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We present both theory and numerical-computation results for the transmission and reflection
probability currents of a charged particle across a potential step in the presence of a Rashba spin-
orbit interaction. By varying kinetic energy and angle of incident electrons or barrier height, different
features associated with tunneling and reflection of electrons are revealed by inter-spin-channel
electron tunnelings and reflections. These unique properties are further accompanied by spin-state
quantum interference of either a reflected or transmitted pairs of spin-correlated electrons with the
same kinetic energy but in different spin-orbital states. Such distinctive features are expected to
give rise to a lot of applications in both spintronics and quantum-computation devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that the spin-orbit interaction (SOI) is essentially a relativistic effect, i.e., a moving electron
under an external electric field experiences a magnetic field in its rest frame.' In a semiconductor, the SOI enables
an electron undergoing a spin procession while it passes through the material, which constitutes a basis of various
proposed semiconductor-based spintronic devices.?# In nanostructures, quantum confinement can further modify
the symmetry of SOL"® From physics perspective, the relativistic motion of an electron can be described by a Dirac
equation. By combining these effects, one expects both an electric dipole moment as well as Thomas procession®
due to the rotational kinetic energy under an electric field.™ Mathematically, however, the SOI Hamiltonian can be
derived from the Dirac equation after taking the non-relativistic limit up to terms of ~ (v/c)?, where v is the velocity
of an electron. Formally, this limit can be reached by either expanding the Dirac equation in powers of ~ (v/c¢) or
making use of the asymptotically exact Foldy-Wouthousen transformation.?

In recent years, there have been a lot of interests in the research field dealing with the effect of SOI or the Rashba
effect, on the electron transport and optical properties of low-dimensional semiconductor electronic systems. 10T
Such an SOI results from the asymmetry in a confining potential for an electron or a hole gas at the interface of
a hetero-structure. Particularly, some of these studies aim at identifying potential spintronic-device applications,
e.g., a spin-based transistor, in which the spin-current can be manipulated purely by electrical means (i.e., spin-Hall
effect) 1819531 Meanwhile, special focus has also been put on its effect on plasmon excitations. 4430

Very recently, by utilizing controlled polarization of incident light and soft-X-ray angle-resolved photoemission
spectroscopy, the giant Rashba effect and spin polarization in GeTe (a component of chalcogenide glasses) thin
films as functions of light polarization and angle of emission were revealed and analyzed systematically.?!' For non-
ferromagnetic GeTe with a giant Rashba parameter, one expects that a Zeeman gap will open at the Dirac point
under a magnetic field.3233 In general, the Fermi surface of spin-orbit coupled materials consists of two concentric,
spin non-degenerate hyper-surfaces separated in momentum space.?# In the specific case of Rashba SOI materials,
these two Rashba bands have opposite chiralities with the angle between the spin and momentum vectors locked and
reversed with respect to each other.

In this paper, base on our calculated energy eigenstate for Rashba-Zeeman coupled two-dimensional conduction
electrons in the presence of a spin-split gap, we obtain probability currents explicitly for both reflection and trans-
mission of electrons under a step-like potential barrier. By matching boundary conditions at the interface of this step
barrier, we acquire both spin-dependent reflection and transmission coefficients as functions of incident kinetic energy
and angle of incidence, as well as of barrier height and steepness, for various spin directions, Zeeman gaps and Rashba
parameter values. Our current study demonstrates the existence of paired Rashba-Zeeman-coupled inter-spin-channel
tunneling of electrons with different diffraction angles for possible spin-state quantum interference in the system. Such
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a unique and attractive property can be utilized for designing non-magnetic spintronics and quantum-computation
devices.

