new

abc(

expression for y*¢(—2w;w,w) within the velocity-gauge, that properly takes

into account the non-local nature of the scissors Hamiltonian. In all previous

abe(_2w; w,w), within the velocity-gauge, the scissors imple-

calculations of x
mentation was carried out by following the same method used for the linear
optical response. It can be shown that this naive procedure, of shifting the
conduction energies and renormalizing the velocity matrix elements, which
works for the linear response, does not work properly for the nonlinear re-

abe( 2w, w) contains two terms

sponse. The new expression derived for y
directly obtained from the scissors Hamiltonian that are clearly required to
obtain gauge invariance within the scissors implementation. Earlier, Nastos

abc(

et al. [NOSS05] showed the correct way of calculating x**°(—2w;w,w) using

the scissors Hamiltonian within the length-gauge. In this chapter a unified

abe( 2w, w), is presented with and without the scissors cor-

approach to x
rection, that matches for the velocity-gauge and length-gauge. While we can
verify this analytically for the linear response |[AS95]|, for the SHG response
coefficient this could only be confirmed numerically. Nonetheless, with this
confidence acquired our approach can serve as a model for the gauge-invariant
calculation of other nonlinear optical response coefficients.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 2.3 we present the most
important steps involved in the derivation of second order susceptibility tensor
X%¢(—2w; w,w), within the length-gauge and velocity-gauge approaches. In
Section 2.4 we show the results of the numerical evaluation of x¢(—2w; w, w),
taking as an example the zinc-blende bulk semiconductor GaAs, and discuss

abc(

them. We calculate the expressions for x%*¢(—2w; w,w) with ab initio programs

based on Density Functional Theory within the Local Density Approximation
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(DFT-LDA), using all-electron and pseudopotential schemes.

2.3 Theory

In this section we present the strategy used to calculate the second-order non-
linear response. Although this has already been discussed in earlier studies,
we consider both the velocity gauge and the length gauge response within a
common formalism. this derivation includes new terms not included before in
the velocity gauge, for both the linear and the nonlinear response. For the
nonlinear response, the new terms are crucial for establishing numerically that
both gauges give the same result.

2.3.1 Perturbation approach

We use the independent particle approximation, neglect both the local field
and the excitonic effects, and treat the electromagnetic field classically, while
the matter is described quantum-mechanically. We can describe the system
using a scaled one electron density operator p, with which we can calculate
the expectation value of a single-particle observable O as (O) = Tr(pO), with
O the associated quantum mechanical operator and Tr the trace. The density
operator satisfies iii(dp/dt) = [H(t), p], with H(t) as the total single electron
Hamiltonian, written as

H(t) = Ho + H(t),

where Hj is the unperturbed time-independent Hamiltonian, and Hj(t) is the
time-dependent potential energy due to the interaction of the electron with the
electromagnetic field; Hy has eigenvalues fuwy, (k) and eigenstates [nk) (Bloch
states) labeled by a band index n and crystal momentum k. To proceed with
the solution of p it is convenient to use the interaction picture, where a unitary
operator U = exp(iHot/h) transforms any operator O into O = U OUT. Even
if O does not depend on ¢, O does through the explicit time dependence of U.
The dynamic equation for g is given by

dp
h— = [H(t
L = (Fy(), 7,
with solution
t
ihi(t) = ihpo + [ e (), 50) (2.1)
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where pyp = p(t = —o0) is the unperturbed density matrix. We look for the
standard perturbation series solution, p(t) = PO+ 5 4 532 4 ... where the
superscript denotes the order (power) with which each term depends on the
perturbation Hj(t). From Eq. (2.1) the N-th order term is

5 I - ~(N—
) = [ ), I, 2.2)
h J_o
The series is generated by the unperturbed density operator 20 = jy, assumed
to be the diagonal Fermi-Dirac distribution, (nk|pg|nk) = f(hw,(k)) = fn.
For a clean, cold semiconductor, f,, = 1 for n a valence (v) or occupied band,
and f,, = 0 for n a conduction (¢) or empty band. We will use this assumption
throughout.
The expectation value of the macroscopic current density J is given by
€ .

() = ST(pr), (2.3)
where 1 is the time derivative of the position operator of an electron of charge
e. The velocity operator of the electron is given by

VEI"z%[r,H], (2.4)
with Q the normalization volume. The macroscopic polarization density P
is related to (J) by (J) = dP/dt. For a perturbing (Maxwell macroscopic)
electromagnetic field, E(t) = E(w)e™ ™! + c.c., where @ = w +in, and 7 > 0
is used to adiabatically turn on the interaction. We write the second order
nonlinear polarization as,

P (2w) = Y (—2w; w, w) Eb (w) E¢(w), (2.5)

abe(_2w; w,w) is the second order susceptibility. The superscripts in

where x
Eq. (2.5) denote Cartesian components, if repeated are to be summed over.
Without loss of generality we can always define y®¢(
abe( 2w, w) = x
not, the part that does not satisfy the intrinsic permutation symmetriy would
make no contribution to the second order polarization. This part could be

dropped since it would have no physical significance.

—2w;w,w) to satisfy in-

acb(

trinsic permutation symmetry, x —2w;w,w); if it does

The unperturbed Hamiltonian is given by

2

p
Hy =
0 2me

+ V(r), (2.6)
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with m, the mass of the electron, p its canonical momentum, and V' (r) the local
periodic crystal potential, where we neglect spin-orbit terms. This Hamiltonian
is used to solve the Kohn-Sham equations [KS65| of DFT, within the LDA. The
use of these solutions as single particle states leads to an underestimation of the
band gap. A standard procedure to correct this is to use the so-called “scissors
approximation”, by which one rigidly shifts the conduction bands in energy so
that the band gap value corresponds to the experimental one; this value is often
in fairly good agreement with the GW? band gap based on a more sophisticated
calculation [HL86]. Concurrently, one uses the LDA wave functions, since they
produce band structures with dispersion relations similar to those predicted by
the GW approximation. Mathematically, one adds the scissors (non-local) term
S(r,p), to the unperturbed or unscissored Hamiltonian Hy, i.e.

Hég = Hy —|—S<I‘,p),

where

S(r,p) =hAY / d’k(1 — fn)|nk)(nk|, (2.7)

with AA the rigid (k-independent) energy correction to be applied, and f, is
occupation factor taken to be one for occupied bands and zero for unoccupied
bands, the underlying physics that this operator describe is shift only the con-
duction band energies when it operate over all conductions and valence states.
Several properties of S(r,p) are shown in the appendix. The unscissored and
scissored Hamiltonians satisfy respectively the relations:

Hotni(r) = hwn(K)Ynk(r),
Hp ni(r) = huwy, (k) (r),
where
wi (k) = wa(k) + (1 = fu)A, (2.8)
and Y,k (r) = (r|nk) is the coordinate representation of the ket |nk).

2.3.2 Velocity gauge formalism

To calculate the optical response in the velocity gauge, we use the minimal
substitution through which, in the presence of an electromagnetic field, the
Hamiltonian is written as

= !
2me

(b~ CA) +V(r) +5(rp— -A). (29)

2One Particle Green Function (G) with Screened Coulomb Interaction (W)
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where A is the vector potential; one obtains the magnetic field as B =V x A
and the electric field as E = —(1/¢)A, with ¢ the speed of light in vacuum.
In general these electric and magnetic fields are taken to be the macroscopic
Maxwell fields. We assume the long-wavelength limit, in which A is uniform
and only depends on time. Furthermore, we take a harmonic perturbation of
the form A(t) = A(w)e ™! + A*(w)e™™| where only the “positive frequency”
term will be kept in the following calculations. Expanding the scissors operator
according to [NOSS05],

S(.p-54) = S0+ LA S (£ [ (A SR

leads to the following scissored Hamiltonian up to second order in A

HS = H 4+ Hyy + Hy o,

where
Hpp = —EA-VE, (2.10)
€ b Seabae . C a2
His = T [r?, v ] A A° + 2m602A , (2.11)

are the linear and nonlinear (second order) interaction Hamiltonians. The last
term in Eq. 2.11 is only a function of time. It contributes to a global phase
factor of the electron wave function which has no effect on expectation values.
Therefore it can be neglected. We have defined

i
VS = _%[L S(I‘,p)}, (212)
as the contribution to the velocity operator due to the non-local scissors term,
and
vE= P s (2.13)
Me

as the scissored velocity operator. From Eq. (2.4) the current operator j = er,
up to second order in A is

J* =76 + i1 +j3.

with
jo = ev™,
2 i 52
€ e
- _ Al a ,5b Ab
jl Cme + h [T 7U ] Y
63
J2 = [Ta’[rb7vs’c]]AbAcv
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being the operators of zero, first and second order in A, respectively. From
Eq. (2.3), we have that

a 1 -q 1 -q
(70 = S Te(gp) + ST (i) (2.14)

is the linear macroscopic current density, and
1 1 1
(1) = ST(igp?) + STt + 5 Tr(isp ™) (2.15)
Q Q Q
is the nonlinear (second order) macroscopic current density.

2.3.2.1 Linear response

In this section the linear response is calculated, within the velocity gauge,
and it is shown that there is a new term not previously included when the
scissored Hamiltonian is used. Indeed, we show that by chance the “usual”
way of including the scissor correction leads to the correct result. That is, the
scissors correction only gives a rigid shift in the energy axis of the unscissored
spectrum by an amount equal to A; the line shape of the spectrum is the same
for both the scissored and the unscissored Hamiltonians [NOSS05, DSG93,
LA91, LA8Y|. In the following, we show that if the usual procedure is used
for the nonlinear response the resulting scissored susceptibility is wrong. The
derivation of the linear response here is important for making sense of our later
results, and also sets some of the intermediate results that will be used in the
calculation of the nonlinear response. Aditionally we also show that the linear
response is gauge invariant, since we obtain the same analytic result for the
linear susceptibility in both gauges. This agreement holds with and without
the scissors correction.
Lets start by taking matrix elements of Eq. (2.2) leads to

3 ei [! 0 ~(0) 1\ ~5b

pe) = oo [ de @) S (S - AU ).
oo 7

where the sum over £ is over all states, and we have used the linear interac—

tion Hamiltonians, Eq. (2.10). Since U(t) = exp(iHyt/h), we get © é(t’) =

Uzé’ gt , PO () = foben, and w3, = w (k) — wy (k), where we have omitted

the dependence on k. Then p(l)( t) = p( ) el Winte =I5t yith

(1) _ ¢ Umnfnm b
A0 = o el o) 2.16
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where fom = fn — fm. Using Tr(p(©)/Q = ng, with ng the electronic density,
and dP/dt = (J) to write P%(w) = (i/@) (J*(w)) = x®(~w;w)E’(w), we get
from Eq. (2.14) that

d®k UZ avE f e’n ie? 1
ab . nm Umn Jnm 0 T (0 )/c-ab
XP(-wiw) hwz / 87r3 -w Mew? Oab h? Q (e )

d3k. Ya,,2b 1 1
= /87r3 Z fnm Unm mn((w%n)z(w%n _a)) + (wnsm)2@

m#n

Tr(p@ F) (2.17)

1 >_ 62n0 ie? 1
ha? Q

S 52
WynW

is the linear susceptibility within the scissored Hamiltonian; we used a partial
fraction expansion in the first term after the first equal sign. We have defined

Fb = [ro, 07, (2.18)

and used the fact that the f,,, factor allow us to write m # n and that in the
continuous limit of k (1/Q) Y, — [d®k/(873).

From time reversal symmetry we have that v> (k) = —v> (k) and
wd (k) = w> (k) impliying that the contribution to y*(—w;w), coming

from the 1/@, term cancels out. By index manipulation, the third term, com-
bined with the fourth term in the right hand side of Eq. (2.17), gives

Sa b Ya b 9

/ o gttt ER05, = b (2.19)
™
m#n

S
Wmn Mme

The last term on the right hand side of Eq. (2.17) reduces to

/ ak Z faFb = (2.20)

where
F =iA Y fam (Mo + 100, (2.21)
m(#n)
Summing m over all v and ¢ states different from n (see the Appendix). Finally,
Eq. (2.17) reduces to

2 3 .a ab a
ab € d’k Unmvmnfnm C
Cwew) = — | 22 24+ — 2.22
X (mwie) h/ 83 mzﬂ (2~ 3) | 2 e 0
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which is the linear response coefficient obtained within the velocity gauge,
including the scissors correction. Using

wS
v = Ty (R #m), (2.23)

Wnm

and w;fm = Wmn — fmnd\, from the appendix we get that

ab . dgk f’flmvnm Umn dgk 1 “
X (_W’UJ) /871—3 Z mn - w2 / 8 ;fn |:Tn>rk1,:| ’
(2.24)
where [1/m?]% is the effective mass tensor given in Eq. (2.54).
For a clean, cold semiconductor f,, = f,(k) =1 or 0, independent of k and

the integration over the Brillouin Zone of the term involving the effective mass
tensor vanishes identically [GMS91], implying

2 3 b
ab € d’k fnmvnm mn
—Wiw) = — 2.25
N (i) h/&rgzwz 1% et (2.25)

where the energy denominator leads to resonances when w? = w.

A similar calculation neglecting the scissors term in the Hamiltonian leads

to
ab . _ 62 dgk fnmvnm fnn
Xunbmssored —Ww; w) - % E wg

873 ot (Wimn —w —1in)’

where now the resonances are at w.,, = w. A naive procedure to “scissors” the
above result would be to take

2 3 S.a, S
b . _ ¢ d’k JrmUnin Umin
Xnaive(—0i) = n / 83 Z (W) (W —w —1n)’ (2:26)

an incorrect strategy, since it misses the second and third terms on the right
hand side of Eq. (2.22). However, using Eq. (2.23) in Eq. (2.26) leads by
coincidence to the correct result of Eq. (2.25). It appears that this has not
been appreciated in the literature; Eq. (2.22) shows the correct way to include
the scissors Hamiltonian within the velocity gauge, which is not the usual
strategy illustrated by Eq. (2.26) [las].

Using Eq. (2.43), Eq. (2.25) can be rewritten as

Bk FmT?
ab/ . — nm' nm mn
X (mwiw) h/87r3z n—Ww—in’
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which is identical to the length gauge result for the scissored Hamiltonian
[NOSS05]. Again, for the unscissored Hamiltonian [SS00],

d3k FrmT®
b
X?lnsmssorcd( W;W) /87r3 E JomTam mn mn

wmn_w_”]

As discussed by Nastos et al. [NOSS05], in the length gauge the unscissored

linear susceptibility can be “scissored” by simply shifting wy, — w;fm

and
keeping the same matrix elements r,,,. Thus, as in the velocity gauge, the
scissored linear response is simply rigidly shifted in energy form its LDA result,
keeping the same line shape. We remark that this constitutes a direct analytical
proof of gauge invariance for the linear response. For the nonlinear response, we
have not been able to construct any such analytical proof. However, we can at
least provide a check on the gauge invariance through a numerical calculation.
In order to do this we need expressions for the second order response in the

velocity and length gauges, and we now turn to the first of these.

2.3.2.2 Non linear response

Using the results of subsection 2.3.1 and the previous subsection, we find that
to second order in A the density matrix is given by

. t . t
() = —;/ dt/[HI,l(t,)aﬁ(l)(t/)]mn_;L/ dt'[Hr2(t), 5O ()]
e? fne Uiﬁ”e%{c Jem Uiec Uen be
= hZCQ[Z Wy — - wsg_wf‘*‘ f’nmfn:|
n) Yin Wtm) “m
Ab(w)Ac(W) —i20t iwS ¢
8 w;?m—% ¢
_ (2) WSt

where, only the positive frequency terms are used like in the linear response.
The F2 term is obtained in the appendix in Eq. (2.49). The macroscopic
nonlinear current density can be calculated through Eq. (2.15), where we take
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each term separately:

1w d3k
ﬁTr(]Op@)) = 6/ nmp7(12721

87T3
d3k Unm fnzvmfvzc
e / o Z Winn = 2 <z(z¢7:1) Wiy — @
— Z ffmvmg ,Uﬁn ) / Z fnm’UE a]:bc
3 —
oy e~ 8w 20
X AN(w)AS(w)e B, (2.27)
1 e’ 1 i ie? 1 B
_ -a (1) — = ( ) a it b ( ) b ot
o (et p S Tr(p M)A (w)e 0 4 2 r(F ) Al (w)e
@’k ]:ab Um" c —i20t
N ﬁ202/8773 anm - AP(w)AC(w)e™ PP, (2.28)

since Tr(p(M)) = 0 (see (2.16)), and finally

1 .
- ca (0) — (0) b c —i20t
ST = i [ 5 A I A ) A

e’ d’k bc b c —i20t
::ﬁﬁﬁsﬁzh F A A e

dsk be be ra 9 be
- 25262 / ]73 an nmfm — FrmTmn 8kafenn)

X Ab(w)AC(w)e*ﬂwa (2.29)

where we used the expressions for [r?, F%],,,, derived in the Appendix. Em-
ploying time reversal symmetry, we can take g, (—k) = r%,(k), Tmnk(k) =
—pmk(—k), F (k) = Fb (k), and F2 (k) = —F2 (k). If we add the
k and the —k contribution in Eq. (2.29), we get a perfect cancellation of the
terms within the parenthesis, and so the contribution from Tr( jé’p(o)) vanishes.

