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We study spin-dependent diffusive transport in the presence of a tunable spin-orbit (SO) interac-
tion in a two-dimensional (2D) electron system. The spin precession in the SO coupling field affects
the interference between different electronic trajectories that is governed by a covariant curvature
associated with the SO interaction. Controlling this curvature field by modulating the SO coupling
strength and its gradients by, e.g., electric or elastic means, opens intriguing possibilities for ex-
ploring spin-selective localization physics. In particular, applying a weak magnetic field allows the
control of the electron localization independently for two spin directions, with the spin-quantization
axis “engineered” by appropriate SO interaction gradients.

PACS numbers: 72.25.Dc,73.20.Fz,71.70.Ej,85.75.-d

Recent years have seen a growing interest in spin-orbit
(SO) interactions in metals, semiconductors, and topo-
logical insulators, with significant advances in the physics
of spin Hall effects and other phenomena, where SO
coupling profoundly modifies the topology of electronic
transport [1, 2, 3, 4]. The interest in these problems is
also fueled by the desire to develop spintronic function-
ality in alternative to magnetic systems.

Spin-transport phenomena are in general associated
with a gauge freedom of position-dependent spin rota-
tion, with a natural choice of spin gauge often dictated by
the geometry of a measuring setup. For a basic theoret-
ical understanding, however, the primary focus is gener-
ally devoted to physical quantities that can be expressed
in terms of a gauge-covariant curvature field. In particu-
lar, a vanishing curvature would imply that the SO cou-
pling can be formally eliminated, while it could appear
experimentally as a “persistent spin structure” [5].

The SU(2) gauge symmetry and the associated Yang-
Mills curvature field were recently discussed in the con-
texts of the spin Hall physics, the Aharonov-Casher ef-
fect, and other spin-transport phenomena [6]. Addition-
ally, there have been parallel studies on laser-induced
non-Abelian gauge fields in cold-atom optical lattices [7],
that discussed the Hofstadter “moth” spectrum, the An-
derson localization transition, and the possibility of re-
alizing non-Abelian interferometry. In this paper, we
study this SU(2) gauge field in the context of disordered
two-dimensional (2D) electron systems, utilizing special
“nearly Abelian” limit of the non-Abelian Stoke’s theo-
rem. To illustrate our general ideas by a practical exam-
ple, we consider quantum transport corrections in a dis-
ordered 2D conductor with intrinsic SO coupling. In par-
ticular, we envision a tunable spin-selective localization,
controlled by electric gates or by elastic strain, which can
spatially modulate the strength of the SO interaction.

Our formalism helps to unravel the precise geomet-
ric nature of the precession of electrons in SO fields,
which is governed by the SU(2) curvature field, accord-
ing to the non-Abelian Stoke’s theorem. In the con-

text of the weak-localization physics, we are interested in
the interference of the closed time-reversed paths, which
we show to be described by a simplified version of the
Stoke’s theorem. The latter applies to smaller loops with
a moderate net spin precession, while a large spin pre-
cession is responsible for the destruction of the phase
coherence of longer time-reversed loops. Our discussion
should be relevant to recent experimental studies of weak
(anti)localization in 2D heterostructures with strong in-
trinsic SO coupling [8], and is complementary to the es-
tablished theoretical framework for disordered systems
[9], by explicitly revealing the geometric structure and
exploring the role of SO gradients. As a side comment, we
note that weak-localization transport corrections (corre-
sponding to maximally crossed diagrams in the Kubo for-
malism) have subtle but important consequences for the
spin Hall physics in disordered 2D Rashba systems [10].
New perspective in the problem of spin-dependent inter-
ference and localization effects may thus benefit other
areas of spintronics.
In order to illustrate the essential physics, let us con-

sider the following time-independent Hamiltonian:

Ĥ =
1

2m

[

−i~∇+
e

c
Â(r)

]2

− eV (r) , (1)

where m is the effective mass and −e is the electron
charge. The scalar potential V (r) describes a quenched

disorder and the 2×2 “vector potential” Â is responsible
for the SO coupling. The 2× 2 electron propagator from
ri to rf along a certain contour c in time t is given by

K̂(rf , ri; t) = Tce
−(2πi/φ0)