The rest of paper is organized as follows. In Sec.[[T} we establish a theory for calculating exactly energy eigenstates
of two-dimensional Rashba-Zeeman-coupled electrons with a spin-split gap. Moreover, the explicit expressions for
probability currents, as well as for transmission and reflection coefficients, are derived in Sec.[[TI] corresponding to
in-plane Rashba-Zeeman-coupled electron tunneling into a step-potential barrier. Numerical results, and their analysis
and discussions are given in Sec.[[V] for tunneling and reflection coefficients as functions of incident kinetic energy,
angle of incidence, barrier height, and barrier steepness at the interface. Finally, a brief summary is given in Sec.[V]

II. ENERGY EIGEN-STATES WITH A GAP

Let us first consider a two-dimensional electron-gas system in z-y plane with both Rashba spin-orbit and Zeeman
couplingsY for orbital motions of electrons. For this model system, the Hamiltonian operator A can be written as
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where hapg stands for the so-called Rashba parameter, 2Az is the Zeeman gap produced by a localized in-plane
magnetic field, & = 1/2m* with an electron effective mass m* (positive for n-doping but negative for p-doping),
P = —ihd/0x and p, = —ihd/Jy are two momentum operators in the x and y directions, and Vg(z) = V, O(z)
represents a step potential with a barrier height V) > 0 along the x direction. Consequently, the translation symmetry
(or the electron transverse wave number k) along the y direction retains for this system.

We assume that the trial spinor-type wave function ¥(r) for our model system takes the form
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where £, stands for the sample size in the y direction and the subscripts A, B label two components of a spinor-
type wave function for the up- and down-pseudo-spin states of electrons. From the static Schrédinger equation
HU(r) = E¥(r), we arrive at the following pair of homogeneous eigenvalue equations
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where E is the eigen-energy of electrons to be determined. Mathematically, for such a second-order differential
equation, we require two boundary conditions to select out a specific solution for our considered system.

In the special case of Vg (z) = 0, we find H — Ho, where Hg can be simply obtained from Eq. by the substitution:
0/0x — ik,. As a result, Eq. directly leads to a pair of spin-split bands, i.e.,

Ey(k) = Es(k) — Emin = al®k® + s\/a%h2k2 + A% — Eyin = Erk® + s\/4E%k2 + A% — Epin - (4)

In Eq. (@), Es(k) reaches a minimum Eyy, = —Eg(l + A%/4E%) < 0 at k = kyin = +kgry/1 — AZ/4E?, where
s = %1 specifies the split upper (+) or lower (—) branch respectively, and the zero-energy point is selected at the
minimum of E,(k) or the middle point of Zeeman gap of Es(k), k = k/kr, Er = o% /4, and kp = ar/2ha. The
inclusion of E;, in Eq. ensures that F,(k) > 0, and it formally resembles a split “left-shifted” (s = +1, spin-up)

or “right-shifted” (s = —1, spin-down) energy parabola as Az = 0, where k = |/k2 + k2. This phenomenon leads

to the so-called spin-Hall effect*®1%31 in the absence of an external magnetic field. The positive (negative) sign of
« value corresponds to an upward or electron-like (a downward or hole-like) parabola, resulting in opposite signs for
group velocities. At k = 0, however, these two spin-split bands are mixed with each other if Az # 0, and therefore,



the spin-conservation requirement can be relaxed in this case. Here, whenever Az # 0, s can still be regarded as
a branch index with s = +1 for the split-upper branch while s = —1 for the split-lower branch. Furthermore, two
orthonormal wave functions, associated with s = £1 branches in Eq. , are found to be
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where v,(k) = agphk/(y/a%h2k? + AL + sAz) and it reduces to unity for Az — 0, 6 = tan~'(k, /k,) represents a
phase angle, and A stands for the surface area of the sample.

If we only focus on the electron states close to k = 0, by neglecting the higher-order terms proportional to ~ k2 in
Eq. , we are left with Ey (k) = +hark for Az = 0, which approximately resemble the upper (+) cone for all allowed
electron states and the lower (—) cone for excluding disallowed electron states, including both pseudo-spin states of
electrons. However, in this paper, we would always use the full expressions in Eq. for split energy dispersions in
our calculations.