Using (J)® = dP® /dt for the second harmonic response, we get P (2w) =
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(i/2) (32 (2w)), and from Eq. (2.5), Eq. (2.27) and Eq. (2.28) we find

d3k v, {vE by 2ey
abc nm nm Fme “dn S
9w —
X 2wiw,w) 2h2w3 /87r3 Y
fné Km
% (Z ws - Z wS —d)>
Un) i
& vnm{ Frend o Pt}
+ /871'3 Z fnm( 2w w;s;m—cb ﬂ’

where {} denotes the symmetrization of the Cartesian indices bc, i.e. {u’s¢} =
(uls® 4+ ucs®) /2. We take half of this expression and add the corresponding
expression to it with k replaced by —k in the integrand; this of course yields a
result equivalent to our first expression, and using time-reversal symmetry we
simplify it to

d3k Im UE“ vy
abc . _ nm m@ In
X (Fwiw,w) - = 2h2w3 /87T3 Z n — 20
(mmn)#£L
an Zm /dgk
% (wfn—dj wSZ—JJ +2 83 E:nfnm
Re| Unm{ mn}] Re[{}-ab ”mn}]
% < W, — 2w Wi, —w ﬂ (2.30)

Following Ghahramani et al. [GMS91|, we use partial fractions to write the
energy denominator of the first term on the right hand side of Eq. (2.30) as
A B C
— F, 2.31
Sttt (2.31)
where the odd terms in w, A and C, can be shown to give zero contribution
[GMS91]. For the second term on the right hand side of Eq. (2.30) we expand
the denominators in partial fractions to obtain

1 1 1 1 1
— 2.32
PS5 oW  Pes, T wh T P ws, — o) 23
and
1 4 1 2 8
_ 2.33
S, ) - G, P  Pw, R )  we s, — ) 23



18 Chapter 2. Gauge invariance

Using time reversal symmetry and manipulating band indices, we can show
that all the odd terms in @ coming from Eq. (2.32) and Eq. (2.33) give zero
contribution. Collecting the B and F' terms of Eq. (2.31), and the non-zero
terms of Eq. (2.32) and Eq. (2.33) we obtain

DIR I ING

3 3
abe e d°k Im[vmn{vnﬁ v Y]
X (_2wa w, w) = 512 / -3 [ Z ( S
2k 8w () WS — 2w£m
a{vE b Y

_ Im[vfé om Vmin ] ) Jme
(w

wfn - 2w€m m) (wém - w)

b Y

~- 16y bnfug, {0, o) (2.34)

S S
) Wem 2wS (w )3(w€m—2w)

m

ey B2 (B
m{Tan) me - 2w£n (wy )3 (wp —20)

ws — 2w W, — @

Z (fnm (4Re[ v Fbe Re[{}'ab vt ])}’

S )3
m7£n wmn)

as the non-divergent contribution, to which the divergent term

abc . _ 63 d3k af, Sb Y.c
XD (Fwiww) = o @[ > bemnImlv {0,706,
(mn)#£L
fnm a C a C
+ Y s (Rel vl Fi )] + Rel{Fmoie]) .
oz (Winn)

must be added, where

f ml 2 1 f nt 2 1
b )
bmn = 08 S wa > wS w3, \ws W}S;e

comes from the B term of Eq. (2.31). Following the steps of Ghahramani et
al. [GMS91], we can show that for a clean, cold semiconductor ¢ = 0 [cab].

Finally, we insert the explicit values for the f, factors and take the limit
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of n — 0in Eq . (2.34) to find
Eb Ec
o)

abe(_o . _wlef [ &Pk 16 Im[vy2 v’
Im[x¥(—2w;w,w)] = 252 /87;,[%:(&}3)3(2 ch—QwC/v

CI

Im[vvc {Uzb Ec}] S
_ Z s )5(%—2@

pIN) ZC]

1 Im[vZ e v
_"_ V.
2 GErl T Ly

[ E,a{va PING]

I cv
_ Vg e Y }])5(w‘i}_w)

- Z(wé 5 (4Re] w2 (P65, — 20)
+ Re[{FZNo(ws —w)], (2.35)

as the imaginary part of the nonlinear SHG susceptibility for the scissored
Hamiltonian within the velocity gauge formalism, where we have used the
subscript v to denote it. The Re[x%°(—2w;w,w)] is obtained through the
Kramers-Kroning transformation. Taking A = 0 we get

abe ‘ B wle]® [ d3k 16 Im[v?, {vgc,vglv}]
Im [Xv Aeo(—2wiw,w)] = 252 /8773 [Z (Wew)3 (Z w;c_ 2wty
Im[vg. {00, 05, }]
_ Vye 1 Ver? Vyry o — 2
; Wey — 2Wey! )5(w w)
1 Imfog {vb, 05} Im[vg,{vp.v5,}]
* Z (Wen )3 ( Wet — 2Wer  Woy — 2We )
(ve)#L
X O(wey — w)} ,

since F% |a—o = 0 (see the appendix). This equation is identical to that
obtained earlier for the unscissored Hamiltonian [GMS91|. However, as far
as we know the expression for Im[y?°(—2w;w,w)] given in Eq. (2.35) is new,
and the last two terms proportional to A through F% (see Eq. (2.49) have
been neglected in the literature until now. As shown below (Section 2.4), these
terms are crucial for the gauge invariance of the second order response within
the scissored Hamiltonian.
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In the past the scissors implementation within the velocity gauge has been

performed by taking Eq. (2.36) and simply replacing wy, by w2 and v,

mn
with v, | as the usual scissoring of the linear response would wrongly suggest.

This strategy leads to

3 B 16 Im[v {,UEb EC}]
Im abc 2w: _ 7T‘6| /|: < ve v
i i-2sol = T[] 10 B
Eb Ec
o))

Im[vy*{v
S [w {v0

cv chv’

)5(w§v — 2w)

U/
N Z 1 (Im[vz’a{vgbvic]
S i e
[v

E,a{va PING]

_Im e gcwvcv }]) 5(wb _w)]7 (2.36)

a wrong result, since we are missing the important contribution from F%,
given in Eq. (2.35). It is obvious that the coincidence that takes place in the
linear response does not arise here. If we substitute v, = (w2 . /Wnm)Vam in
Eq. (2.36) we do not get the last two terms on the right hand side of Eq. (2.35)!

2.3.3 Length gauge formalism

Within this gauge, the interaction Hamiltonian is given by
Hi(t) = —er - E(t). (2.37)

As discussed in Nastos et al. [NOSS05], the length-gauge formalism for the scis-
sored Hamiltonian can be easily worked out by simply using the unscissored
Hamiltonian for the unperturbed system with —er-E(¢) as the interaction, and
then, at the end of the calculation, only replacing wpm, by w? = to obtain the
scissored result for any susceptibility expression, whether linear or nonlinear.
Indeed, 1y, and rp,k are calculated within the unscissored (LDA) Hamilto-
nian, as stated before. We use H(t) = Ho — er - E(t) as the time dependent
Hamiltonian, that from Eq. (2.4) gives t = v = p/m..

Taking the matrix elements of the density using, Eq. (2.2) with Hy(¢) of
Eq. (2.37), we obtain (31" (£))um = BY,, E¥(w)ei@m =)t with

b
Bb _ € fmnrnm
m — %7~,
Whm, — W
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and

~ e 1 . c c c
(p(LQ) (t))nm = —_— [Z Z (TgéBém - anr?m) - (Bnm);kb}

thwpm — 20 7

Eb(w)Ec(w)ei(w"m_QQ)t.

X

We have used the fact that for a cold semiconductor df,/0k = 0 and thus the
intraband contribution to the linear term vanishes identically. From Eq. (2.3)
we can obtain [AS95]

3 3

wber o & [k _ 2fam _fen

XL,e( 2w7w7w) - h2/8ﬂ-3[ Z wmn—2c~u+ Z Wep, — @
£(ns#m) m(t#n)

b
+ Z fmf } r%m{rmﬁrgn}
- )
n(t£m) Wme w Wen Wme

as the contribution from interband processes, and

X%bg(_2w. w w) _ ﬁ / @ Z fnm|: 2r%m{r$nn;kc} + {rng;kcrsznn}
b h2 873 = Winn(Wmn — 20)  Winn (Wimn — @)
1 1 4 0 b
_ Ve
+ wVQrm <wmn —o Wrnn — 2aj>rnm{rmn mn}

_ {TZm;karﬁnn} :|
=~ |

2w (Wimn — ©)

as the contribution from intraband processes only, where rzm.ka is the gener-
alized derivative of r, and is explicitly given by [AS95],

a b b a .
Tb 7,nmvmn + Tnmvmn + ¢

nm;k® — Z (wémTZﬂgm - Wnﬂ'zyr?m) ) (n 7& m)?

¢
(2.38)
where V4 = (p2, — p%,.)/me is the difference between the electron velocity
at bands n and m, and the sum over £ is over all the valence and conduction

wnm wnm

states.

Notice that the above expressions for Xang ;(—2w;w,w) are divergence free

at w = 0, that both satisfy the intrinsic permutation symmetry

abc ach

XL,e,i(*2w;wvw) = XL,e,i(iZ‘);W,w)? (239)
and finally that the full susceptibility is given by

e (250, w) = NI~ 2wiw,w) P (~2wiw,w),  (240)

XL
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where the subscript L denotes the length gauge. Again using time reversal
symmetry, we can take ry,y, (k) = rpm(—k) and 1,k (k) = —rpmk(—k), along
with the hermiticity condition ry,, = r},,,, which implies that rp,,x =1} .,
abc
Qe

and leading to the imaginary parts of x

aoc 7T|€|3 dgk 2R'e ’UC{TC T ’U}]
i) = T [ o 3 [T laws, - 2
()L b Th
Re[ SZ{TSCTCU}] Re[rgc{rlgvrlc)é}] S
+ ( R R Jo(ws, —w)|  (241)
and
Im [ abc] _ 7["6|3/d3k QIm[ UC{TCU kc}] _ 4Im[rgc{rlc)vvccv}]>
XLZ B 87[-3 C’U (ws)gv
x 6w — 2w)
Im[{rvc;kcrcv}] Im[rgc{rlc’Ung}] Im[{rgc;kargv}]
+ ( ws, + (w92, B 2w )
X 5(wf;—w)}, (2.42)

where we have taken wy,,, — w3, so the above expressions are valid for the scis-
sors Hamiltonian, H® = Hy + S(r,p) — er - E. Recall that both r,,, and T'pm:k
werw calculated with the unscissored (Kohn-Sham) Hamiltonian [NOSS05].
The last two equations give the nonlinear SHG susceptibility within the length
gauge for the scissored Hamiltonian. Comparing Eq. (2.41) and Eq. (2.42) to
the velocity gauge result of Eq. (2.35), it is clear that, unlike for the linear
response, there is no obvious analytical scheme to support that both gauges
give the same result. In the following section we present numerical results to
prove the expected gauge invariance.

2.4 Results

abc for

In this section we evaluate the velocity and length gauge expressions x%
GaAs. In order to calculate the energies, wave functions and matrix elements
we employ the “augmented plane wave plus local orbital method” using the
WIEN2K code [BSM*01]. This all-electron code uses the full local-crystal po-
tential, i.e. V(r), just as required by our assumptions of Eq. (2.6), and thus

the commutator [r, H] = ihr is correctly calculated for the local V(r). We also
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Parameter (GaAs) all-electron pseudopotential
Lattice parameter 10.684ay 10.684ay
k-points 27720 27720
Unscissored band gap 0.277 eV 0.469 eV
Scissors 1.243 eV 1.051 eV
Valence bands | 14 (includes semi-core) 4
Conduction bands 7 7
Exchange correlation energy LDA LDA
Energy convergence limit 0.001 Ry -
Cut-off energy - 20 Ha
Ry Kvax 7.0 -

Table 2.1: The most important parameters used in the all-electron and pseu-
dopotential schemes for GaAs. The empty entries are not relevant for the
corresponding code. The k-points are for the irreducible part of the first Bril-
louin zone, and RyrKmax is a product of the “muffin-tin” radius R and the
maximum value for the plane wave vectors K [BSM™01].

show results calculated through the use of pseudopotentials with the ABINIT
plane-wave code [GBCT02|. The pseudopotentials are non-local functions ex-
pressible as VNE(r, p) [Sta71], just as is the scissor Hamiltonian S(r,p). To
really complete the calculation one would have to do the corresponding ma-
nipulations including VN¥(r, p) in the Hamiltonian H® (Eq. (2.9)), and new
terms would arise in the linear and nonlinear susceptibility expressions. For
instance, the term iAvNY = [r, VNV (r, p)] should be added to the velocity op-
erator v> given by Eq. (2.13). This is a research project for the future. Here
we use the comparison of the all-electron and the pseudopotential calculation
to get a estimate of the error involved by neglecting the nonlocal contributions
coming from VN(r, p). The linear response counterpart of these calculations
is discussed in Pulci et al. [PODSS98| and Mendoza et al. [MNASO6].

The spin-orbit effects, local field effects, and the consequences of the electron-
hole attraction [LSHBO05] on the SHG process are neglected. Although all these
effects are important for the optical response of a semiconductor, their calcu-
lation is still subject of research and a numerical challenge that ought to be
pursued. However this endeavour is beyond the scope of this thesis. The
band gap of GaAs is adjusted to be its experimental value of 1.52 eV. We find
converged spectra for all the quantities of interest in this work, and the most
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important parameters are shown in Table 2.1. All the spectra are calculated
with an energy smearing of 0.15 eV. The linear analytic tetrahedron method is
used to evaluate the Brillouin zone integrals for the imaginary part of the spec-
tra, where special care was taken to examine the double resonances [NOSS05].
Double resonances occur if, for a given frequency w, there can be resonant tran-
sitions at both frequencies w and 2w, that is, if there is a region in the Brillouin
zone such that we, (k) = 2we, (k) = 2w. For these k points the perturbation
theory used to calculate the spectrum breaks down, since there is real popula-
tion excited, which in a correct calculation must be taken into account. These
points introduce sharp spikes in the spectrum that can in principle affect the
low-frequency results, since the response at frequencies below the band gap
is computed from the Kramers-Kronig relation. However, in agreement with
Nastos et al. [NOSS05], we find here that the double resonances affect the
low-frequency results by less than 2%.

In Fig. 2.1 we show the imaginary part of x[* (—2w;w,w) with no scis-
sors correction (A = 0), calculated with the all-electron scheme [nota]. As
expected, Im[xiff](—Qw;w,w) is zero below the gap, (EgLDA = 0.27 V), and
above it we see a series of positive and negative peaks that can be related to
electronic transitions. What is more relevant for this chapter is that in the (a)
panel of Fig. 2.1 we have plotted both xv¥*(—2w;w,w) and x7"*(—2w;w,w);
they seem to be identical. In the bottom panel (b) of Fig. 2.1, we show

TYz TYyz

Im{x;”"" (—2w;w,w) — xv'" (—2w; w,w)], which confirms that the results for the

abc
v

(—2w;w,w)] and Im[x%¢(—2w;w,w)] coincide to within a

unscissored Im[x
numerical accuracy of about 1 part in approximately 10°, as would be expected
from gauge invariance.