R

c
dr·Â(r)K(rf , ri; t) . (2)

Here, φ0 = hc/e is the magnetic flux quantum,
K(rf , ri; t) is the spinless propagator corresponding to

Eq. (1) with Â ≡ 0, and Tc is the path-ordering opera-
tor. If we are interested in the interference along different
trajectories, the basic building block for describing SO
coupling effects is provided by the Wilson-loop integral

Ŵc(r) = Tce
−(2πi/φ0)

H

c
dr′·Â(r′) , (3)
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which is a function of the position r and the closed con-
tour c, starting and ending at r. Notice that Ŵc is a
purely geometric object, depending on the contour irre-
spective of how fast the particle moves around it. In the
case of an Abelian theory, such as the Maxwell’s elec-
tromagnetism, we can employ the Stoke’s theorem for
evaluating Eq. (3):

Ŵc(r) = e−2πiφ/φ0 (Abelian) , (4)

where φ =
∫

s
dS · (∇ × A) is the magnetic flux inte-

grated over the surface area dS. Note that Eq. (4) is
gauge invariant, since Ŵc is now expressed in terms of
the magnetic field B = ∇×A.
For the general case, when the connection Â has non-

commuting matrix components, the non-Abelian Stoke’s
theorem relates the exponentiated loop integral (3) over

Â to the curvature described by the covariant tensor field

F̂µν = ∂µÂν − ∂νÂµ +
2πi

φ0
[Âµ, Âν ] , (5)

where µ and ν label the spatial components [11]:

Ŵc(r) = Tse
−(πi/φ0)

R

s
dr′µ∧dr′νF̃µν(r

′) . (6)

Here, Ts is the surface-ordering operator [11] and F̃µν is
the path-dependent curvature defined by

F̃µν(r
′) = K̂(r, r′)F̂µν(r

′)K̂(r′, r) . (7)

Clearly the mathematical structure for non-Abelian fields
requires a more elaborate approach than the more famil-
iar Abelian version. Let us, therefore, start by includ-
ing only the leading noncommutative corrections to the
Stoke’s theorem. Namely, if the loop c encloses a suffi-
ciently small area S ∼ r2, we can approximate

Ŵc(r) ≈ e−2πiφ̂/φ0+O(r3) , (8)

where

φ̂ =
1

2

∫

s

dr′µ ∧ dr′νF̂µν(r
′) =

∫

s

dS F̂12(r
′) (9)

is the “plain” flux of the field F̂ through the loop in
2D, without any surface ordering or path dependence.
The relative corrections to the approximation (8) scale as
r/lso, where lso ∼ φ0/|A| is the spin-precession length.
As a specific example, let us consider the Rashba

Hamiltonian, corresponding to

Â(r) = λ(r) z × σ̂ , (10)

where r lies in the xy plane and z is a normal unit vec-
tor. σ̂ is a vector of the Pauli matrices, which are gen-
erators of the SU(2) group. In Ref. [3], the problem of
the “boundary spin Hall effect” was discussed where λ(r)
changes abruptly from some constant value λ0 to zero.

This could model, for instance, a lateral Hall contact for
spin injection by a Rashba system [12]. Such a variation
of λ(r) results in the fictitious magnetic field

B̂ = ∇× Â = (σ̂ ·∇λ) z , (11)

directed along the z axis, which has opposite signs for
spins up and down along the gradient ∇λ. If the SO
strength λ variation is abrupt on the scale of lso, the
fictitious field (11) dominates the boundary physics, re-
sulting in a spin-dependent (ordinary) Hall effect. The
noncommutative contribution to the gauge field (5) in
this case is small. However, in the opposite limit of a ho-
mogeneous SO coupling, the curvature field is determined
entirely by the commutator: F̂12 ∝ i[Â1, Â2] ∝ σ̂z . Let
us notice one qualitative difference between the limits of
the homogeneous and strongly inhomogeneous SO inter-
actions: In the former case, the spin quantization set by
the curvature field is along the normal z axis, while in the
latter it is along the in-plane direction determined by the
gradient∇λ [4]. In the very special case of a combination
of the linear Dresselhaus and Rashba SO interactions of
equal strength, we have a trivial (Abelian) SU(2) field,
whose curvature vanishes in homogeneous systems [5].
The Wilson-loop integral (3), in principle contains all