III. PROBABILITY CURRENT AND TRANSMISSION COEFFICIENT

We now turn attention to an important part of our theory, i.e., the calculation of probability current as a first
step in determining the transmission or reflection coefficient. In general, the time-dependent Schrédinger equation
for the Hamiltoniam H in Eq. , as well as the spinor-type wave-function |¥ >= [¢4 p]T, can be written as
ihd/0t|® >=H |¥ > from which we deduce that the probability density p =< ¥|¥ > satisfies
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Inserting the Hamiltonian in Eq. into Eq. @, we find, after a lengthy calculation, that the probability-current
density j = {j, jy} satisfies the continuity equation V - j + 0p/0t = 0, and its two components, j, and j,, are found
to be
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where the first term on the right-hand-sides relates to the pure orbital current while the second term results from the
spin-orbital-coupling current. Substituting the wave function in Eq. (5]) into Eqs. and (7b)), we obtain the incident

probability current JW (s, k) = {Jg(ci)(s, k), Jlsi)(s, k)} for s = +1

JD (s, k) = (s, k)A = 2[sTs(k)og cos Oy + alik,] = I, (k) cos by , (8a)
IV (s, k) = 3 (s,k)A = 2[sTs(k)ar sin b + ahk,] = I,(k)sin Oy (8b)

where Ts(k) = v5(k)/[1 +~2(k)] = 1/2 for Az =0, I;(k) = 2[sTs(k)ar + ahk] and {k;,k,} = {kcosbx, ksinby}.
In particular, for an incident particle, we should designate both its branch index s and kinetic energy Es(k) in
Eq. {#) simultaneously. Similarly, the probability current J® (s”, q; |t|2) = {Jét)(s”,q; It]?), J?St)(s",q; [t|?)} for the
transmitted wave with branch index s” = 41 and the wave function given by
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is calculated as

T g 1) = 50" a5 [t17)A = 2/t [s"Tgn (q)aur cos O + a”'hq, | = [t* I (q) cos O (10a)
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where 0 = tan™'(qy/q.) = tan""(ky/qz), Lo (q) = 2[s"Tsr(q)ar + o’ hg]. In this notation, o = +a, g, = qcos by
and q, = gsinfy = k, = ksinfy, where the spin (ar) and the orbital («) currents can have opposite signs with
respect to each other. Especially, for transmission with ag = 0, we find I,/ (q)sin0g = (o /a) I;(k) sin Oy for the
conservation of probability current along the y direction under [t|*> = 1, which is formally similar to the well-known
Snell’s law after taking o = a. However, the spin-orbit coupling still enables breaking down this conservation of
probability current along the y direction even for s = s” since q # k as Vo # 0. Here, the branch index s” should be
assigned in advance for either an inter-spin-channel (s # s”) or an intra-spin-channel (s = s”) tunneling of electrons.
For given branch indexes s, s”, incident energy F,(k) = Ef, incident angle 6y, barrier height Vp, and the bandgap
2A 7, the longitudinal wave number g, on the barrier side can be found from Eq. below. Meanwhile, for the
reflected wave with its wave function written as
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the probability current J® (s/, k's [r|2) = {J& (s, k' |r|?), T8 (s, ks |r|?)} for the branch index s’ is found to be
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where I (k') = 2[s'Ts (kK )ar + ahk'], kl, = k' cos Ow/, ky = k' sin 6 = ksin 6y, and the probability current along the

y direction is not always conserved, if s’ # s or k' # k, even for reflection under |r|? = 1.

Physically, we can further introduce a set of boundary conditions for our model system. Since the connection
between two components ¥4 (z) and ¥p(x) of a spinor-type wave function in Eq. have already been built into
eigenvalue equation presented in Eq. (3]), we need only consider one component, e.g., ¥4(x) (in the sense that the
obtained [t|? and |r|? remain the same).