In Fig. 2.2 we show the imaginary part of X[’ (—2w;w,w) with a scissors
shift of A = 1.243 eV, calculated with the all-electron scheme. In the top
panel we compare the velocity-gauge calculation of Im[xy¥"(—2w;w,w)] (of
Eq. (2.35)) to a calculation where we neglect the new contributions coming
from the scissors term, (i.e. Im[xv%rong(—2w; w,w)] of Eq. (2.36)); we see that
the results disagree. In the middle panel we show Im[x}"*(—2w;w,w)] and
in the bottom panel we show Im[x7"*(—2w;w,w) — xv¥*(—2w; w,w)], where it
is clear that, as in the unscissored case, gauge invariance with the scissored
Hamiltonian is confirmed within good numerical accuracy. We stress that this
fulfillment of gauge invariance is due to the additional terms of Eq. (2.35)
proportional to F%

@b which, in turn, depend on the commutator [r,v°], with

v® = —(i/h)[r,S(r,p)], thus, neglecting the effect of the scissors operator
S(r,p) in the usual perturbation procedure would lead, in general, to the wrong
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Figure 2.1: (a) Plot of the Im[x}"(—2w;w,w)| calculated within the length
and the velocity gauge schemes, using the all-electron approach for zero scissors
correction, A = 0. (b) Plot of the Im[x7"*(—2w; w, w) — xv** (—2w; w, w)] where

very small differences between the two schemes are seen.

result for nonlinear susceptibility tensors within the velocity gauge approach.

As explained above, we have also used a pseudopotential method to cal-
culate the SHG susceptibility tensor. This way, we can estimate the error
made when one calculates the matrix elements of the electron’s momentum
operator through the use of pseudopotentials, the error arising from the non-
local part of the pseudopotential in the commutators [PODSS98, MNAS06]. In
Fig. 2.3 we show the absolute value of |x7"*(—2w;w,w)| = [x¢"* (—2w;w,w)| =
|X*Y*(—2w;w,w)| with the scissors corrections, of A = 1.051 eV using pseu-
dopotential code and of A = 1.243 €V using the all-electron code. Notice that
there is a difference of approximately 36.8 pm/V between the results of the
value of the static limit of |y*¥*(—2w;w,w)| calculated within the length and
the velocity gauges. We obtain a static value of [x*¥#(0;0,0)| = 135.6 pm/V
for the pseudo-potential calculation, and |x*¥#(0;0,0)| = 172.4 pm/V, for the
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Figure 2.2: (a) Plots of the Im[xy”*(—2w;w,w)] and Im|[x34%rong(—2w;w, w)]
calculated within the velocity gauge. (b) Plot of the Im[x7"*(—2w;w,w)] calcu-
lated within the length gauge. (c) Plot of Im[x7%*(—2w; w, w)—xv¥* (—2w; w, w)]
where very small differences are seen . The spectra is evaluated within the all-

electron approach using a scissors correction of A = 1.243 eV.

all-electron calculation. These quantities are close to the theoretical values
of other studies [NOSS05|, and to the recently found experimental value of
172 pm/V at 0.118 eV [ETPT01]. We see that the corrections owing to the
non-local nature of the pseudopotentials affect, not only the strength of the
spectrum, but also its line shape, as some resonances are energy shifted from
one calculation to the other. The overall intensity correction is smaller than
~ 25%, and we may conclude that the pseudopotential calculation does a rea-
sonable job for the nonlinear response. Indeed, this seems to be the case for
the linear optical response as well [MNASO06].

Although the main objective of this chapter is to show how the non-local
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Figure 2.3: Plot of |x7¥*(—2w;w,w)| = [xv¥"(—2w;w,w)| = |x"¥*(—2w; w,w)|
with a scissors correction of A = 1.243 eV for the all-electron calculation and
A = 1.051 eV for the pseudopotential calculation.

scissors correction must be included in the linear and nonlinear optical re-
sponse, and how including it fulfills gauge invariance, as shown in Fig. 2.2, we
present for comprisson purposes the theoretical and experimental results. In
Fig. 2.4 we show the experimental spectrum of x*¥? measured by Bergfeld and
Daum [BDO03]. In order to have a better comparison between theory and ex-
periment, the energy scale of the theoretical results has been linearly rescaled
as proposed by them [notb]|. Our results for the all-electron calculation for x*¥*
shows a good qualitative agreement with the experimental spectrum. Above
4.3 eV the theoretical signal qualitatively disagrees with the experimental sig-
nal, although it shows a similar line shape but blue-shifted in energy. The
theoretical spectra obtained in Ref. [RLS98, LSHB05, NOSS05, AB98, HS96|

qualitatively show a similar comparison with the experiment.

2.5 Conclusions

We have presented a comparison between the calculations of the second har-
monic susceptibility tensor using two well-known approaches, often colloquially
referred to as using the “velocity gauge” and the “length gauge”. We have done
this using two different Hamiltonians: the usual LDA Hamiltonian and the
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Figure 2.4: Plot of |x7¥*| = [xo”*| = x™¥* with with a scissors correction of

A = 1.243 eV for the all-electron calculation, along with the experimental
data of Ref. |[BD03|. The top axis is the original energy FE; of the all-
electron calculation. The bottom axis is the scaled energy, 2Ey,,q4 [notb], for
the theoretical spectra and the two-photon energy of the experimental data.

scissored Hamiltonian, where a rigid energy shift in the conduction bands is
introduced so that the experimental (or GW) energy gap is obtained. We de-

abc

vV 2wiw,w),

where correction terms related to the non-local nature of the scissors opera-

rived a new expression for the velocity gauge susceptibility x

tor were obtained. These terms, not considered before in the literature, are
crucial in order to obtain gauge invariance. Using the unscissored Hamilto-

abc (

nian, gauge invariance is obtained with the usual x**°(—2w;w,w) expression

calculated within the velocity and length gauge.

We have presented our numerical results for GaAs using both a DFT-
LDA ab initio calculation, with the augmented plane wave plus local orbital
all-electron method as given by WIEN2K [BSM 01|, and a plane-wave pseu-
dopotential scheme given by the ABINIT code [GBC™02|. Besides providing a
numerical demonstration of gauge invariance for the unscissored and the scis-
sored Hamiltonian calculations, we have shown the kind and size of error when
one neglect the non-local nature of the pseudopotentials, it affects not only
the strength of the spectrum, but also its line shape. Our results compare
qualitatively well to previous works of other authors and, in particular, with
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the experimental data. However, the details of each approach used show that
the calculation of the nonlinear response is a nontrivial matter, and better
calculations of y¢(
sought.

—2w;w,w) using more sophisticated means are still to be

2.6 Appendix

In this Appendix we derive several results related to the scissors operator
S(r,p) of Eq. (2.7). First we sketch some well known results, for which we
follow Aversa and Sipe [AS95|, and Blount [Blo62]. We write the position
operator of the electron, r, as the sum of its interband part r. and intraband
part r;, r = r. + r;. The matrix elements of r. are simply given by [AS95]

(nk|re|mk’) = d(k — X')(re)nm — Tam = ,L;L’Zm = i‘;”m n#m, (243)

where the canonical momentum matrix elements, p,n,, are calculated according
to

(rklplmi) = 8(k = K)oy, = 5(k = K) [ driiao)(~ih¥)bole),
and one actually uses its following property [AS95],
(nk|[r;, O)lmk’) = id(k — k') (Onm) k. (2.44)

where O is an operator and (Oppm )k is the generalized derivative of its matrix
elements, i.e. Eq. (2.38) for r® ... As discussed by Nastos et al. [NOSS05],
both rym, (Eq. (2.43)), and its éeneralized derivative ry,,.x, (Eq. (2.38)), are
evaluated using the unscissored energies.

Now we derive Eq. (2.23). We take matrix elements of Eq. (2.12) and use
Eq. (2.7) to write

Vi = —Linkl(rS(r,p) — S(e,p)r)lmk)
= —ia((1 = fu) = (1= f)) (nkfr|mk)
— Afmn Prm ; N ;é m (2.45)

mwWnm,
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where we used Eq. (2.43). Then the matrix elements of Eq. (2.13) reduce to

Af P
_ Wnm + A fmn - wﬁ - wy‘s;;
Wnm Wnm
wS
= LS VN ) 7& m (2.46)
nm

where we used Eq. (2.8); thus Eq. (2.46) is Eq. (2.23).
In order to prove Eq. (2.21), we start with the matrix elements of F2,
Eq. (2.18), which we write as

Frim = (k| ([r, 03] + [, v5*]) [mk).

The interband part is

— S,b S,b
<nk|[r§, Usyb”mk> — fg?lm = Z <T€ n[vzm - ’Unz rgém)
L
= QA S (fuertert — farbert),  (247)
£ (mn)
where we used Eq. (2.43) and Eq. (2.45). For the intraband part we use
Eq. (2.44) and Eq. (2.45) to simply write

(8, oS k) = 2 = 0500 = Afuthe (248

i,nm nm;k®

Substituting Eq. (2.47) and Eq. (2.48) we find

"Tgb =iA Z <fm€rnérﬁm ffnrnfrfm> + Afnmrnm ka- (2.49)
L#(mn)

We see that for n = m, the intraband contribution fffm = 0. Whereas the
interband part reduces to

fsb fgl;m iA Z fnm(r;lzmrgln + rfzmrg’m)? (250)
m#n
giving Eq. (2.21).
Now we take matrix elements of [r®, F%], separating r* = r¢ + r% Then
the interband part gives

8, F o = Y (o Foe, — Foert,), (2.51)

m#n
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while the intraband part gives
0 0
[0, Y = it = i e, = i Pl (2:52)

where we used Eq. (2.50). Then Eq. (2.51) and Eq. (2.52) are used to obtain

Eq. (2.29).
Now we derive Eq. (2.24), using Eq. (2.46), w
and Eq. (2.21), Eq. (2.19) reduces to

mn = Wmn —

2 3 b 2
ab € d’k S Unm mn +vmnvnm € né
= 7 ) s 2 S 2 T
T w2,
m;én
b a b 2
_ f nm Umn + UmnYnm € TL(;
= 8 3 nWmn 2 ab
7 Wimn
b
+ Umnvnm

e?A d3k: a b
- h/87r3 anfmn 2

b

- / an 2
* /8773 ananm(

m#n

B / Zf”[ ;*;]

where

b a
Z hwmn

b
Tnm mn 7ﬁmn Tnm )

/ 3 I

n m#n

ab a b a b
|: 1 :| _ % - YUnmYmn + VmnVUnm
- b
m¥ hwnn,

Fon\, Eq. (2.43)

(2.53)

(2.54)

is the effective mass tensor. Identifying the second term on the right hand side

of Eq. (2.53) as —n? (see Eq. (2.20)), leads to

/ I

Cab + nab

Substituting Eq. (2.55) in Eq. (2.22) gives Eq. (2.

]

24).

(2.55)
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3.1 Summary

We present a study of the optical coherent control of injection currents at
surfaces of cubic semiconductors. We propose and use this optical effect as
a surface sensitive probe of crystals with bulk inversion symmetry or 6mz2, 6,
and 43m (zinc-blende) symmetry. In crystals with any of these symmetries,
this effect vanishes in the bulk, but it is allowed in surface regions owing to the
local break of symmetry. We present the results of ab initio calculations for
optically injected currents at the clean Si(111)(2x 1) surface, and clean and Sb-
covered GaAs(110)(1 x 1) surfaces. The reconstruction of each of these surfaces
is well understood. The effects are shown to be sensitive to surface structure,
and the experimental signals that the injected currents should generate can be
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understood in terms of the surface electronic structure. Calculated magnitudes
indicate that the currents should be observable, and the calculated spectra of
all of the surfaces show interesting behavior as a function of the energy of the
incident light.

3.2 Introduction

The study and control of the structure and chemistry of surfaces is of scientific
and technological importance. Optical probes are of particular interest because
they do not require a high vacuum environment, and experiments can be per-
formed at interfaces where other techniques are impossible to use. However,
because of the long wavelength of the incident light, surface sensitivity typi-
cally only arises when the effect studied is absent in the underlying bulk. Two
examples are reflectance anisotropy spectroscopy (RAS) [WMCF05, Ric96],
and surface second harmonic generation (SSHG) [DMGO1, LDET00]. Both
have been employed as passive probes of clean and adsorbate-covered surfaces.
In this chapter we introduce a surface optical effect that offers the potential,
not only for the study of surfaces, but also for the control of chemical reac-
tions there. It relies on the breaking of the bulk symmetry at the surface. In
some excitation scenarios a current can be injected in the surface region by
an incident optical field, with a variation in time that is driven by the time
dependence of the incident intensity. Within the susceptibility framework of
optical response this effect is nonlinear, but its amplitude scales linearly with
the incident intensity. In pulsed excitation it can be detected by the emission
of THz radiation due to the acceleration of the charges [lam|. It can also be
studied, in both pulsed and CW excitation, by measuring a voltage induced
along the surface [lam].

The simplest such phenomenon is below band-gap optical rectification,
where a polarization is induced by an optical field at incident frequencies be-
low the energy gap of a semiconductor or insulator; the polarization follows
the incident intensity in its time evolution, and its time derivative yields a
current that can produce THz radiation. This current, which vanishes for
CW irradiation, is not our concern here. Rather, we focus on incident light
with frequencies above the band gap, where not only virtual but also real ex-
citations are allowed. For such incident fields there are, approximately, two
currents that can arise [NOSS05, SS00, nas|: The first is a shift current, Jgp; ¢,
associated with the motion of the center of charge of the electrons as they
are injected from the valence to the conduction bands; it is approximately
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proportional to the pulse intensity. The second is an injection current, Jy;,
associated with a polar asymmetry of the injected electrons to the conduction
band and holes in reciprocal space; in this case, dJ;,;/dt is approximately
proportional to the pulse intensity, and the injection can be understood as a
quantum interference between different absorption pathways associated with
different linear polarizations of the light. In both effects the energy increase
of carriers is provided by the electromagnetic field, while the increase in mo-
mentum is provided by the crystal lattice. In the bulk of crystals without
inversion symmetry the injection and shift currents fall into the phenomeno-
logical categories of a circular photogalvanic effect and a linear photogalvanic
effect respectively [Stu92], and their description has been formulated in the con-
text of nonlinear optics [NOSS05, SS00, AS96, AS95, nas|. As shorter pulses
are considered, the distinction between these terms (and optical rectification,
which, of course, still exists above the band gap) becomes less sharp [nas|. In
the CW limit, the injection current in a bulk medium is characterized by a

third rank tensor 13

Jo = 2m3%(0;w, —w)EY(w)E¢(—w), (3.1)

ing

where the superscripts indicate Cartesian components that are to be summed
over if repeated, and E(w) indicates the electric field amplitude at the incident
frequency w; in the independent particle approximation the coefficient ngbc is
antisymmetric in the components b and ¢, and is purely imaginary [NOSS05,
SS00, nas]. For slowly varying pulses the intensity-like term E°(w)E°(—w) can
be multiplied by a function describing the time dependence of the intensity
in the pulse [NOSS05, nas|, and the resulting equation used to determine the
injected current in the absence of scattering and space charge effects.

In this chapter we focus on the optical injection current that arise at the
surfaces centrosymmetric when light incides on it. This includes not only
centrosymmetric crystals (such as Si), Among centrosymmetric crystals, we
have Si crystals of the clasess 6m2, 6, and 43m. The latter class includes typical
ITI-V semiconductors such as GaAs. Notice that the different effects can be
distinguished from each other by their dependence on pulse width, and from
each other and from phase insensitive photovoltaic effects by their dependence
on the polarization of the incident field [NOSS05, nas, notc|. We consider that
current injection is the most striking of these as yet uninvestigated surface
terms, since it vanishes of the bulk of many fundamental centrosymmetric
semiconductors and because the opportunity it would give an experimentalist
to “shoot” electrons and holes in one direction or another along the surface is
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particularly exciting.
At a surface, Eq. (3.1) can be replaced by corresponding equations involving

S . S,abc
imj and a surface response coefficients ;™. We

evaluate 75°"* for three structures of the well-studied Si(111) surfaces [RL99,
SCC*87],and two of GaAs(110) surfaces [MAVNOS|; the results demonstrate
that the injection current is sensitive to surface structure. Furthermore, we

the surface injection current J

show that it can be understood in a simple way in terms of the properties of
electronic surface states, and it should be amenable to experimental study.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 3.3 we present the theory
for the calculation of the surface injected current, using a new approach that
is well suited for a surface calculation. Then, in Section 3.4 we present the
computational details of the ab initio approach used in our calculations, and in
Section 3.5 we present the results for the chosen surfaces. Finally, in Section 3.6
we present the conclusions.