of the information about the spin precession and inter-
ference in the presence of the SO coupling. The prob-
lem simplifies either in the presence of strong inhomo-
geneities, making the theory effectively Abelian to the
leading order in the SO strength [3], or in the case of a
simple geometry, such as a single-loop Aharonov-Casher
effect [4]. A more general 2D theory would require eval-
uating Eq. (6) over many possible closed trajectories,
which is a formidable task without a simple represen-
tation for the surface integral on the right-hand side of
the equation. Furthermore, it is not a priori clear how
to express various physical quantities of interest in terms
of Ŵc. We will argue that the physics of weak local-
ization steers clear of these issues. First of all, the inte-
gral (3) enters naturally in the semiclassical path-integral
construction of the quantum transport corrections [13].
Furthermore, we will see that Eq. (8) gives an adequate
approximation for many cases of interest.
Let us recall the quantum correction to the classical

conductivity in disordered systems [13]:

σQ = −
4e2

h
D

∫

τ

dtR̃(t)e−t/τϕ , (12)

where D = v2F τ/2 is the semiclassical diffusion coefficient
and dtR̃(t) is the return probability associated with the
interference of all classical paths with their time-reversed
counterparts within the time interval (t, t+dt). The elas-
tic scattering time τ serves as the lower limit of integra-
tion, while the upper limit is effectively set by the phase-
coherence time τϕ ≫ τ , according to the factor e−t/τϕ .
The classical probability of return can be formally writ-

ten as R(t) =
∫

d[r(t′)]Pt[r(t
′)], for closed paths in a
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neighborhood of the trajectory r(t′). The probability for
the realization of a (coarse-grained) Boltzmannian path
r(t′) is given by the Wiener measure:

Pt[r(t
′)] ∝ e−

R

t

0
dt′ṙ(t′)2/4D . (13)

In the presence of a SO interaction (1), the interference
between counter-propagating closed trajectories acquires
an SU(2) phase correction (3). For a sufficiently weak SO
interaction, the trajectories are assumed to be otherwise
unaffected. (We will specify the exact condition below.)
The interference between the counter-propagating closed
trajectories is affected by the spin precession as follows
[13]:

R̂(t) =

∫

d[r(t′)]Pt[r(t
′)]Ŵc[r(t

′)]Ŵ †
c [r̄(t

′)] , (14)

where r̄(t′) is the time-reversed trajectory. The re-
turn probability R̃ entering Eq. (12) has to be appro-
priately spin-averaged: R̃ = Tr[R̂]/2. Let us notice that
Ŵ †

c [r̄(t
′)] = Ŵc[r(t

′)] and use the approximation (8) to
find for the spin return interference:

Ŵc[r(t
′)]Ŵ †

c [r̄(t
′)] ≈ e−4πiφ̂/φ0 . (15)

We will return later to discussing the range of validity of
this approximation in the context of weak localization.
Tracing this over spin to get the quantum conductivity
correction (12), we see that the calculation now reduces
to finding the eigenstates ±φ of the traceless Hermitian
matrix φ̂ [in the case of an SU(2) field]. For the more gen-
eral SU(2)×U(1) field (e.g., Rashba SO plus the electro-

magnetic vector potential), φ̂ may acquire a finite trace,
with the two eigenstates φ± becoming

φ± = φm ± φ , φ̂ = φm + φ σ̂ · n . (16)

Here, φm is the ordinary magnetic flux through the loop,
φ is the SO contribution, and n is a unit vector defining
spin-quantization axis. In general, by not relying upon
the approximation (8), the same composition is upheld,

although the Hermitian matrix φ̂ that determines spin
precession is not given simply by the flux (9) [4]. Note
that we have neglected Zeeman splitting, focusing on the
case when the magnetic field is oriented perpendicular to
the plane of the electron motion [14].
One intriguing consequence of Eq. (16) is the possibil-

ity to delocalize electrons spin-selectively by an appropri-
ate combination of an applied magnetic field and an ad-
justable SO interaction. The relevant spin-quantization
axis n can be chosen to be along the in-plane gradient of
a strongly inhomogeneous SO strength, Eq. (11). This
would provide a pragmatic scenario, since we could have
large fictitious fields with moderate magnitudes of the
SO interaction, while allowing for some freedom in choos-
ing the spin-quantization axis. In practice, however, this

hinges on the ability to control large gradients of the SO
strength with elastic strain or electric gates, for instance.
The quantum conductivity correction in the presence

of an effective flux (16) is given in 2D for each spin by
[13]