First, for given branch indexes s, s”, by using continuities for both wave functions and their derivatives on both
sides of the step boundary at x = 0, we acquire the following relations for unknown r and ¢, yielding

s"eaT 0 (q)t = —isTy(k) ' +is' Ty (K) e 1 | (13a)
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which leads to the conclusion

(k) on oy | k' cos O + k cos Oy
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where r(ky, k., gz |s,s',s"”) depends on k., ¢, and s, s if Vi # 0 in addition to its dependence on s and k, corre-
sponding to Ex = Fg(k). In Egs. and , 0 depends implicitly on the branch index s” for given E4(k) = Ex
and 0. It is important to note that the condition E4(k) = Ex does not determine k uniquely, and therefore, we
should assign k and s simultaneously for incidence of electrons instead of Ex solely. For s = s’ = s” and Vy = 0,
we getq—k;’ —k: Fu( ) =Ty (k) =Ts(k) and O = Oy —92{ since ¢, = ky, Whlchleadstot: 1land r =0 in
Egs. and (14b)). On the other hand, even if V; — 0 but s # ', s”, we still obtain 7 # 0 due to inter-spin-channel
for tunnehng and spln procession for reﬁectlon Here, the spin- processmn process becomes possible for reflection and
tunneling of electrons because of the spin-state mixing by Rashba-Zeeman coupling.



FIG. 1: Energy dispersions on the incidence (left) and the step-barrier (right) sides with a barrier height Vo, where three
different incident kinetic energies of Fx (blue horizontal lines) represent energy ranges (I), (II) and (III). The blue and red
dots refer to selected electronic states in ranges I, IT and III for the incident (k) and barrier (g) sides, respectively. (A) Vo =0
with aligned Fk states and ranges on the barrier side, where red-upward (blue-downward) arrows indicate up-spin (down-spin)
states of electrons; (B) Vo > 0 with allowed Ex states in staggered ranges I, II on the barrier side; (C) Vo > 0 with allowed
Ek states in staggered range II on the barrier side; (D) Vo > 0 with allowed Ex states in staggered range I on the barrier side;
(E) Vo > Ex with no allowed Ek state in all ranges on the barrier side.

By using the results in Eqs. (T4a]) and (14b]), the transmission 7 (k,k’, q|s, s',s”) and reflection R(k,k’, q|s,s’,s")
coefficients are obtained as
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where T (k,k',q|s,s',s") + R(k,k',q|s,s',s") is usually not unity since it only represents the probability current in
the z direction. In Egs. (15a]) and (15b]), for fixed branch indexes s, s’, s”, incident energy Ex = E (k) and k, (or
0x), kz, gz, kI, for given k, and o' = a are calculated as
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where &/, can be either same as or different from k4 if more than one tunneling or reflection channel exist, k4 (¢4) and
k_ (q-) represent, separately, the larger and smaller k (¢) values, Er = o% /4« is the rashba energy, kr = ar/2ah
is the Rashba wave number, and Eni, = —Egr(1 4+ A%/E%) for E (k) at kmin = £kry/1 — A% /4E%. The results in
Eqs. (16a)—(16d) are illustrated by Fig.[1]

For a given incident energy E¥, if multiple intersection points of wave number exist for Es(k) = Ex on both sides
of incidence and step barrier, from the conservation of total particle number, we acquire
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where N stands for the total number of inequivalent cases under the condition of Es(k) = Ek for different incidence,
reflection and tunneling channels. Then, by defining average transmission coefficient 7., (k,k’,q) and reflection
coefficient R, (k, k', q) coefficients through
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we arrive from Eq. at the conclusion that
Tov (K, K, @) + Rav(k, k', q) = 1. (20)

Consequently, we know from Eq [0) that To.(k, kz’ ) < 1 and R..(k,k,q) < 1 must be satisfied physi-
cally. Moreover, we refer T (k,k' q|s,s',s") in Eq. and R(k,k',q|s, s’ s”) in Eq. (19) as the partlal trans-
mission and reﬂectlon coefficients, respectlvely, Wthh can be larger than one as long as 7 (k,k’,q|s,s’,s"”)/Nr and
R(k,k',q|s,s',s")/Nt do not exceed unity.

For Fig. as Vo > Ex + Enin +2ER + A2Z/2ER, qi becomes an imaginary number, implying no tunneling channel
is available in the system. If Vo = 0 and s = s = 5" for an intra-spin-channel tunneling, we have qI =k, = kL.
In this case, we find from Egs. (14a] , , and (| - ) that ¢t — 1, r — 0, T(k,k',q|s,s',s") — 1 and
R(k,Kk',q|s,s',s") = 0 s1mu1taneously If Vo = 0 but s # 8" and s # s’ for forward and backward spin processions,
on the other hand we get ¢, # ky and kl, # k.