3.3 Theory

In this section we derive the expressions for the generation of the injection
current suitable for surfaces and interfaces. To model the semi-infinite crystal,
we use a slab consisting of N atomic layers inside a supercell of total height L
and volume 2 = AL, where A is the surface area of the unit cell. The supercell
includes the vacuum region required to use a repeated slab scheme. In a slab
calculation not only one often wants to calculate the response from one of the
two halves of the slab but also from a particular layer of the slab. A convenient
way to accomplish the separation of the response of any layer is through the
use of the so called “cut function”, Fy(z), as a top-hat cut function that selects
a given layer,

Fo(z) = 0(z — 2+ AD)O (2 — z+A£), (3.2)

where © is the Heaviside function. Here, Ag/b is the distance that the ¢-th layer
extends towards the front (f) or back (b) from its zy position. Thus Ag + A}
is the thickness of layer ¢. The cut function was originally used by Hogan
et al. [HDSO03| and Castillo et al. [CMST 03], and more recently was put on
a more solid basis through a microscopic calculation of the linear optical re-
sponse of a surface by Mendoza et al. [MNAS06|. The above scheme known as
a layer-by-layer approach is successfully used to provide deeper understanding
of various surface optical responses [MNAS06, MSM04, HDSO03, CMS*03].
However, for this work, the use of the layer-by-layer approach is crucial, since
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it allow us to perform a physically relevant calculation for the surface injection
current. The slab used to represent the aforementioned surfaces is centrosym-
metric and thus 7§*(w) = 0 for the whole slab. Using Fy(z) for each layer

gives a finite value of 7$%(w), and as we will see in this section, such splitting

allow us to calculate the surface value of 73*°(w) — 7725 2% (») and thus of J9

ing-
Lets begin by writing the polarization density of the ¢ layer of the slab
as

P (w) = heH (W) B (w), (3:3)

where, from the appendix,

2 3 La b
£,ab e d’k an(k)rmn(k)

’ = 75 Y nm ) 3.4
f (w) K2 ]73 ’mz#n f Wmn(k) —w—1in ( )

is related to the imaginary part of the ¢/* layer of the linear optical suscep-
tibility. In here we take n — 0, fom = fn — fm with f, the Fermi occu-
pation factor that, for a clean, cold semiconductor, equals one if the band
n is occupied (valence band n = ¢) and zero if the band is empty (conduc-
tion band n = c¢), regardless of the value of k, and thus f,,, does not de-
pend on k; fuwmp (k) = hwp (k) — hwy, (k) is the difference of energies between
states m and n for a crystal momentum k. The position operator matrix
elements are obtained through the relationship r2, (k) = 02, (k)/(iwpm(k))
(n # m), where v%, (k) are the standard velocity matrix elements. However,
R (K) = V2,0 (K) /(i (K)) (n # m), where

yhe (k) = ni / B (1) P (1), (3.5)

is the modified velocity matrix elements, through which the polarization of the
(% layer is obtained [MNASO06]. Here, 11 (r) is the wave function normalized
with the volume of the supercell and m, is the electron mass. Also,

Fo(z)p* + p®Fu(2)

rpf,a _ ,
2

(3.6)

with p? = —ihV?, the top-hat cut function Fy(z) selects the ¢ layer of the
slab. If we take Fy(z) = 1, then P%* — p® from Eq. (3.5) we obtain that
Vi (k) — 02, (k) or RE% (k) — 9, (k). We remark that replacing Rem (k)
by r%. (k) in Eq. (3.4) would give the standard expression for the linear sus-
ceptibility [SS00] through which one can calculate the polarization of the whole
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slab or of a bulk semiconductor. We mention that the dielectric response ten-
sor for the ¢t layer is given by 4% = §% 4 47heb% . In the context of RAS,
it is analyzed in Ref. [MNAS06| for a hydrogenated Si(100) surface.

The rate at which the electromagnetic field does work on the " layer of
the material medium (per unit volume) is given by J*- E = P{.E, and its time
average is related to the photocarrier generation rate of the ¢t layer, n’, by

nt = %(Pf -E), (3.7)

where (---) denotes the time average. Writing
E(t) = E(w)e ™! + E*(w)e™, (3.8)
where E*(w) = E(—w), and the £** layer polarization as
PY(t) = P (w)e ™! + PY (w)e™!, (3.9)

we get

W = TUPUw) E'w) - P (w) - BW)) (3.10)

N , .
where the terms proportional to 2w (not shown) average out to zero. Before we
proceed, a word of caution is required. The electric field of Eq. (3.10) is implic-
itly taken as uniform in the region of interest. Clearly this is inappropriate for
the z component of the electric field, which for semiconductors can change by
orders of magnitude as one moves from vacuum to the semiconductor. Thus,
all aspects of the optical response at an interface due to this component of the
electric field would require a self-consistent calculation of the variation of E~?
across the surface region [SSP98|. Although the calculation of this variation
is important, we do not address it here. Instead, we focus on the simplest
experimental geometry of normal incidence. Then, since the electric field lies
in the plane of the interface, it can be taken, as uniform through the interface
region, neglecting local field corrections which is typically done even in bulk
calculations,
Using Eq. (3.3) in Eq. (3.10), we obtain

i = (BB () — 4 B (w) B ) +b e ), (311)

where we have symmetrized the dummy Cartesian indices b and ¢ using b < ¢
that denotes the exchange of b and ¢ of the previous terms. Using Eq. (3.4),
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we obtain

2 3 2,b c k Z,c k b k
hé — —€ /d k Z fnm ( an( )Tmn< ) o Rmn( )Tnm( ) )
2n2 | 8n3 wmn(k) —w —in  wnn(k) —w +in

x Eb (—w)EC(w) + c.c.), (3.12)

with c.c denoting the complex conjugate of the previous term. We used
re (k) = r& (k) and R%,, (k) = R% (k). We see that the terms inside the
integral over k and the summation over states are proportional to the rate of
photocarriers generated by the electric field between bands m and n at point k,
for the %" layer. Thus, from Eq. (3.12) we can construct the injection current

density of the ¢! layer, J%, as

C

43k RaD (K)re,, (k)
Ha Za . nm mn
Ting = 3pz / Z Frm B ( (wmn(k) —w—in

B Rfr’ﬁz(k)rgm(k_) )Eb(_w)EC(w) + c.c.>7

Wimn(K) —w +in

where we have introduced the real function eAf,m = e(V — Vﬁﬁ ), that rep-
resents the current created in the ¢-th layer by bands m and n, with Vﬁlm the
electron velocity along a for band m and layer ¢-th, The Fermi factor f,,, forces
n # m and so if n = ¢ then m = v and viceversa, thus the minus sign in eAf;{iL
simply says that we are including the current created by the electron/hole pair
created at k for the ¢/-th layer. The equation above is written as

Jho = phabe(Q; w, —w)EY (W) E¢(—w) + c.c., (3.13)

ing

where

. L b
£,abc _ _ @ / d3k 4, a an(k)rmn(k)
n (O,W, w) - 2h2 r%é:nfnmA <Wmn(k) W — in

Riin ()7 (k) )
wWimn (k) —w +1in/’

(3.14)

Writing 75%¢(0; —w, w) = 7" (0; —w, w)+in***(0; —w, w), and using (see the

appendix),
,’76 abC(O —w w) — _nf,acb(o; _w7w)
nﬁ abc(o —w w) _ né,abc* (0; w, _w)’
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Eq. (3.13) reduces to

Jhe = anf“bc(o;w,—w)Eb(w)Ec(—w)
= 25"°(0; w, —w) B (W) E¢(—w), (3.15)

where from the appendix ng’abc(O; w,—w) = mf (0, w, —w) is given by

imle|? 3
w0 —w) = o [ d’“zfnmA“ )t [R5, (9, ()
+ R mn<k>]6<wmn<k>—w>, (3.16)

which shows that 775 %€ (0; w, —w) is a purely imaginary tensor and that is anti-
symmetric in the last two Cartesian indices. This constitutes the main analytic
result of this chapter.

Replacing RS, (k) by r¢,,, (k) , RE%. () by 8, (k) and AL% (k) by A2, (k)
in the equation above one would obtain the expression for 73*¢(0;w, —w) valid
for a bulk semiconductor (see Eq. (3.29),in the appendix) [SS00]. However,
such a replacement is equivalent to taking Fy(z) = 1 for all ¢, i.e. the whole
slab, and thus the same bulk expression could be used to calculate the response
of the full slab. Nevertheless, for a centrosymmetric system, whether bulk or
slab, one can always choose the matrix elements of r% (k) to be real functions,
and thus n%(0; w, —w) = 0 (see also Eq. (3.29)). Indeed, for a centrosymmetric
system there is no injection current [Sau96, SS00], however for a surface there
may be a finite injection current since the surface is not centrosymmetric.

£9%(0; w, —w) from

Therefore, the use of F;(z) readily allow us to get a finite 7,
Eq. (3.16).

In order to define the injection current suitable for a surface, we take into
account the following observations. As we mentioned before, the slab that
we use to represent the semi-infinite system consists of N layers, where the
value of N is such that for N > N, the value of n5**(0;w, —w) does not
change any more. Also, one should expect that for a layer, ¢, near or at the
middle (¢p) of the slab, where the spatial environment is centrosymmetric,

b (0;w, —w) ~ 1P (0;w, —w) = 0. The k integration in Eq. (3.16) is
normalized by Q. Then we could use (1/A4) 2531 Qne e (0; w, —w), as a surface
response. Now, Q/A = L where L = Ly + L,, with Ls and L, being the length
of the slab and the vacuum, respectively. The value of L, is such that after
some minimum value, that avoids the interference between slabs of contiguous
unit cells, the calculated response for a given L, does not change. Indeed,
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choosing inappropriate values for L, leads to inaccurate results as analyzed

in Ref. [MNASO06] for the linear optical response. On the other hand, L,

comprise all the layers of the slab, but as we would expect some of them have

zero response due to their centrosymmetric environment. Therefore, we find

that the most appropriate length needed to define the surface response is the

total thickness that comprise all the layers that do have a ng abc(O; w,—w) # 0.
Let the surface response be

Lo Lot
175‘g abC(O;w, —w) = Leg 775 abc W, —Ww) Z Eabc —w),(3.17)
/=1 /=1
with 775 abC(O; W, —w) = Leg 175 abc(O; w, —w), where Leg is the thickness of all the

layers that “effectively” contribute to the sum in th equation above, and feg
the last layer (counting from the surface) for which 75°°(0; w, —w) # 0. Thus
only the layers close to the surface, will contribute to nf aP(0; w, —w) since it
is only close to the surface where the centrosymmetry is broken. Finally,

J5e = 205 (0; w, —w) B (w) B (—w), (3.18)

gives the surface injection current, where both J%¢ and nS abC(O;w, —w) have
the units of their bulk counterparts times the length as expected for a surface

response.

3.4 Computational details

Our layer-by-layer analysis is done by using the well known ABINIT plane-
wave code [XBCT02]. A self-consistent calculation is first made to determine
the Kohn-Sham potential for the relaxed surface structures. We use the sepa-
rable Hartwigsen-Goedecker-Hutter (HGH) pseudopotentials [HGH98| within
the LDA as parametrized by Goedecker et al. [GTH96]. In our calculations for
Si and GaAs surfaces, we exclude the semi-core states, as it is usually done,
though they can be included with more computational effort. Once the Kohn-
Sham potential is determined, we find the wavefunctions, and then the matrix
elements are calculated for k-points on a specially determined tetrahedral grid.
This grid is used in the integrals of Eq. (3.16), that are conveniently done by
a linear analytic tetrahedral integration method [NRSM™*07]. A set of 112 k-
points in the irreducible surface Brillouin zone (SBZ) and a cut-off energy of
10 Ha is used for each of the surfaces. With these parameters, and the number
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Figure 3.1: Top and side views of the (a) clean Si(111)(2 x 1), (b) clean
GaAs(110)(1 x 1) and (c) Sh-covered GaAs(110)(1 x 1) surfaces. The shaded
areas represents the unit cells for the corresponding surfaces.

of layers in the slab, N,, shown in Table 3.1, we find well converged results for
all the responses of interest in this work. The required matrix elements are
calculated as indicated in Ref. [MNAS06]. We use the scissors correction, to
correct the LDA energy gap underestimation with respect to the experimental
value, that for the calculated responses, only implies the rigid shift of the spec-
tra by the scissors correction S [NOSS05, CMET(09]. We have neglected local
field and excitonic effects; including any of these is a numerical challenge.

3.5 Results

In this section we present our results using the full-band electronic scheme
developed in section 3.3. The chosen systems are the clean Si(111)(2 x 1)
and the clean and Sb covered GaAs(110) surfaces (see Fig. 3.1). We have
considered these surfaces since their reconstruction are well understood and
easily reproducible experimentally. The nonzero (symmetry-allowed) compo-

S(le(

nents of 7 0;w, —w) for all the surfaces under consideration are the yyx,

xzx and yzy components. The last two take places with a field perpendic-
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Figure 3.2: Plot of 15" (0;w, —w) for a clean Si(111)(2 x 1) surface and the
layer resolved contribution, ﬁﬁ’yym(o; w, —w), for several of its layers. Note that
for £ > 3, ij5¥¥"(0;w, —w) ~ 0 and that 755" (0; w, —w) = 0.

ular to the surface, and as discussed above, it requires a detailed calcula-
tion of E*(w) [SSP98], thus we only present results for the first component.
The 775g YY*(0;w, —w) tensor component, requires a circularly polarized field
and parallel to the surface, i.e. at normal incidence. For instance, taking
E*(w) = Ey(w) and BY(w) = Ep(w)e™®, from Eq. (3.18)

JSY =4SV (0w, —w)| Eo(w)]? sin ¢, (3.19)

from where it follows that the rate of injected current along y is proportional
to the phase difference of the field components through a sine dependence.
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Figure 3.3: Plot of ny"**(0; w, —w) for a clean Si(111)(2 x 1) surface for several
values of N, notice that the results are converged for N, = 16.

3.5.1 Si(111) surfaces

We first show the results for a clean cleaved Si(111) surface. This surface has
a 2 x 1 Pandey reconstruction which is characterized by buckled zigzag chains
along the y ([011]) direction [Pan82, RL99]. The upper atoms labelled 2 in
Fig. 3.1, show sp3-like bonding with one orbital predominantly filled, while
the lower atoms labelled 1, exhibit sp?-like bonding with their p, orbitals
predominantly empty. From Eq. (3.19) it follows that the rate of injected
current along the y direction is possible because excited electrons can move
along the zigzag chains of atoms.

For a clean Si(111) 2 x 1 surface we plot in Fig. 3.2, the spectral dependence
of 157 (0; w, —w) and 715" (0;w, —w) for several values of £ corresponding to
the top most atomic layer (¢ = 1) composed by the dimers, the next two
atomic layers ¢ = 2,3 and the bulk-like layer at /g = 8. We see that the
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surface response starts rising sharply around 0.5 eV, which corresponds to the
transitions between the surface states, reaching its maximum at 0.75 eV and
followed by a sharp decline. Above 1.75 eV the signal is basically zero. The
calculated layer-by-layer responses convincingly demonstrates that the surface
signal is dominated by the first two atomic layers, and that after the third
layer ﬁgz?”yyw(o; w, —w) ~ 0 is almost zero. Therefore Leog would correspond to
the total thickness of the first 3 layers and f.g = 3. surprising very few atomic
layers beneath the surface are required for the system to be “centrosymmetric”
as far as this response is concerned. As shown in Fig. 3.2 the corresponding
surface injection current occurs below the bulk band gap of Si, this is because
the prominent surface energy levels appear within the gap of the projected-bulk
band structure. In Fig. 3.3, we plot the calculated spectrum of nQS’yyx(O; w, —w)
for several values of N, where we know that L.g corresponds to the thickness of
the first three layers of the slab from previous results. We see that the results
converged for N, = 16 layers.