σ±
Q = −ψ

(

1

2
+

φ0
8π|φ±|

τϕ
τ

)

+ ψ

(

1

2
+

φ0
8π|φ±|

)

, (17)

in terms of the digamma function ψ, in units of e2/2πh.
When |φ±| ≪ φ0, this approximates to

σ±
Q ≈ − ln

τϕ
τ

+
2

3

(

2πφ±
φ0

)2

(|φ±| ≪ φ0) . (18)

φ± entering these equations is given by the flux of the
effective field B± = Bm ±B through the area l2ϕ = Dτϕ.
Bm is the out-of-plane magnetic field, and the fictitious
field ±B is given by the eigenvalues of the curvature

F̂12 = σ̂ ·∇λ− (4πiλ2/φ0)σ̂z , (19)

assuming for simplicity a constant gradient ∇λ, on the
scale of lϕ. Notice that because of the covariance of the

Yang-Mills curvature F̂ , B must be gauge invariant. In
the opposite limit of |φ±| = |B±|l

2
ϕ ≫ φ0 (when, e.g.,

τϕ → ∞), Eq. (17) approximates to

σ±
Q ≈ − ln

φ0
8π|B±|Dτ

(|φ±| ≫ φ0) . (20)

The above limits are obtained easily by using the asymp-
totic behavior of the digamma function: ψ(1/2 + z) =
ln z+1/24z2+O(1/z4) at z → ∞ and ψ(1/2+z) = O(z)
at z → 0. We only need to note that our semiclas-
sical treatment based on Eqs. (13)-(15) requires that
|B±| ≪ φ0/l

2 (where l = vF τ is the mean free path),
so that we always have (φ0/|φ±|)(τϕ/τ) ≫ 1. In partic-
ular, for the field B± determined by the SO curvature
(19), we require l ≪ lso = φ0/2λ, when λ is uniform.
Note that for a fixed and finite SO interaction, Eq. (18)
corresponds to a dip of the total conductivity as a func-
tion of the physical magnetic field Bm at zero field, since
(φ2+ + φ2−)/2 = φ2 + φ2m, while Eq. (20) has a peak at
Bm = 0, since |φ+φ−| = |φ2 − φ2m|.
It is now appropriate to discuss the legitimacy of the

approximation (8). As mentioned earlier, this approxi-
mation requires that r ≪ lso. Otherwise, the neglected
non-Abelian corrections to the Stoke’s theorem due to
spin precession become appreciable. To study this, let
us turn off magnetic field (φm = 0) and consider two
extreme cases: Homogeneous λ, such that the curvature
field F̂12 is determined by the second term in Eq. (19),
and large constant gradient ∇λ, such that the curva-
ture is dominated by the first term. In the former case,
the flux through the area l2so is φ ∼ λ2l2so/φ0 ∼ φ0,
which means the non-Abelian corrections to the preced-
ing weak-localization analysis based on Eq. (8) can be
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appreciable if lso ≪ lϕ. In fact, we in general cannot
reduce the problem to uncorrelated propagation of two
spin projections, since only the triplet subspace of the
Cooperon precesses on the scale of lso, while the singlet
channel is unaffected by SO coupling [13, 15]. Eq. (20)
corresponding to lso ≪ lϕ, in the case of a homogeneous
Rashba SO with φm = 0, thus should only be valid for
the triplet channels, for which lso sets the cutoff length-
scale for trajectories included in the Cooperon. Sepa-
rating the antilocalization singlet contribution, we thus
immediately find