As a special gapless case with Az = 0, we get directly from Egs. (16a)), (16b)) and (16¢|) that
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which always present two nonzero intersection points for wave numbers k, &’ and ¢ except for a degeneracy case with
Ex = —FEnin = Er or Ex = Vi — Enin = Vo + Er. Explicitly, from Egs. (15a]) and (15b]) we get
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where T's(k) = v5(k)/[1 +72(k)] and (k) = aghk/[\/aRh?k? + A%, + sAz].

Next, we further include a J-function potential with an amplitude dy (in unit of har = 2kgh?a) at the interface
and write down Vp(x) = V5Og(x) 4+ dod(x). This leads to a discontinuity in the derivative of a wave function. As a



result, the boundary conditions in Egs. (13a)) and (13b)) for a = o’ are generalized to
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This produces the solutions that
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In this case, however, we find r # 0 and |t| < 1 even for V; =0, ¢ = k' =k and 0 = 6, = 9:{ due to the presence of
a 0-function potential (dy # 0).

From the physics perspective, for non-magnetic materials, the electrical control of inter-spin-channel tunneling by
Rashba interaction demonstrates a very interesting and unique mechanism and becomes ideal for applications in
spintronics. It is believed that such a phenomenon depends sensitively on the selections of branch indexes s and s”,
incident kinetic energy Ff, incident angle 6y, inverse effective mass «, Zeeman gap Az, barrier height Vj, Rashba
spin-orbit parameter ap and even the amplitude dy of a d-function potential.

More interestingly, for a specifically selected incident kinetic energy Ef of an electron and its corresponding {s, k}
electronic state, two relevant {s”, g, 5} states of the lower branch s” = —1 (or the lower and upper branches s” = +1)
exist within the barrier region as Vy # 0, e.g., s = —s” in Fig.. Therefore, for a given incident angle 8x or k, and
a fixed k by Ex as well, two equivalent electron tunneling processes can coexist simultaneously in the barrier region
with different diffraction angles 0y and g,. Consequently, these diffracted electron beams with different exit angles
are expected to interference with each other, similar to a double-slit experiment for a normally-incident light wave.

2
Here, the spatial distribution of a total probability density ’\Iltot )’ of electrons on the step-barrier side takes the
form
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which includes the unique spin-state quantum interference between two correlated coherent electron waves. Similar

2
conclusion can be drawn for the total reflection probability density ‘\Ilig)t (7‘)‘ of electrons outside the step region,

written as
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It is interesting to note from Egs. and | . ) that the degree of such spin-state quantum interference can be
controlled electrically by their tunnehng amplitudes ¢; o and diffraction angles 9” Lo OF reflection amplitudes rj o and
angles Oy 2 respectively. Such a unique property is expected acquiring a lot of implications for spintronics and
quantum-computation devices.



IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

TABLE I: Parameters used for calculations

Parmeter #849 Description Value  Units
k% Rashba wave number 0.015 At
kn Rashba wave number 0.015 At
E% Rashba energy 118 meV
E% Rashba energy 235 meV

2A 7 bandgap 5049 meV
do amplitude 2 2E% kG

The parameters used in numerical computations are listed in Table [ Other parameters, such as Vy, Ex, 0y and
dp, will be given directly in figures. In Sec. [[V] we start with discussing various cases without a step-potential
barrier (i.e. Vo — 0) in Sec. from which we demonstrate the spin-procession dynamics for both forward and
backward motions of a spin-polarized electron due to Rashba-Zeeman coupling and spin-mixing effects in the system.
In Sec. [VB] we further study the dynamics for tunneling and reflection of a spin-polarized incident electron under
a step-potential barrier in the system, which exhibits spin-state interference in either reflected or transmitted pair of
mixed-spin-state electrons with different reflection or diffraction angles.