3.5.2 GaAs(110) surfaces

The GaAs surfaces considered here are a clean (110) and Sb covered (110)
surfaces, both of them show a (1x 1) reconstruction. The clean surface contains
a zigzag chain of alternating Ga and As atoms along the y direction, [110],
that are replaced by Sb atoms in the Sb-covered surface. In Fig. 3.4 we show
the spectra of 75" (0;w, —w) and 7j5¥¥*(0;w, —w) for the first two layers of
both the clean and the Sb covered GaAs(110)(1 x 1) surfaces. Notice the
sensitivity of the signal to the different surface termination. The magnitudes
of the injection current response are of the same order of magnitude and have a
rich spectral behavior. It is interesting to see the different spectral features of
7759 WY (0; w, —w) by the two first layers of the surface. For instance the negative
peak at ~ 3 eV in the clean surface comes from the first atomic layer, whereas
the positive peak at ~ 3.4 eV comes from the second atomic layer. For the
Sb covered surface the signal seem to be dominated by the Sb zigzag chains
that correspond to ¢ = 1 in Fig. 3.4, with some contribution by the Ga and
As atoms in the second layer but only for energies above ~ 2.5 eV. We find
that for both surfaces a large N, is required for convergence, as seen in Table
3.1, and that l.g = 7 with is corresponding value of Leg properly included in

Eq. (3.17).
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Figure 3.4: Spectra of 7723 0;w, —w) and ﬁg’yyx(o;w, —w) for the clean and

an Sb covered GaAs(110)(1 x 1) surfaces. The spectra for £ = 1 in the clean
(Sb-covered) surface corresponds to that layer with the zigzag chains of Ga
and As (Sb) atoms, and the spectra for £ = 2 corresponds to the second layer
of Ga and As atoms for both surfaces.

7yy$(

3.5.3 Surface vs. bulk experimental detection estimate

The detection of injection current requires measurements of voltage induced
along the surface [LSSvD99|, or terahertz radiation generated by an incident
ultrafast optical pulse [CLvD02, CEFD"99]. To demonstrate that this effect is
strong enough to be observed experimentally we refer to the study of injection
of current in hexagonal bulk CdSe made by Laman et al. [LSSvD99|. There the
current injection generation was restricted to the penetration depth of [ ~ 1.8
pm of the incident radiation, therefore the signal can be associated with an ef-
fective surface injection coefficient 75 = Inf, where 2 is the bulk coefficient.
The injection current that results with a carrier momentum relaxation time
of 7~ 40 fs, is Jin; o< 4708 |Eo|? (see Eq. (3.18)) where an effective surface
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Surface Number of Layers N, S (eV)
Si(111)(2 x 1) 16 0.43
GaAs(110)(1 x 1) 27 1
GaAs(110)(1 x 1):Sb | (1)Sb-+(27)GaAs+(1)Sh=29 | 0.8

Table 3.1: We give the number of atomic layers and the scissors correction S
for the considered slab. In all surfaces, the we used a grid of 112 k-points and
10 Ha as the cut-off energy.

current ngj = lJin; of magnitude 5.4 nA/cm was detected [LSSvD99]|, corre-
sponding to an effective surface injection coefficient ny = 90 mC3/(J%s2). This
experimental value is larger than our calculated values. However, the measure-
ments of injection current made by Latman et al. [LSSvD99] were done at low
incident field intensity of only 0.06 W /cm?. Since the current signal generated
from the effect scales linearly with the incident intensity (see Eq. (3.19)), an
easily observable signal from surface injection current should be possible at
intensities low enough to avoid surface damage. Finally, the injection current
periodic dependence on the phase shift between two perpendicular light polar-
izations provides a straightforward way to discriminate the injection current
from various surface photovoltaic effects.

3.6 Conclusions

We have developed a layer-by-layer formalism of the injection current in order
to calculate it at the surface of semiconductor crystals. Since the injection cur-
rent is zero for crystals with bulk inversion symmetry or crystal of the groups
6m2, 6, and 43m (zinc blende), the experimental measurement of such a cur-
rent present a valuable tool for non-invasive characterization of semiconductor
surfaces. Following the layer-by-layer approach we derived the macroscopic
response tensor that describes the surface injection current. We performed ab-
1nitio calculations to evaluate the response for a few prototypical surfaces such
as the clean Si(111)(2 x 1) as well as clean and Sb terminated GaAs(110)(1x 1)
surfaces. The surface injection current is found to be very sensitive to the basic
semiconductor surface parameters such as reconstruction, unit cell symmetry,
adsorbates type and bonding, which modify the electronic band structure. At
all considered surfaces, contributions to the surface states are clearly present in
the calculated spectra of the surface injection coefficients. The layer-by-layer
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analysis proved to be crucial in order to extract the current response of each
atomic layer of any given system, and thus it allows to explain the surface
response behavior as the sum of the response contributions of the different
atomic planes.

Like other conventional optical techniques, it requires a comparably easy
experimental setup. However, unlike SSHG, which is a parametric process and
typically only probes excitation to virtual states, the surface injection current
involves real transitions where the system is left in the final excited state.
Since, the nature of these final excited states can be understood in terms of
the symmetry and the structure of the surface, it is possible to interpret the
injection current much more directly than the signal due to SSHG. Also, the
injection current is linear in the incident optical intensity, unlike the quadratic
dependence of SSH. Although detection by terahertz radiation requires ultra
short pulses, we note that electrode detection of the injection current has been
demostrated even with CW radiation [CFD*99].

Finally, numerical estimates indicate that the surface injection current
should be measurable. Thus, the injection current offers the possibility of
using optical coherent control to manipulate the actual motion of the electrons
at the surface. Experiments to investigate the surface injection current are
clearly warranted.

3.7 Appendix

We derive Eq. (3.4) that is needed for the Eq. (3.4) of polarization of the ¢t*
layer. We combine Eq. (14) and Eq. (15) from Mendoza et al. [MNASO06], to
write

3
Jhw) = / O™ () V28 (), (3.20)

as the current density from the " layer of the slab used to represent the
semi-infinite crystal [MNASO06]. In the equation above, ¢, is given by

it fumth ()W)
R wmn(K) (Wmn (k) —w —in)’

Con (K, w) = (3.21)
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From J = dP/dt, and assuming a harmonic field E(t) = E(w)e™“!+E*(w)e™?,
using Eq. (3.20) and Eq. (3.21) gives

E'(w) (3.22)

Pla(y) — /d% Frm Voim (&), (k)
N 87r3 wmn (k) (Wmn (k) —w —in)

I mm%%<>;Am 1 1 »
/ 83 Z Wi ( )(wmn(k) —in) ( Winn (k) —w — z’n)E ()

B 6712/ erﬁ Z fannm ) nll) (% + Winn (k) 17 w— in)Eb(w)’

since we can take 7 — 0 in the first term after the sum. Only the “posi-
tive frequency” term is kept in the result above, because that term will con-
tribute to the positive frequency part of the injection current responses. Using
time-reversal symmetry, i.e. v (—k) = —v2 (k), VEL(=k) = —V5%(k),
and wpn(k) = wmn(—k), we can easily show that the 1/w term vanishes as
one does the sum over k. Since fn, = fn — fm forces n # m, we can use
v2 (k) = iwpm(k)ré,, (k) and V2, (k) = iwnm(k)RE,, (k) in Eq. (3.22) to

write

a — d3k Rfl?ﬂ(k> mn(k)
Pt (W) = h/87r3 Zf”m mn(k)—w—mEb( )

= nE(w)E (W), (3.23)

as the corresponding polarization of the system’s layer, £*, from where Eq. (3.4)
could be obtained.

To obtain Eq. (3.16) we proceed as follow. We write the first term of
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Eq. (3.14) as

N C At (k) Rai (k) (k)
> > fom

mn k>0 Wimn (k) —w —in

[ SO b
k<o wWmn(k) —w —in 83

.13 3 l,c b _ plc b
= ile| Z fnm/ d kAf,a (k) an(k)zrnz((lg) _Zﬂfg:)rnm(k)

ile|? Bk . RESE)ITE (K) — RS (K)rt (k
_ el anm/ AL (k) ()wmn((k))_w_gn) (k)

—|e|32 / Bk gy o 2[Ry (k) (k)]
— Fam | 22 ALE (k)
k>0

2h? iy 83— mn Wmn(k) —w —in
- S / - ta (10 IR (K) i (k)
— 2h2 871'3 Z fnmAmn(k) wmn(k) W — Z.n 9 (324)

where we recall that Af;’?n(k) is a real quantity, and that due to time-reversal
invariance 7%, (—k) = r% (k) and Rim(—k) = Rim (k) is satisfied. Likewise,
the second term of Eq. (3.14) could be deduced, so we obtain

b

L
£,abc(. - _ _|6|3 / dgk § : E a Im[Rﬁm(k)rmn(k)]

£, c
Im[Rm%(k)rnm(k)] ) (3.25)

Wimn (k) —w +in

Z,abc(

Now, we prove several properties of 5 0;w, —w) from the equation above.
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For instance
l,c b
Labe(ry. _|€ d3k X Im[an(k)rmn (k)]
77 (Oa wvw) 2h2 / Z fnmA ( Wmn(k) + W — in
[Rﬁamk)rzm(k)])
wmn + w -+
—le|* [ d®k la Tm[R i (k)rd,,, (k)]
2h2 / 7%;” JumBrin ( —wpm (k) +w —in
Immféa%(szm(k)])
—wWpm(k) +w +in
—|ef® / o —Im[ Ry (k)r?,,, ()]
212 Z Jom B ( wnm (k) — w +in
m[RﬁM )n%m(k)]>
wnm —w =1
—lel* [ d%k ta o ( —I[RG ()b, (k)]
2h? / Z fmn B ( win (k) — w +in
[szfum ¢ <k>1>
Wmn —w =1
—|e|? / 43k . Im[R5E (K)rb (k)]
A a mn
2h? Z Fom ( winn (k) —w +in
m[Rﬁa%<k>rzm<k>]>
Wimnn(K) —w —in
nH e 0y w, —w), (3.26)

Where the second step we simply did wy,,(k) =

—wpm(k); in the third step

we factorize a minus sign in the energy denominators; in fourth step we ex-
changed the dummy indices m and n; fifth line we used the following identities

Im[An Bnm] = —Im[Apm Bms] and frn A

LK) nm = fam AL (K)mp; finally in
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the last step we just followed trivially from the fifth step Also,

0,b
{,acb _’8‘3 / d3k Za Im[Rﬁm(k)Tg’m(k)]
’ YW, — = nmA ;
7" (0w, —w) 57,2 ;Lf ( o (K) — 0 — 11
~ Im[Rfmk)rzm(k)])
wmn —w -+

e va s (— IRy ()76, (k)]
N 2h2/ anmA ( Wmn(k) —w —in

Im[Rﬁa<k>r&n<k>] )
wmn —w+1in

B d% o Im[ Ry (K)rs,, (k)]
N 2h2 / %fnmA ( Winn(K) —w —in

T [Ryss () 1y (K)] )
wmn(k) —w+ Z"I7
= 777&‘“’6(0; w, —w), (3.27)

where in the second step we use the identity Im[A;,, Brm| = —Im[Apm B
and in the third step we simply factorized a minus sign. The last line of
Eq. (3.27) follows by comparing the obtained expression of third step with
Eq. (3.14). Similarly we can prove that 7%%¢(0; —w, w) = —1*%¢(0;w, —w).

Using lim, 0 1/(z —in) = P(1/z) + ind(x), with P the principal part, we
get from Eq. (3.25) that

—rle/’

,a dgk ,a C
WO ) = e [ 5 3 Fun 00 (1R 001 0

+ Im[RE, (K) nm<k>1)6<wmn<k> ~w)

mle d3k a .
- b fon 3 Fon 0 (35, 00 0]

+ Im[Rf (k >mn<k>])6<wmn<k>—w>, (3.28)

which gives 75"(0; w, —w) = in"**(0;w, —w) from Eq. (3.16). If we replace
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Rfl,%(k) by ¢, (k) and AL% (k) by A% (k) in the previous equation we get

Z7T€3 3
Wi, —w) = T / “anm T [r, (k)2 ()]

8m3
X O(wmn(k )
B wlel3 d3k b
- 0 5 2 o 100107 ()
x S(wmn(k) — w), (3.29)

where we removed the ¢ superscript since the expression no longer depends on
its value, and used 2iIm[A,,;;, Bimn] = AnmBmn — BumAmn = [Anm, Bmn]. The
above expression is the same as that one derived by Sipe and Shkrebtii valid
for a bulk semiconductor [SS00].






CHAPTER 4
Optical spin injection at
semiconductor surfaces

Contents

4.1 SUummary . . . . . i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 55
4.2 Introduction . .. ... ... ... eeenonon 56
4.3 Theory . . . . . v v i i i i i it e e e e e e e e e e 57

4.3.1 Surfaceresponses . . . . . . . . ... 61
4.4 Computational details . . . . ... ... .......... 63
45 Results. .. ... .. ittt 65
4.6 Conclusions . . ... .. ... i, 73

4.1 Summary

We present a study of electron spin-injection at several Si(111) surfaces pro-
duced by optical excitation above the direct gap with circularly polarized light.
Calculations where performed on H, As and In covered Si(111) surfaces. The
reconstruction of each of these surfaces is well understood and experimentally
achievable. We use a full-band electronic structure pseudopotential scheme to
calculate the rate of spin and carrier injection, and then calculate the degree
of spin polarization up to energies well above the surface modified band gap.
The model accounts for the coherences excited in a semiconductor with spin-
split bands, and a “layer-by-layer” analysis of the response is implemented.
The relatively low symmetry of the surfaces leads to spin-injection from direct
transitions which can be up to 52% for the In covered Si(111) surface. For
comparison, in bulk Si the maximum polarization calculated is 30%, and only
over a very narrow range of incident frequencies. The spectra for all of the
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surfaces shows an interesting behavior as a function of the energy of incidence
of the circularly polarized light.

4.2 Introduction

The study of spin injection into a non-magnetic semiconductor is an important
problem in condensed matter physics. The optical excitation of semiconductors
with circularly polarized light creates spin-polarized electrons in the conduc-
tion bands [DP84]|. The idea of using light for spin injection and detection
dates back to the late 1960 |Lam68|, and later it was shown that conversion of
angular momentum of light into electron spin and vice versa is very efficient in
ITI-V semiconductors [DP84]. Known as “optical orientation”, this effect serves
as an important tool in the field of spintronics, where it is used to spin polar-
ize electrons. The injection of spin and the degree of spin polarization in bulk
GaAs, Si and CdSe semiconductors has been reported recently [NRSMT07],
and a detailed comparison between a 30-band k - p model and a full band
structure LDA (Local Density Approximation) calculation was given. Some
of the results obtained could be explained by using well-known features of
the band structure and selection rules around the I' points of GaAs and Si.
However, for photon energies well above the band gap the selection rules are
more complicated and full band structure calculations are required to calcu-
late the degree of spin polarization. For many semiconductors no k - p models
are available. Results of Nastos et al. [NRSM*07] indicate that the degree of
spin polarization can be reliably calculated with LDA band structures. This
suggests a program of study of optical orientation based on LDA calculations.
Both the ubiquitous presence of a surface in any semiconductor sample, and
the steady progress in the miniaturization of electronic semiconductor compo-
nents, suggests a focus on the spin injected at the surface of semiconductors.
In this chapter we report the first calculations of the degree of spin polar-
ization at semiconductors surfaces produced by absorption of light across the
direct gap. The Si semiconductor was chosen for this study because it is, by
far, the most used semiconductor. H, As and In terminated as well as clean
surfaces were studied. The criteria for choosing these surfaces as representa-
tive examples is that their atomic reconstruction is well understood and that
the surfaces are experimentally achievable. To model these surfaces we use
a slab approach and develop a scheme that allows us to study the layer-by-
layer [HDSO03, CMS*03, MNAS06, CMN™]| contribution. To calculate the
rate of spin injection, we use Density Functional Theory (DFT). We restrict
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ourselves to pseudopotential band structures based on the LDA + scissors cor-
rection, since this is the simplest and still the most popular approach LDA
systematically underestimates the band gap, therefore a band gap correction,
is required. This rigidly shifts the conduction band energies by a constant
amount. The excitation of spin-split bands by the finite energy width of the
laser pulse creates coherences that are properly accounted for in our description
of the optical spin injection of a semi-infinite semiconductor.

We show that the lower symmetry of the reconstructed surfaces taken as
examples exhibits a well differentiated spectra for the degree of spin polariza-
tion. For instance, in the In covered Si(111) surface, the spin polarization is
increased to 52% from the bulk Si value of 30%, and a significant value for
the spin polarization occurs over a wider frequency range. This indicates that
surfaces of semiconductors provide venues for the optical injection of spin that
are interesting as well as novel.

This chapter is organized as follows: in Section 4.3 we present a derivation
of the spin and carrier injection rate for any layer of a slab, and their surface
related counterparts. In Section 4.4 the computational details of the calculation
are given. In Section 4.5 The results obtained for the degree of spin polarization
of the chosen surfaces are presented and discussed, and finally in Section 4.6
conclusions are given.