σQ/2 ≈ ln(lϕ/l)− 3 ln(lso/2πl) (lϕ ≫ lso) , (21)

in agreement with Ref. [15]. The factor of 3 accounts
for the triplet degeneracy. In particular, note the
crossover from localization to antilocalization, as lso is
made shorter. In the other extreme of a large spin-orbit
gradient, we should generally have a similar concern of
non-Abelian corrections beyond Eq. (8): Although the
larger gradient increases the curvature field and shrinks
the relevant lengthscale corresponding to φ ∼ φ0, it is
easy to show the spin precession will remain significant.
We will not pursue this problem in detail here, but it
is worthwhile to remark that it can be overcome, e.g.,
by tuning the Rashba parameter λ in combination with
the linear Dresselhaus SO interaction, to reduce the non-
Abelian contribution to the curvature field [5].
It is also instructive to compare the limit of weak in-

trinsic SO coupling, Eq. (18), to the delocalizing correc-
tion in the presence of a weak extrinsic SO interaction
due to quenched disorder [13]:

σQ/2 ≈ − ln(τϕ/τ) + 2τϕ/τso , (22)

where τ−1
so is the extrinsic SO scattering rate due to impu-

rities. In the case of a homogeneous Rashba SO coupling
(10), the D’yakonov-Perel (DP) spin-relaxation rate [1]
is τ−1

DP ∝ λ2τ , in the relevant regime of l ≪ lso. The lead-
ing SO correction to the localization (18) is thus propor-
tional to τ−2

DP, i.e., the square of the DP spin-relaxation
rate, since the curvature defining the effective flux φ± is
proportional to λ2, for a uniform λ.
We can easily understand the different localization de-

pendence on the spin-relaxation rates, τ−1
so and τ−1

DP, in
the two cases, by examining how the SU(2) phase prefac-
tor in the propagator (2) scales with the strength of the
SO coupling for closed loops. The uncorrelated quenched
SO disorder leads to a memoryless (Markovian) spin pre-
cession, which is similar for both open and closed trajec-
tories. However, the intrinsic SO coupling (10) combined
with ordinary momentum scattering results in a DP spin-
precessional random walk, which is qualitatively different
for open and closed paths. In the case of open trajecto-
ries responsible for DP spin relaxation, this random walk
is Markovian. However, the net spin precession is re-
duced by closing a trajectory, since 〈Â · dr/dt〉loop = 0,

hence the higher-order scaling of the delocalizing correc-
tion with the spin-relaxation rate. Note that this vanish-
ing of the average field driving spin precession along the
closed loops is exact only for a homogeneous λ. Making
λ inhomogeneous would enhance the delocalizing correc-
tions, since now 〈Â · dr/dt〉loop 6= 0. For strongly inho-
mogeneous λ, the curvature (19) scales linearly with the
SO strength λ, and the delocalizing correction linearly
with the DP spin-relaxation rate τ−1

DP. This is analogous
to the effect of SO interaction on weak localization and
quantum conductance fluctuations in a chaotic quantum
dot [16]: The relevant SO scattering rate is substantially
reduced due to the geometrical constraint on particle tra-
jectories through a chaotic quantum dot, in the case of
a uniform SO vector potential (10). By introducing SO
nonuniformity, however, the rate of SO scattering can be
augmented to a level comparable to that in the bulk [16].

Let us finally discuss some potential practical conse-
quences of controlling the Yang-Mills curvature field (19)
by tuning the appropriate SO coupling profile λ(r). The
local SO strength λ determines the curvature component
∝ λ2 with the spin-quantization axis out of plane, while
the gradient ∇λ controls the in-plane curvature compo-
nent. The combination of the two determines the net
spin-quantization axis n, while the eigenvalues ±B of
the curvature matrix F̂12, which are opposite for the two
spins, combined with the ordinary magnetic field Bm,
which is the same for the two spins, can in principle re-
sult in any desirable spin-dependent field B±. One in-
teresting possibility would be to tune the field B± deep
in the localized regime such that it vanishes for one spin
species only, say B− = 0. In this case, only the spin ↑
would be delocalized by a large enough field B+, along
a desirable spin-quantization axis. This could pave the
way for a gate- or strain-tunable spin filter in two dimen-
sions, without the use of ferromagnetic materials, which
may become useful for developing semiconductor-based
spintronic applications.

We thank Arne Brataas and Xun Jia for numerous
helpful discussions.
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