A. Spin-Procession Dynamics For Vy — 0

For numerical computations, we first divide the incident energy range of Fx into three sub-ranges, (I), (II) and
(IIT) for energy dispersion E;(k), as illustrated in Fig.[} In range I, we have 0 < Ex < [Ewin| — Az below the lower
edge of the Zeeman gap, where |Ewin| = Er(l + A%/FE%). In range 11, on the other hand, we have |Epin| — Az <
Ex < |Fwin| + Az within the Zeeman gap. Finally, in range III, we have Fx > |Ewnin| + Az above the upper
edge of the Zeeman gap. Next, for each range of Fx, we select different values for the step-barrier height V within
the interval of 0 < Vy < Ek. Moreover, for given values of Ex and Vj, we choose different incident angles within
—m/2 < 6k < m/2, corresponding to various values of k,. Furthermore, for fixed Ex and Vj values, there always
exist either one or two wave-number intersection points with two Rashba-Zeeman split energy bands in the incident
and barrier regions, respectively. This gives rise to values of ¢4 for tunneling in the barrier side while ky and £/, for
incidence and reflection in the incident side, as calculated by Egs. , and .

TABLE II: Configurations for Fx = 50 meV within range-I and V, =0

Case Number Incidence Reflection Transmission Tunneling Status

1 a a a v
2 a a b v
3 a b ! v
4 b a a X
5 a b v X
6 b a v v
7 b b a’ v
8 b b v v

Our numerically computed results are displayed in Fig.[2] for all Nyt = 8 cases listed in Table [[Il As seen in Table
for Case-4 we have k = ky, k' = ¢ = k- < k, and therefore 0 < O = 0 since k, = k;, = ¢q,. As a result,
we know from Eq. that [t(ks, k., qx |s,5',5")|/v/ Nt > 1 in Case-4, which implies that such a forward partial
spin procession should be excluded. On the other hand, for Case-5 we have k = k_, ¥’ = q = ky > k, leading to
O > O = 9:{ due to k, = ké = ¢y. Consequently, we find T;_,o» /N1 > 1 from Eq. 7 which indicates that such
a forward partial spin procession should also be ruled out.
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FIG. 2: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kgr, where the
incident energy Fx is indicated by a black-dashed line. Symbols a, a’, b, ¥’ denote four wave-number intersection points for
incident energy Ex = 50 meV of electrons within range-I and Vo = 0 or in situation-A of Fig. 1. (b-c) Polar plots of partial
tunneling coefficients T, _,, as a function of incident angle 6, for fixed Ex = 50 meV and V5 = 0 in Ny = 8 different cases
listed in Table [IIl
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FIG. 3: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kgr, where the
incident energy Ef is indicated by a black-dashed line. Symbols ¢, ¢’ denote two wave-number intersection points for incident
energy Ex = 130 meV of electrons within range-II and Vo = 0 or in situation-A of Fig. 1. (b) Polar plots of partial tunneling
coeflicients T;_, s as a function of incident angle 6 for fixed Ex = 130 meV and Vp = 0 in a single (N = 1) case.

For Case-1 in Fig.[2) we have a simple situation with k = k' = q or 6k = 6 = 0. In this case, it is clear from
Eqgs. and that T;_s» = 1 but with no spin procession involved. Similar conclusion can be drawn for
Cases-3 & 8 without having a spin procession. For Case-6, although we have 7, ,s» = 1 with no spin procession, it
is restricted by 6y < sin~'(k_/k;) = 0. due to the constraint k> = k% — k2 = k? — k% sin® f > 0 for the incident
angle 0y, and then, no forward motion of electrons is expected in this case if 8 > .. Finally, for Case-2 we acquire
k =k =k_but ¢ =ky > k. This leads to O = hs > 0. Consequently, from Eq. we arrive at a conclusion
that |t(kz, kL, qz|s,8',8")| < 1, or a forward partial spin procession should occur without a critical angle 6. in this
case. In a similar Case-7, we get k = k' = ky while ¢ = k_ < k, and in this case we still have T;_,s» < 1 from
Eq. for a forward partial spin procession but with an angle restriction due to 92; > O = Oy