4.3 Theory

In this section the required expressions to evaluate the degree of spin polar-
ization for a clean, cold-semiconducting surface are derived. To model the
semi-infinite medium we use a slab consisting of N atomic layers inside a su-
percell of total height I and volume 2 = AL, where A is the surface area of the
unit cell. The supercell includes the required vacuum region to use a repeated
slab scheme.

In a slab calculation, not only one often wants to calculate the response
from one of the two halves of the slab but also from a particular layer of the
slab. A convenient way to accomplish the separation of the response of any
layer is to through the use of the so called “cut function”, Fy(z), as a top-hat
cut function that selects a given layer,

Fo(2) = O(z — 2+ AD)O(z — 2 + A)), (4.1)

where © is the Heaviside function. Here, A{ /*is the distance that the ¢-th layer
extends towards the front (f) or back (b) from its zy position. Thus Ag + A}
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is the thickness of layer £. The cut function was originally used by Hogan et
al. [HDSOO03] and Castillo et al. [CMST03], and more recently was put on a
more solid basis through a microscopic calculation of the linear optical response
of a surface by Mendoza et al, [MNASO6| and in the optical coherent control of
the injection current at a surface by Cabellos et al. [CMNT]. In order to obtain
the spin injection rate for a particular layer of the slab, we proceed as follows.
First we realized that conduction bands in a semiconductor are spin-split by a
small amount [Dre55, CvSKO06]|, typically smaller than the energy width of the
laser pulse, and so the external pulse excites a coherent superposition of the
two conduction spin-split states. Even for very long pulses with narrow energy
widths, dephasing effects lead to an energy width of the bands large enough
so that spin-split states can become quasidegenerate. Within the independent
particle approximation, these coherences can be calculated by using a multiple
scale approach to solve the following equation of motion for the scaled single
particle density matrix ppn,(k;t) [Boo57],

Opmn (k;t)
ot

Assuming that the conduction bands ¢ and ¢ are close to one another, and that
the pulse is short enough so that the energy width overlaps the two bands, the
result for the off-diagonal component, p.., where ¢ and ¢’ are quasi-degenerate
conduction states, is given by Nastos et al. [NRSMT07] as

7

= —i(wmn(k) — ig)

O0pecr , , e? BY (w)E°(w
g;c = —i(Weer — 1€)Peer — Ehg (w)
1 1
b .c
X / - 4.2
;T’ycrcv <w—wclv—i5 w—ww+i€>’ ( )
where we have assumed a perturbation of the form H®(t) = —er®FE2(t), with

e the electron charge, r the position operator and E(t) = E(w) exp(—iwt) +
E*(w) exp(iwt), being the Maxwell field. Many-particle effects and phonon
scattering are neglected. In the equation above, r2 (k) = v2,(k)/iwe, (k) are
the off-diagonal position matrix elements, vZ (k) are the matrix elements of
the velocities, ¢ — 0, and the sum over v is limited to valence bands. Also,
the ground state Hamiltonian, Hy, gives Hy|nk) = fuw,(k)|nk) where fiw, (k)
is the energy of the electronic band n, with crystal momentum k, |nk) is the
Bloch state, and wpmn(k) = wm(k) — wp(k). We consider the bands to be
either totally empty (conduction bands n = ¢), or totally full (valence bands
n = v). The superscript in Roman characters indicate Cartesian coordinates,
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when repeated, as in the above expressions, are to be summed over. The
implicit dependence of k is assumed in the corresponding quantities in order
to save space. Throughout this chapter we assume, that the hole spins relax
very quickly and we neglect them [DP84]|, focusing only on the electron spins.
Measurements have led to estimates of 110 fs for the heavy-hole spin life time
in GaAs [HT02].

Furthemore, we change to the so called interaction representation, by which
any operator O is replaced by

O = ¢iHot/h@—itot/h,
such that the matrix elements are now given by,
Omn(k) = (mk|eTot/mOemtHot/P|pk) — iwmn Kt (k). (4.3)
Taking ¢ — 0 in the first term of Eq. (4.2) and using Eq. (4.3) we get

Ipec (k) _ P EP(—w)EC(w )ezw(p/t

ot ih?
1 1
— 4.4
X Zryc C’U <w_wc’v_i6 w_wcv+i€>7 ( )

where ¢ — 0 still needs to be taken, and we have used E*(w) = E(—w). Now,
we introduce the top-hat cut function, Fy(z), of Eq. (3.2) in order to obtain
the ¢-th layer contribution to the density matrix p.» as

0 / o €2Eb( )EC zw ot b / (¢
o7 (kI Fe(2)plck) = — Z k| Fo(2)r°|¢'k) (ck|r[vk)

1 1
X T s ’
W— Wely — 1€ W — Wey + 1€

and define pf, (k) = (ck|F(2)p|c’k) and R (k) = (nk|Fy(z)r|mk) (with
n # m), to get

8,0 e , ¢.b 1 1
—< = 6 et Z R’UC gfu S .
ot — Wy — 16 W — Wey + 1€

x EP (—w)EC(w), (4.5)

as the ¢’ matrix elements for the single particle density of the ¢* layer (in
the interaction picture). Following Mendoza et al. [MNASO06], the modified



60 Chapter 4. Optical spin injection at semiconductor surfaces

position operator matrix elements are obtained through Eq. (3.5). The spin
injection rate into the conduction bands of a semiconductor for the ¢-th layer,
is calculated through S%* = Tr(p?S?), with Tr the trace. From Eq. (4.5) we

get
Y
th 871'3 ve'ev \ Wery — 1€ W — Wey + 1€

vee!

x  EP(—w)E°(w), (4.6)

where we used S%, = e™“¢<tS% (see Eq. (4.3)). The prime on the summation
indicates that the sum is to be done over pairs of conduction bands ¢ and ¢
that are quasi-degenerate. We classify bands separated by no more than 6 F
to be quasi degenerate, where the defining energy dF is chosen such that it is
approximately both a typical laser pulse energy width and the room tempera-
ture energy. We find that for 0 ~ 30 meV the results are rather insensitive
to the exact value of §E. In Eq. (4.6), S%_(k), are the matrix elements of the
spin operator, S* = (h/2)o?, with 0® the begin Pauli matrices

x 0 1 o 0 —i o 1 0
~\10 \i 0 N0 -1 )"

From Eq. (4.6) we see that the spin injection rate is proportional to the field
intensity [MZ84, NBS03, NRSM 07|, thus it is convenient to write it as,

§ = (W) B (—w)EC(w), (4.7)
where
abe( A3k . .
Cé ’ N Zh2/871'3 /SCIC(k)’R’ii:(k)rcv(k)

vec!

g (W - wc/u(k) —ie  w-— wcvl(k) T Z'E) : (4.8)

is the tensor purely imaginary that allow us to calculate the ¢-th layer spin
injection rate.
Using time-reversal invariance [notd|, Eq. (4.8) can be rewritten as

3
chabe(y) = = / a’k Z "Tm[S, 50 k)re, (k)]

vec!

1
. <w —wc/v(k) —ie  w—we(K) +i5> ’
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Taking € — 0, leads to

2 B3k , a c
chabe(y) = % / 5 > Il (RS ()r, (k)]

vec!
Wee!

< Pl mi—o)
i (B(wen(K) — @) + 0w (K) — w)) )

where P denotes the Cauchy principal part. Since w.» is small we can neglect
the principal part term and obtain that

chabe(y) — T = [ L D (1)<, (1)

vee!

+ e (KRG (K)re, (K)]0(wey (k) — w), (4.9)

We finish this section presenting the carrier injection rate, n‘, for the ¢-th
layer. With the help of Eq. (4.5) we obtain that

nt = 8w EP(—w)ES(w), (4.10)

with
3
o) = 2 [ S ReRE 091, (015 (ea) ), (111

begin the carrier injection tensor, this result agrees with that reported by Ca-
bellos et al. [CMN™] For a bulk calculation we simply take R,{ﬁl(k) — 2 (k)
in Eq. (4.9) and Eq. (4.11) to obtain ¢%2"¢(w) and £52P(w), respectively.
These bulk (B) expressions are the same as those of Nastos et al. [NRSMT07].

4.3.1 Surface responses

Once that we have the expressions for the carrier injection rate and spin injec-
tion rate for the ¢-th layer, we proceed to define their surface related quantities.
The slab that we have useed to represent the semi-infinite system, extends N
atomic layers, from the “front” surface to the “back’surface. IV is chosen such
that one gets converged results, i.e. for the considered physical quantities that
beyond some value of N > N, its corresponding spectrum do not change sig-
nificantly. In principle, for a given layer ¢ in the middle of the slab or close
to it, called 5, when N > N,, the values of n=‘c and S=‘# should match
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the bulk values. Indeed, one should expect that for a large enough slab, the
evaluation of £/8:°¢ from Eq. (4.11) and ¢/22P¢ from Eq. (4.9), should give the
corresponding bulk values for £8:°¢ and ¢5¢ respectively [note].

Both nf and S, are defined per unit volume, and as such are not additive
quantities. To overcome this, we simply multiply them by the normalizing
unit cell volume €2, add them and then divide over A, to get the corresponding
surface related quantities per unit area. Therefore, we can easily define a
surface response through the following general expression,

Lp
1
s _ ¢ ¢
o —ZZ(QC’) —QO') (N> N,), (4.12)
/=1
where O stands for the sought response. Of course, one can also describe the
above expression as the response coming from the “front” surface of the slab,

while

N
0 = % (RO - Q0') (N = N),
{=lp

would be the response of the “back” surface of the slab. For symmetric slabs O
would be trivially related to ©*°. We see that the above definition, Eq. (4.12),
would give converged results since even if we use a very large slab with N >>
N, the sum would be finite, after some large value of ¢ < (5 one would be
at a bulk-like layer and thus O ~ O*8 and the summand would be zero from
this value until ¢ = /B.

We introduce volume independent quantities by putting a tilde over them,
then O = QO, and thus we can write with the help of Eq. (4.12)

lp
Ew) = (W) - ) (N2 N, (413)
/=1

as the response tensor that gives the surface value of the number of injected
electrons into the conduction band per unit area, and

LB
CS,abc(w) _ %(Z gé,abc(w) o KBEZB’abC(w)> (N > NC), (4.14)
/=1

as the response tensor that gives the surface value of the spin injection rate per
unit area. We have used the fact that £€/5:2P(w) and ¢*82P¢(w) do not depend
on £. Although ¢%2P¢(w) is useful for understanding the total surface spin
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injection, a more physically transparent quantity useful for characterizing the
spin-injection is the surface degree of spin polarization(DSP), which is defined

as s
DA — (}_52)”5 (4.15)
where
558 = ¢Sabe( Y EP(—w)EC(w), (4.16)
is the surface spin injection and
S = 8P (w) EP(—w) B (w). (4.17)

is the surface carrier injection.

4.4 Computational details

Our calculations are done by using the ABINIT plane-wave code [XBCT02]. A
self-consistent calculation was done to determine the relaxed surface structures
and their Kohn-Sham potential. We used the separable Hartwigsen-Goedecker-
Hutter (HGH) pseudopotentials [HGH98| within the LDA as parametrized
by Goedecker et al. [GTH96|. These pseudopotentials are a common choice
in ab wnitio studies investigating materials where the spin-orbit contribution
cannot be neglected. In our calculations, we exclude the semi-core states,
though they can be included with more computational effort. Once the Kohn-
Sham potential is determined, we find the wavefunctions, and then the matrix
elements are calculated for k-points on a specially determined tetrahedral grid.
This grid is used in the integrals of Egs. (4.9) and (4.11), that are calculated
through a linear analytic tetrahedral integration method [NRSM*07]. With
the parameters shown in Table 4.1, we find convergence of the results for all
the quantities of interest in this work, with respect to the number of layers in
the slab, the number of k-points, and the cut-off energy.

The ABINIT code provides the plane-wave coefficients Cikl (G) of the
spinor wave function expansion

ank(r) = Z ( an(Gi ) ei(k-i-G)'r’ (4.18)

G
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Surface #k # Atomic layers # Atoms | A (eV)
Clean Si(111)(2 x 1) | 109 14 28 0.45
Si(111)(1 x 1) :As | 109 | 1-As+46-Si+1-As=48 48 1.14
Si(111)(1 x 1) :H 109 | 1-H+46-Si+1-H=48 48 1.55
Si(111)(v3 x v/3) :In | 91 | 1-In+12-Si+1-In=14 38 1.01

Table 4.1: Convergence parameters for the calculation of $%2 and n° and the
corresponding scissors correction A. In all surfaces the cut-off energy is 10 Ha.

where the up(down) arrow denotes the up(down) component of the spinor.
From Mendoza et al. [MNASO06|, we find that the matrix elements of the ve-
locity, Eq. (3.5), in function of the plane-wave coefficients C’lkl(G) are given
by

Vi (G k) = g Z (C’rT?:k(G)CZk(GI)+Crir;kk(G)CrlLk(G/)>
G.G/

X (2k* + G* + G/a>5G||th fo(GL—G'). (4.19)

where the reciprocal lattice vectors G are decomposed into components par-
allel, Gy, and perpendicular Gz, to the surface so that G = G| + Gz,

and
1 Zg-i—Af

felg) = / €97 dz. (4.20)
L Zg—AZ
The double-summation over the G-vectors can be efficiently done by creating a
pointer array to identify all the plane-wave coefficients associated with the same
G- We take 2 at the center of an atom that belongs to layer £. Thus Eq. (4.9)
and Eq. (4.11) give the ¢-th atomic layer contribution to the spin injection rate
and carrier injection rate of the slab. Note that if we take the cut function
Fu(z) to be unity through the whole slab, then fy(g) = d4,0 and from Eq. (4.19)
one would recover the results for the entire slab. The contributions from the
nonlocal part of the pseudopotential and from the spin-orbit interaction to
the velocity matrix elements are excluded. They are not readily available
and, to our knowledge, no efficient scheme that include simultaneously has
been presented. Yet, it has been demonstrated that these contributions are
small for Si [MNAS06, RN91, KS97]. It is well known that the DF'T generally
underestimates the band gap of insulators [JG89, GSS86]. A usual approach
to overcome this problem is the use of the so-called scissors correction, in
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surface Cabc(w) = —(e’“b (w)
Si(111)(1 x 1) :As xzy yxz 7Xy
Si(111)(1 x 1) :H xzy yXz zXy

Si(111)(2 x 1) XZy XyX YXZ XYy ZyZ
Si(111)(v3 x v/3) :In | xzy xyx yxz 2Xy zyz

Table 4.2: Non-zero components of the layer spin injection tensor, ¢2P¢(w),
for the surfaces considered in this work.

which the conduction bands are rigidly shifted up in energy by an amount A
that corrects the band gap to the experimental value (see Table 4.1). The
result from an analysis of the scissors-modified Hamiltonian is that the matrix
elements 52 (k), 7 (k) and R&% (k) are the same for both the LDA and
the scissored Hamiltonian [CME™09, NOSS05, DSG93]. Since the energies are
shifted, the only significant consequence is in the § function of Eq. (4.9) and
Eq. (4.11), and so the spectra corresponding to the scissored Hamiltonian are
obtained by simply translating in energy the spectra calculated from the LDA
Hamiltonian by the scissors correction A.

4.5 Results

In Fig. 4.1 we show the different Si(111) surfaces for which we calculate the
surface DSP, D%?. These surfaces are chosen on the basis that they are ex-
perimentally accessible and their reconstruction is well understood. We take
the surface parallel to the z-y plane, with the surface-normal in the +2z direc-
tion. The surfaces are the clean surface with a 2 x 1 Pandey reconstruction
characterized by buckled dimers forming zigzag chains along the y ([001]) di-
rection [Pan82, RL99], for which &% (w) # €9V (w) [CCSC84]; the As and
H covered surfaces with a 1 x 1 surface reconstruction, exhibitis a bulk-like
hexagonal symmetry, where &5**(w) = £9¥(w); and finally, the In covered
surface, which exhibits a rather large reconstruction with a (v/3 x v/3)R30°
unit cell, with 3 Si atoms by atomic layer beneath the surface and only one
In atom at the surface, with £€9*(w) # €9V (w). In Table 4.2 we show the
nonzero components of (“2P¢(w) for all the surfaces treated in this work, satisfy
¢habe(w) = —¢42P(w) as can be proved from Eq. (4.9).