Figure [3| displays numerical result for a single case with Fi fallen into an energy gap within range II. Here, with
k =k = q = ky, we always acquire T;_,s» = 1 for all incident angles . Clearly, no spin procession is involved in
this case for both forward and backward motions of an incident electron.
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TABLE III: Configurations for Fx = 200meV in range-III and Vo =0

Case Number Incidence Reflection Transmission Tunneling Status

1 d d d’ v
2 d d e’ v
3 d e d v
4 e d d X
5 d e e’ X
6 e d e’ v
7 e e d v
8 e e e’ v
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FIG. 4: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kgr, where the
incident energy Ek is indicated by a black-dashed line. Symbols d, d’, e, ¢’ denote four wave-number intersection points for
incident energy Fx = 200 meV of electrons within range-111 and Vo = 0 or in situation-A of Fig. 1. (b-c) Polar plots of partial
tunneling coefficients 7;_, .~ as a function of incident angle 6, for fixed Ex = 200 meV and Vp = 0 in Ny = 8 different cases
listed in Table [T1l

Compared with the results in Fig.[2] for an incident energy Ef sitting within range III in Fig.[d] as well as for all
Nt = 8 cases listed in Table [[TT] we find that quite similar analysis could be performed. From Fig.[d] and Table [[II}
we further know that Cases-3 & 6 are associated with no spin procession while Cases-2 & 7 relate to a forward partial
spin procession, quite similar to those displayed in Fig.[2]

Discussions on Figs.2}d] are only limited to a forward partial spin-procession process. For a backward partial
spin-procession process, similar analysis can also be performed in the same way.

B. Tunneling-Dynamics For Vy > 0

In previous Sec. [[VA] we have explored both forward and backward spin-procession physics for a spin-polarized
incident electron in the absence of a potential barrier (V; — 0). Now, we would consider dynamics for intra-spin-
channel (without a spin procession) and inter-spin-channel (with a spin procession) tunnelings of a spin-polarized
incident electron in the presence of a step-potential barrier (V5 > 0) in the system.

TABLE IV: Configurations for Ex = 130 meV in range-II and Vy, = 50 meV

Case Number Incidence Reflection Transmission Tunneling Status
1 c c a v
2 c c v v
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FIG. 5: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kgr, where the
incident energy Ex is indicated by a black-dashed line while dispersion curves on the incident and barrier sides are represented
by blue and red curves. Symbols ¢, a’, b’ denote three wave-number intersection points for incident energy Ex = 130 meV of
electrons within range-II and Vo = 50 meV or in situation-B of Fig. 1. (b) Polar plots of partial tunneling coefficients T;_, o
as a function of incident angle 6y, for fixed Ex = 130 meV and V; = 50 meV in Np = 2 different cases listed in Table [[V]

For V > 0 in Fig.[5] we take a step-potential barrier height V5 = 50 meV and a kinetic energy Ex = 130 meV for
spin-polarized incident electrons within the energy range II. From Fig.[5land Table we realize that both inter-spin-
channel (¢ — o/ with spin procession) and intra-spin-channel (¢ — b’ without spin procession) partial tunnelings of
electrons appear in Cases-1 & 2, respectively. However, no spin-procession process occurs for the reflection of electrons
in these two cases. Furthermore, due to k = &’ > g and 0y = 6 < 0, a resonant partial intra-spin-channel tunneling
in Case-2 suffers from an angle restriction beyond which tunneling coefficients 75, ¢ drops to zero. Meanwhile, for
Case-1, on the other hand, we have k = k¥’ > ¢ and 0y = 0 < 9g, and then, only a relatively small and non-resonant
partial inter-spin-channel tunneling with 75 < 1 is seen very close to 6 = 0, which is quite different from the
observation of T;_,s» =1 for all fx presented in Fig.[3] when 1 = 0.