The slabs used to represent the surfaces mentionated above are all cen-
trosymmetric and thus their front and back surface layer are equivalent. This



66 Chapter 4. Optical spin injection at semiconductor surfaces

Figure 4.1: Top and side views of the (a) H and (b) As-covered Si(111) surfaces
with a 1 x 1 relaxed unit cell; (c) clean Si(111) surface with a 2 x 1 relaxed
unit cell; (d) In-covered Si(111) surface that relaxes with a (v/3 x v/3)R30°
unit cell. All surface unit cells are denoted by dotted lines.

simplifies the expression for ¢52P¢(w) and ¢%2P(w). For instance we can write

[ ~
3 ghabe() = gha-sbabeqy,) — ), (4.21)
/=1

where the half-slab response which calculated by taking Fy(z) = 1 either in the
first or second half of the slab. Since the slab is centrosymmetric, this should
be half of the full slab result, which is obtained by taking Fy(z) = 1 in the
whole slab. For this case, one actually does the calculation taking REE — .
that is, like a bulk calculation with the unit cell being the whole slab. Then,

using Eq. (4.21) in Eq. (4.14) we get

[9) < Cslab,abc (w)

¢Sabe(y) = S 5 _gBCfB’abC(w)) (N > N.). (4.22)
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Likewise, Eq. (4.13) reduces to

Sibe B Q gslab,bc(w)
e w = 30—

- eBgﬂBvbC(w)) (N>N,).  (4.23)
The derivation of Eq. (4.7) and Eq. (4.10) implicitly takes the electric field
to be uniform in the region of interest. This is clearly inappropriate for the
z component of the electric field, which for semiconductors it can change by
orders of magnitude as one moves from vacuum to the semiconductor. Thus,
all aspects of the optical response at an interface owing to this component
of the electric field would require a self-consistent calculation of the variation
of E” across the surface region. Although the calculation of this variation
is an important issue, we do not address it here. Instead, we focus on the
simplest experimental geometry of normal incidence. Then, since the electric
field lies in the plane of the interface, it can be taken, to be uniform through
the interface region neglecting the local field corrections. Then, we take a
circularly left-polarized electric field propagating along the —z direction,

E(w) = 5%(& —iy), (4.24)

with Fy being its intensity, thus Eq. (4.15) can be rewritten as

L sy
P @ e @) 2 )

where we wrote (5% (w) = (%Y (w), and we used the fact that for all the
surfaces considered here, £52P(w) is diagonal in the adopted reference frame.

¢ S,abc gives the direction of the induced

We recall that the first super index in
spin, whereas the last two are related to the exciting electric field. Thus, ¢%2Y
gives the spin spin injection rate with polarized along the z direction, which is
the direction of propagation of the driving electric field with components along
x and y.

Before we present the DSP for the above mentioned Si surfaces, we first
confirm that our formalism to extract the surface response readily works. In
the top panel of Fig. 4.2, we show the layer spin-injection spectra gé,zxy (w) for
the As terminated Si(111) surface. With ¢ = 1 that corresponds to the As
layer; with ¢ = 24 that corresponds to £g = 24 the middle layer of the slab;
we also show (579 (w) corresponding to the bulk Si. Notice that (=17 (w)

becomes non-zero at 2.2 eV, since the electronic surface sates induced by the
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Figure 4.2: In the top panel we show the layer spin-injection spectra ¢4 (w)
(bottom panel AEC**(w)) for the As-terminated Si(111) surface, where £ = 1
corresponds to spectra for the As layer, £ = 24 corresponds to the spectrum for
the middle of the slab, and the label Bulk corresponds to the bulk spectrum.

As layer reduce the direct energy gap value of bulk Si from 3.4 eV to 2.2 eV.
Thus, we see that (8% (w) is non-zero above 3.4 eV, and that it is very similar
to ¢(P*¥%(w). Our calculated, spin injection spectrum, (%% (w) agrees with
that reported by Nastos et al. [NRSMT07]. In the bottom panel of Fig. 4.2
we show the carrier injection tensor spectra h{mxx = hée’yy (a dimensionless
quantity) for the same cases as in the top panel. Again, we see that the As-
related signal is well below the bulk energy gap, and that the corresponding
spectra for /5 and bulk are almost identical. Thus, a very clear picture emerges
from our formalism. For energies above at the bulk energy gap the response
coming from the middle of the slab is almost identical to the bulk response, and
for energies above at the surface modified energy gap, the response is surface
related. We see that the surface response may also overlap with the bulk
response, however from this energy on, the response would be bulk dominated.
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Figure 4.3: (%Y (w) for the H-covered Si(111) surface, where ¢ = 1 corre-
sponds to the H layer, £ = 24 to the middle of the slab, and the half-slab
value.

Therefore, our scheme clearly shows that for “low” energies the response is
surface related, whereas for “high” energies the response is bulk related. To
reinforce this result, we show in Fig. 4.3 the calculated values of the layer
spin injection spectra, ¢4 (w), for the H-terminated Si(111) surface. The
H atoms quench the electronic surface states, and as a result we see that
|CHXY2(W)| << |02 (w)| ~ |Chalf=slabxyz(,))| and thus for this surface there
is no “surface” response since it entirely overlaps with the bulk response. This
shows that the surface response ought to be calculated with care, since one
has to calculate both the surface response and the bulk response to clearly
separate the latter from the former. If we apply Eq. (4.15) naively we would
get not finite values which of course is inconsistent, but all this means that
there is no “low” energy surface response for the H covered Si(111) surface.

Now, we move to the DSP results. In Fig. 4.4 we show the DSP spectrum
D37 for the clean Si(111) surface. Wherein we see a sharp onset of D7 just
above the band gap edge, with a maximum signal of 36%; then the spectrum
remains positive and is almost zero above ~ 1 eV. In Fig. 4.5 we show the
DSP spectrum D% for the Si(111) As covered surface. Notice that as in the
previous surface, the signal rises sharply just after the band edge (2.2 V) and
remains at ~ 44% for almost 100 meV after the band gap edge. For energies
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Figure 4.4: We show the DSP spectrum D%(w), for the clean Si(111) surface
as a function of the incoming photon energy at normal incidence.

greater than 2.3 eV, D97 starts to decay to zero almost monotonically. Finally,
in Fig. 4.6 we show the DSP spectrum D7 for the In-covered Si(111) surface.
In contrast with the previous surfaces, we see a rich spectral dependence, and
that D97 is mainly negative, meaning that the spin polarizes opposite to the
direction of the propagation of the left-circularly polarized electric field, that
is towards the surface. The onset of the signal D5 is still at the band gap
edge wherein reaches a value of -34%, similar to the previous surfaces. The
maximum spin polarization value, -52%, is almost 120 meV above the band
gap. The D57 spectrum shows a rapid change from -16% to 12% at a photon
energy of ~ 2.23 eV, and above this value it is almost zero.

To understand the main features shown by the DSP spectrum D%%(w)
of any of the previous surfaces, we can analyse the corresponding surface spin
injection spectrum, ¢5#Y (w), according to the contributions coming from elec-
tron transitions between any valence band to any conduction band. In particu-
lar, we show in Fig. 4.7 (%79 (w) for selected transitions between the spin-split
valence and conduction bands of the In-covered Si(111) surface. We label the
bands from the bottom conduction band cj, to the higher consecutive con-
duction bands as co,c3,---, and from the top valence band v, to the lower
consecutive valence bands as vg,v3, . We see how the onset of the response
is mainly given by contributions of the transitions vy — ¢y, v1 — ¢o, v2 — cq,
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Figure 4.5: We show the DSP spectrum D%%(w) for the As covered Si(111)
surface as a function of the incoming photon energy.

and vo — c9, which are the transitions from the top-two spin-split valence
bands to the bottom-two spin-split conduction bands. From Fig. 4.7 we see
that these are the transitions that contribute to the first minimum of D52,
On the other hand, the minimum of ¢>*¥(w) at around 2.09 eV mainly comes
from the transitions vi — ¢34 and vy — c34. It is interesting to note that
the v12 — co transitions contributes with an almost constant signal, whereas
the v o — ¢ transitions are positive around the 2.09 peak, thus subtracting
spin injection from the corresponding contributions of the other transitions. In
turn, these are the transitions responsible for the minimum around 2.09 of D5
shown in Fig. 4.6. We also see that a given transition injects spin with a very
different spectral dependence, energy onset and sign, which could even change
as a function of photon energy. For example, we also show the contribution
from v3 — ¢; that is responsible for the local maximum of the total spin injec-
tion signal at 2.03 eV. Likewise we can identify the transitions responsible for
any of the features in (7Y (w), and from these the actual line shape in D%?
of the clean and As covered Si(111) surfaces shown in Fig. 4.4 and Fig. 4.5,
respectively.

From the calculations presented above we see that studied the surfaces have

a different optical response depending on the magnitude and spectral shape of
the injected spin polarization. The onset of the spin injection spectrum oc-



72 Chapter 4. Optical spin injection at semiconductor surfaces

0.2

DS,Z

20.6 I I I I I I
1.95 2 2.05 2.1 2.15 2.2 2.25

photon-energy (fiw) in eV

Figure 4.6: The DSP spectrum, D%%(w), for the In-covered Si(111) surface as
a function of the incoming photon energy.

curs at very different energies, from the infrared, for the clean Si(111)2 x 1
surface, (see Fig. 4.4) to the visible (green-yellow), for the As-covered Si(111)
surface (see Fig. 4.5). The maximum value of D%%(w) can arise not just above
the band gap, but also at higher energies, as in the In-covered surface (see
Fig. 4.6). Part of the difference in the injected spin polarization can be under-
stood by the fact that the spin-orbit coupling, which allows the incident light
to distinguish between the two (opposite) electronic spin states, is larger for
heavier atoms. Thus the clean surface, has the smaller D% with a porcentage
value of 36%, followed in size by the As-covered surface with 44%, and then by
the In-terminated surface with 52%. It is very interesting that, except for the
H-covered Si(111) surface, where there is no “surface” contribution separable
from the “bulk” contribution, the other surfaces show a sizable surface spin po-
larization, specially when compared with bulk Si for which D5 . = —30%
at 3.4 eV [NRSM107|, thus indicating that the Si(111) surfaces could be better
candidates to optically polarize the electron spin with the added advantage of
having different photon energies to chose from.
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Figure 4.7: The surface spin injection spectrum, (%% (w), (top panel) for the
In-covered Si(111) surface and its contributions (middle and bottom panels)
for selected transitions between spin-split valence (v,) and conduction (cy)
bands (see text for details).

4.6 Conclusions

We have presented a systematic scheme to calculate the degree of spin polar-
ization from semiconductor surfaces, where the corresponding contribution of
any given layer of the slab can be calculated. The coherent excitation of the
spin-split bands of the semiconductor were included. We have neglected local
field and excitonic effects as well as the contributions to the velocity matrix
elements from the nonlocal part of the pseudopotential. The inclusion of any
of these effects is a theoretical challenge that should be addressed. We used the
ABINIT plane-wave code to calculate the degree of spin polarization for several
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Si(111) surfaces, and showed that these surfaces present very interesting spec-
tra. The largest degree with which the spin can be polarized is 36% at 0.5 eV
for the clean surface, 44% at 2.2 eV for the As-covered surface, and 52% at 2.08
eV for the In-covered surface. All of these values are larger than that of bulk
Si, which is only 30% at 3.4 eV. However, for the H-covered surface it is not
possible to separate the surface spin polarization from bulk spin polarization,
being what one should expect as the H atoms basically quench the surface elec-
tronic states. Since the degree of spin polarization has been measured in bulk
GaAs [BNKT05], and agrees rather well with the calculation [NRSM107], we
hope that the present investigations will motivate corresponding experiments
at Si(111) surfaces. Appropriately chosen or designed surfaces are good venues
for the optical injection of spin polarized electrons and, needless to say, one can
use this fact either to characterize the surface itself, or to exploit the richness
of the effect for practical applications in spintronics.
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5.1 Summary

A full band-structure ab initio calculation of the degree of spin polarization
(DSP) in stressed bulk Si and bulk GaAs is reported. For Si, we found that
compressive stress causes the DSP signal peak to decrease slightly in magnitude
and to shift to higher energies. For expansive stress, the DSP signal shows a
notable enhancement, changing from -31.5% for the unstressed case to +50%
with only 1.5% of volumetric change. For GaAs, the only change induced
due to either expansive or compressive stress is an energy shift of the DSP
spectrum. This behaviour may serve to tune the DSP in semiconductors to a
suitable laser energy.

5.2 Introduction

The study of spin injection into a non-magnetic semiconductor is an important
field of research in condensed matter physics, known as spintronics, which
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has the potential of many applications [ZFS04|. The optical excitation of
semiconductors with circularly polarized light creates spin-polarized electrons
in the conduction bands [DP84|. The idea of using light for spin injection and
detection dates back to 1968 [Lam68]. Later it was shown that conversion of
angular momentum of light into electron spin and viceversa is very efficient
in III-V semiconductors [DP84]. Known as “optical orientation”, this effect
serves as an important tool in the field of spintronics, where it is used to
spin-polarize electrons. The injection of spin and the DSP in bulk GaAs, Si
and CdSe semiconductors has been reported recently [NRSM107], where a
detailed comparison between a 30-band k - p model and a full band structure
LDA (local density approximation) + scissors correction calculation was given.
Some of the results obtained could be explained simply by using well-known
features of the band structure and selection rules around the I' points of GaAs
and Si. However, for photon energies well above the band gap, the selection
rules are more complicated, and full band structure calculations are required
to explore the DSP. For many semiconductors, like CdSe, no k - p models are
available, and the results of Nastos et al. [NRSM*07] indicate that the DSP
can be reliably calculated with LDA + scissors corrected band structures. This
suggests a program of study of optical orientation based on LDA + scissors
calculations.

The purpose of this chapter is to calculate the DSP in stressed bulk Si
and stressed bulk GaAs. We characterized the applied stress by isometric
volumetric strains, where the ratio of the volume at the stressed state to the
volume at the unstressed state is employed as the independent input variable.
We compute the DSP for a set of volumetric strains. To avoid structural
changes, which are reported to arise at about 10% of volumetric change [tur],
we restricted our computations between the range of 1.5% of expansive strain
and —1.5% of compressive strain.

The chapter is organized as follows: In Section 5.3 we briefly describe the
theoretical approach for the calculation, in Section 5.4 the results are presented
and in Section 5.5 the conclusions are given.

5.3 Theory

The theory of DSP is laid out in the previous chapter (Chapter 4) where
we refer the reader for details. Here, we only reproduce the most important
expressions in order to calculate the DSP, which is formally defined along the
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“a” direction as
Sa
~ (h/2n

where the rate of spin injection is given by §* = ¢**°(w)EP(—w)E°(w) and the
rate of carrier injection by n = £**(w)EP(—w)E°(w). Also,
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is the (purely imaginary) pseudo-tensor that allows us to calculate the spin
injection rate, and

e 3
(W) = 2h /deRe D ]5(we(k) —w),  (5.3)

is the tensor that allows us to calculate the carrier injection. In the expres-
sions above we have substituted R2,,
(see Egs. 4.9 and 4.11). The roman Cartesian superscripts are summed over if
repeated. Eq. (5.2) takes into account the excited coherences of the conduc-

tion bands that are spin split by a small amount, typically smaller than the

with its corresponding bulk value 77,

laser pulse energy width. Thus, this pulse excites a coherent superposition of
two conduction bands. Even for very long pulses with narrow energy widths,
dephasing effects lead to an energy width of the bands large enough so that
spin-split states can become quasi-degenerate. Thus, these coherences were in-
cluded by solving the equation of motion for the single particle density matrix
with the use of a multiple scale approach [NRSMT07|. Therefore, the prime
in the sum of Eq. (5.2) is restricted to quasi-degenerated conduction bands
¢ and ¢ that are closer than 30 meV, where this value is both a typical laser
pulse energy width and the room temperature energy [NRSMT07]. As we show
later, neglecting these coherences leads to wrong results. The matrix elements
of the position operator r2, (k), the spin operator S2, (k), and the energy
difference between valence (v) and conduction (c) states, we,(k), are evaluated
for k-points on a specially determined tetrahedral grid. This grid is used in the
integrals of Eqgs. (5.2) and (5.3) that are calculated through a linear analytic
tetrahedral integration method [NRSMT07]. We assume that the hole spins
relax very quickly and we neglect them [DP84|, focusing only on the electron
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spins; measurements have led to estimates of 110 fs for the heavy-hole spin
life time in GaAs [HT02]. We mention that the theoretical scheme neglects
many particle effects, electron energy thermalization, electron-hole recombina-
tion and phonon interaction, the latter limits the results to absorption across
the direct band. The treatment of above effects is a theoretical challenge that
ought to be pursued.

5.4 Results

The calculations were performed in the framework of DFT within LDA +
scissors correction by using ABINIT plane-wave code [GBCT02]. To include
the spin-orbit interaction, we use the separable Hartwigsen-Goedecker-Hutter
pseudopotentials [HGH98| within LDA as parametrized by Goedecker et al. [GTH96].
We exclude the semi-core states and the contributions to the velocity matrix
elements from the nonlocal part of the pseudopotential. However, we know
that this contributions are small for Si [MNAS06, RN91, KS97]. The scissors
correction causes a rigid shift of the spectrum of D% along the energy axis by
0.87 eV for Si and 1.16 eV for GaAs, these values are required to increase the
LDA gap, at the ' point, to their experimental value [CMET09, NOSS05].
Since the core electrons are neglected, we have 8 electrons in the primitive unit
cell with either spin up or spin down wave functions, and thus 8 valence bands.
Consequently we found converged results with just 8 conduction bands, along
with a cut-off energy of 30 Hartree and 18424 k-points.

For Si and GaAs their corresponding crystal classes have the following
non-zero components for the spin injection tensor: (¥ = (¥ = (¥ =
—(* = (¥ = =% and for carrier injection & = &Y = £ = ¢. Using
a circularly left-polarized electric field propagating along the —z direction,
ie. E = Ey (fc — zy)/\/ﬁ with Eg being its intensity, we get the DSP along
the direction of propagation of the electric field as D* = (*¥/(h&/2) from
Eq. (5.1). Because of the relatively high symmetry of Si and GaAs, the exact
crystal cut is unimportant; the injected spin density will always be aligned
parallel or antiparallel to the laser beam. We characterized the applied stress
by isometric volumetric strains. Then, we define o = as/ag as the ratio between
the lattice parameter of the stressed state, ag, to the lattice parameter of the
unstressed state, ag, where ag = 5.39 A (5.53 A), for the cubic unit cell of Si
(GaAs). We use as = oag as the independent variable to calculate D* as a
function of .

The calculated DSP, D?, as a function of the photon energy for Si at several
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Figure 5.1: Stress modulation of the DSP, D*, as a function of photon energy
for bulk Si. Several spectra for different percentage values of o are shown,
where 0 > 0 (o < 0) is for expansive (compressive) stresses. The unstressed D*
(0 = 0%) is shown by a red dotted line with a maximum value of |D?| = 31.5%.
For 0 = 1.5%, D?|max = 50%. Neglecting the coherences in Eq. (5.2) leads to
a wrong spectrum as shown for o = 1.5% (dash-dotted line). Each spectrum
has been offset in the vertical axis for displaying purposes.

values of o, including both expansive and compressive strains, along with the
unstressed (o = 0) result is shown in Fig. 5.1, varying the porcentage value
of o from —1.5% to 1.5%. The unstressed spectrum shows two main features:
one at 3.43 eV, just a few meV above the band gap with a —31.5% deep, and
the other at 3.59 eV with a 15% peak. As we compress the unit cell (¢ < 0) we
see that the negative dip remains almost unchanged in magnitude and energy
position, however the positive peak moves towards higher energies, keeping
almost the same shape and showing a modest reduction to 11% at o = —1.5%.
This situation changes radically when we expand the unit cell. Indeed, as o
increases the negative gets narrower, it slightly moves to lower energies and
then disappears at o = 1.403%. The positive peak, in turn, moves to lower
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Figure 5.2: Plot of the calculated spectrum of (**¥(w) (thick lines) and of the
spectrum of A¢(w) (thin lines) for Si as a function of photon energy for three
different values of strain . The horizontal arrows point to the corresponding
vertical scale of ("*¥(w) (left) and A&(w) (right).

energies, increases its height, and its shape changes until rises sharply at the
band gap edge with a maximum percentage intensity of 50%. The spectrum
at 0 = 1.5% of the D% only shows this positive peak that has the largest
|D#| magnitude of all spectra. Thus, under expansive stress, bulk Si exhibits
a quite interesting response: the negative deep and positive peak shown in D*
for the unstressed unit cell coalesce into a single positive peak at the band gap
edge with 75% of the spins polarized along the direction of propagation of the
optical beam [notf]. We have checked that for o > 1.5%, the D” only shifts
the spectrum to lower energies, retaining the magnitude of the DSP signal
peak at 50%. Nevertheless such large expansions may be experimentally more
difficult to achieve |notg|]. Also, in Fig. 5.1 and only for o = 1.5%, we plot
D?* without coherences, that is equivalent to putting ¢ = ¢ in Eq. (5.2). We
see that coherences account for more than 70% of the total spectrum in this
calculation, and neglecting them leads to unphysical results.

In Fig. 5.2 we show the spectrum of the spin injection tensor, (**¥(w) and
the spectrum of carrier injection tensor, h¢(w), for o = 0, £1.5%. We remark
that in Gaussian units both tensors are dimensionless quantities. Notice that
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Figure 5.3: Stress modulation of the DSP, D* as function of photon energy
for bulk GaAs and for three values of strain (o).

the onset of the spectra at the band gap edge is red-shifted in energy as o
goes from —1.5% to 1.5%. For both o = 0 and —1.5%, (*¥(w) is negative
just around above the onset, whereas it is positive for o = 1.5% and rises very
sharply. For h&(w) we see that the rise of the signal at the onset also changes
with o, being rather sharp for o = 1.5%, as it is for (*¥(w). From these
results, one can understand the line shape of D” shown in Fig. 5.1. Indeed,
the minimum (maximum) that is present in D?, for o = 0, —1.5%, comes from
the minimum (maximum) in (**¥(w), whereas the only maximum of D” for
o = 1.5%, near the band gap edge comes from the maximum of (*¥(w), but
then the next local maximum in (*¥(w), at around 3.5 eV, is barely seen in
D? since, as shown in the Fig. 5.2, the corresponding h&(w) is rather large as
compared with (*Y(w). In other words, the DSP depends strongly on the fine
interplay between the ability of polarizing the spin of the electrons, and the
number of electrons that are injected.

The calculated DSP spectrum, D” as a function of the photon energy for
GaAs at three values of o: one for expansive stress (o = 1.5%), one for com-
pressive stress (¢ = —1.5%) and the unstressed one(c = 0%) are shown in
Fig. 5.3. The corresponding unstressed spectrum shows two positive peaks,
one at 1.5 €V, just at the band gap edge with a value of D* = 50%, and the
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Figure 5.4: Plot of of the spectra of (**¥(w), for Si. The spectra correspond
to transitions from the top valence band (V') to the bottom conduction band,
(C) for o0 = 1.5% and o = 0%.

other at 3.18 eV with a value of D* = 30%. As we expand (compress) the
unit cell to 0 = 1% (0 = —1%) we see that the D” spectrum shifts almost
rigidly along the energy axis towards lower (higher) energies, with only a very
small change in the intensity of the peak at 3.1 eV. This behavior remains
valid for larger values of |o|. For the unstressed case of GaAs, the 50% value of
the D? has been confirmed experimentally [BNK 05|, and explained theoreti-
cally [NRSM™07], thus our calculated results indicate that either compressive
or expansive strain will only move the onset of the signal. This also shows that
the symmetry of the electronic band structure that leads to the results shown,
for 0 = 0, remains basically the same as we apply the stress [NRSMT07], in
contrast with Si, where the changes of D” are readily noticeable.

To gain an understanding of the rate of spin injection in bulk si we proceed
as follows. First we analyze the contribution of the different transitions to
the spectrum of (*V(w). In Fig. 5.4 we show (*¥(w) for the transitions from
the top valence band (V) to the bottom conduction band (C), for ¢ = 0
and o = 1.5%. These transitions have the most influential effect on the net
spin-injection rate right at the band gap edge. The V (C) band is doubly
degenerated due to the spin degree of freedom. These transitions for ¢ =



5.4. Results 83

0 have a (" (w) that is first negative from 3.40 eV util 3.58 eV, and then
becomes positive having a peak at around 3.63 and then decays to values to
close o zero above 3.86 eV. However, for the same transitions at o = 1.5%,
the corresponding (*¥(w) is always positive and goes to almost zero above
3.9 eV. We note that for ¢ = 0 the signal shits in 200 meV above the band
gap, whereas for o = 1.5% the signal kicks in just 32 meV above the band gap.
This large difference, in turn, gives the D”* observed in Fig. 5.1, i.e. for o =0
we have a broad minimum at 25 meV above the band gap edge, followed by a
broad maximum at 195 meV above the band gap edge, whereas for o = 1.5%
we have a sudden build up of D” at the band edge followed by a rapid decrease
of the signal to zero.

To further understand the results of the DSP, D?* we show in Fig. 5.5
the relevant energy bands for Si and GaAs for the corresponding k values that
determine the onset of D? for three values of 0. We show the allowed transitions
between the top-valence band (V') and the bottom-conduction band (C) for
an energy range of 50 meV from the corresponding energy gap, £, of each o.
Thus, we cover the spectra of D? right at the onset (band gap edge) and 50 meV
above it. The effect of expanding (compressing) the unit cell gives a value of the
band gap, E,, smaller (larger) than the corresponding value of the unstressed
unit cell. This, in turn, determines the onset of D? seen in the first four figures.
We notice that for o = —1.5% and 0% the allowed transitions for Si are only
concentrated around the I' point, whereas for o = 1.5%, besides having a
similar allowed transition range around I', there is also a rather wide range
of allowed transitions along the A-k path in the Brillouin zone. This is due
to the top-valence and bottom-conduction bands being almost parallel (within
50 meV) for these values of k, a behavior that is absent for o = 0,—1.5%.
Thus the expansion of the unit cell changes the band structure in such a way
that the bottom conduction band, along A, becomes (almost) parallel to the
top-valence band. For compression, the bottom conduction band does not
change its curvature and remains the same as the corresponding band of the
unstressed unit cell. The top valence band is almost insensitive to the change
of the unit cell, at least for the L-I" path in the Brillouin zone, but of course
this k range is the only one relevant for the onset of the spin polarized signal.
We mention that we do not show the other energy bands, like the spin-orbit
split-off band, for a clear presentation of the figure, however all the bands
are properly taken into account in the calculation. In Fig. 5.5 we show the
value of the k-integrand of Eq. (5.2). We notice that for all three values of
o, the integrand is negative for values of k around I', whereas for a large set
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Figure 5.5: The top panel shows the valence, V, and conduction, C, bands for
Si and GaAs (inset)for the corresponding k values that determine the onset
D? for three values of 0. The valence bands are plotted with the same energy
scale and the conduction bands are separated in energy for displaying purposes.
The vertical lines are the allowed transitions between the top-valence, (V),
and bottom-conduction, (C), bands for an energy range of 50 meV from the
corresponding energy gap, Ey, of each 0. The vertical axis is not drawn to scale
and the E4(o0) is shown for reference. The bottom panel shows the integrand
of Eq. (5.2) for Si along the same A-k path. Note that no other energy bands
are shown, in particular the spin-orbit split-off bands, although all the bands
are included in the calculation.

of values of k towards L along the A line, the integrand is positive. Thus, as
all the allowed transitions for o = —1.5% and 0% are concentrated around I’
the corresponding values of (**¥(w) are negative. In contrast, for o = 1.5%
the number of allowed transitions along the A line, with a positive integrand,
are much greater than those around the I' point, with negative integrand, thus
resulting in positive values for (**¥(w) and D* as shown in Figs. 5.2, 5.4 and
5.1, respectively. On the other hand, as we can see from Fig. 5.5, for GaAs,
the all allowed transitions are concentrated around I', and the integrand (not
shown) is only positive for the three values of 0. As a result we observe in
Fig. 5.3, an almost rigid shift of the spectrum D? as a function of ¢, with no
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change of sign, in contrast to Si. A similar analysis could be carried out for
any other energy like, for instance, the sudden change of sign seen at ~ 3.6 eV
in Fig. 5.4, where transitions from other energy bands would be responsible
for the signal.

5.5 Conclusions

We have presented a study of optical spin injection rate for stressed bulk Si
and stressed bulk GaAs. Both compressive and expansive stress can effectively
modulate the degree of spin polarization in these materials. For bulk Si, com-
pressive stress shifts the positive peak of D” to higher energies and diminishes
the signal about 20% of its corresponding value for the unstressed case. On
the other hand, the negative dip remains almost unchanged both in energy
position and magnitude. On the contrary, for expansive stress we found that
the DSP signal just above the band gap is notably enhanced with respect to
that of unstressed spectrum. For 1.5% of volumetric change, the line shape
of the signal changes from negative deep and a positive peak to two positive
peaks, one dip at the band edge with 50% of DSP and the other with an almost
negligible magnitude. Thus, expansive strain changes the DSP just above the
band gap from a value of —31.5% of the unstressed case a value of 50%. Fur-
ther expansion shifts this positive peak to lower energies without changing its
magnitude. For bulk GaAs, compressive and expansive stress rigidly shift the
spectrum to higher or lower energies, respectively, maintaining the band gap
edge peak signal at 50%. The results presented in this chapter show that the
application of stress can be employed to tune the material to a suitable photon
energy at which the net value of DSP is highest, making this material just as
efficient as GaAs. We believe this calculations may motivate researchers to
verify experimentally the theoretical results presented here.






CHAPTER 6

(zeneral conclusions

In the first part of this thesis we have derived the susceptibility tensors with
and without the scissors operator by solving the density matrix equation of mo-
tion through a perturbative technique. We used two well-known approaches,
colloquially referred to as the “velocity gauge” and the “length gauge”. New
correction terms for the velocity gauge susceptibility related to the non-local
nature of the scissors operator were obtained. These terms, not considered be-
fore in the literature, are crucial in order to obtain gauge invariance. We have
presented numerical results for GaAs using a pseudopotential scheme and an
all-electron scheme. Besides providing a numerical verification of gauge invari-
ance for the unscissored and the scissored Hamiltonian calculations, we have
shown the kind and size of error when the non-local nature of the pseudopoten-
tials is neglected. From these results we found that it affects both the strength
and line shape of the spectrum.

In the second part of this work we developed a layer-by-layer formalism of
the injection current in order to calculate it at the surface of semiconductor
crystals. Following the layer-by-layer approach we derived the macroscopic
response tensor that describes the surface injection current. We performed ab-
1nitio calculations in several surfaces, where the layer-by-layer analysis proved
to be crucial in order extract the response of each atomic layer. From this work
we found that the surface injection current is sensitive to the adsorbates and
surface reconstruction. Numerical estimates indicate that the surface injection
current should be measurable. Thus, the injection current offers the possibility
of using optical coherent control to manipulate the electrons at the surface and
a new technique for surface analysis.

In the third part of this thesis we presented a systematic scheme to cal-
culate the degree of spin polarization from semiconductor surfaces, where the
contribution of any given layer of a material slab can be calculated. We calcu-
lated the degree of spin polarization for several Si(111) surfaces, and showed
that these surfaces present very interesting spectra. The highest degree of spin
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polarization was estimted to be 36%, at 0.5 €V, for a clean surface, 44% at 2.2
eV, for a As-covered surface, and 52%, at 2.08 €V, for an In-covered surface. All
these values are larger than that of bulk Si, which is only 30% at 3.4 eV. Since
there is an equal population of spin-up and spin-down electrons in equilibrium,
the excess of optically injected spins, accounted for by the degree of spin po-
larization, should be added to the existing population. Appropriately chosen
or designed surfaces are attractive candidates for optical spin injection and,
needless to say, one can use this fact either to characterize the surface itself,
or to exploit the richness of the effect for practical applications in spintronics.

In the last part of this thesis we presented a study of optical spin injection
rate for stressed bulk Si and stressed bulk GaAs. Both compressive and ex-
pansive stress can effectively modulate the degree of spin polarization (DSP)
in these materials. For bulk Si, compressive stress shifts the positive peak of
D? to higher energies and diminishes the signal about 20% of its value from
the unstressed case. Expansive strain changes the DSP from —31.5% of the
unstressed case to 50%. Further expansion shifts this positive peak to lower
energies without changing its magnitude. For bulk GaAs, compressive and ex-
pansive stress rigidly shift the spectrum of the D” to higher or lower energies,
respectively, maintaining the band gap edge peak signal at 50%. The results
obtained in this work shows that the application of stress can be employed to
tune the material to a suitable photon energy at which the net value of DSP,
for the case of Si, is highest making this material just as efficient as GaAs and
a good candidate to build spintronic devices.
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