TABLE V: Configurations for Fx = 180meV in range-III and Vj = 50 meV

Case Number Incidence Reflection Transmission Tunneling Status
1 d d c v

d e c X

e d c v

e e c v

/

2
3
4

For the same barrier height V; = 50 meV, numerical results are presented in Fig.[f] as we increase the incident
energy Fx = 180meV from range II to range III. As found from Table for Case—l we have k = k' < ¢, and
Oy < b = b as well due to k, = k;, = g,. Then, we know from Eq. (14a} (T4a)) that |t(ks, kL, gz |s,s',s")| < 1 for partial
mter -spin-channel tunneling of electrons For Case—2 on the other hand, we get k <« ¢ < k¥’ as well as O > 9’ "> O
In such a case, we find 75,5 /N1 > 1 from Eq. -, and therefore, we expect that this partial inter- spm-channel
tunneling of electronb should be excluded. Finally, for partial intra-spin-channel tunneling of electrons in Cases-3 &
4, we have k > ¢ > k' and O < 0y < O as well as k = k' > g and Ok = O < 6. As a result, by using Egs.
and , we reach the conclusions that [t(ks, k., q. |s,s’,s")|/v/ N1 > 1 is disallowed while T;_,¢» < 1 is allowed for
Cases-3 & 4, separately, where both Case-3 and Case-4 are further limited by a critical angle 6. beyond which T, ¢
reduces to zero.

As the last situation considered in Sec.[[VB] we would keep the incident kinetic energy Fx = 180 meV in range I1I
while lift the barrier height Vj from 50 meV to 100 meV, as seen in Fig.[7] In this way, the kinetic energy of electrons
on the barrier side moves down from range II in Fig.[6] into range I in Fig.[7] Compared with Fig.[6] and Table [V] with
Nt = 4, we have found that the increase of Vj in Fig.[7] has doubled the configuration space with Nt = 8 as listed in
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FIG. 6: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kgr, where the
incident energy Ex is indicated by a black-dashed line. Symbols d, e, ¢’ denote three wave-number intersection points for
incident energy EFx = 180 meV of electrons within range-III and V5 = 50 meV or in situation-B of Fig. 1. (b) Polar plots of
partial tunneling coefficients 7;_,, as a function of incident angle 6j, for fixed Ex = 180 meV and Vp = 50 meV in Ny = 4
different cases listed in Table [Vl

TABLE VI: Configurations for Fx = 180 meV in range-III and Vo = 100 meV

Case Number Incidence Reflection Transmission Tunneling Status

1 d d a’ v
2 d e a v
3 e d a X
4 e e a v
5 d d v v
6 d e v X
7 e d v v
8 e e v v

Energy (eV)

.. 1 5
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FIG. 7: (a) Calculated split Rashiba-Zeeman energy bands as a function of scaled electron wave number k/kr, where the
incident energy Fx is indicated by a black-dashed line. Symbols d, e, a’, b’ denote four wave-number intersection points for
incident energy Fx = 180 meV and Vp = 100 meV or in situation-D of Fig. 1. (b-c) Polar plots of partial tunneling coefficients
T+ s as a function of incident angle 0, for fixed Ex = 180 meV and Vo = 100 meV in Ny = 8 different cases listed in Table

v
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FIG. 8: (a) Calculated partial tunneling coefficients 7T,_, ¢ as a function of the kinetic energy Ex of incident electrons for 6y,
= 0 and cases 3, 4, 5, 8 selected from Table VI. (b-c) Polar plots of partial tunneling coefficients T;_, ¢, taken from Figs. 7(b)
and 7(c) as a reference here, for fixed Fx = 50 meV and Vp = 100 meV in all cases listed in Table

Table Here, we have k > g ~ k' or O < 93 ~ By for Case-3, which leads to an excluded partial inter-spin-channel
tunneling with |t(ky, k., gz |s, 8", s")|/v/ Nt > 1 according to Eq. and is further accompanied by a critical angle
beyond which T;_, ¢+ drops to zero. Similarly, for Case-6, we find k < ¢ < k’ or Oy > 92; > Oy, and then we arrive
at Ts— s /N1 > 1 by using Eq. for an excluded partial inter-spin-channel tunneling. On the other hand, we get
k =k > qor Ok = b < 0y for Case-8. Therefore, from Eq. we know the partial intra-spin-channel tunneling
Ts—s < 1 but it is still limited by a critical angle 6. for this case. A similar conclusion can be drawn for Case-1,
where k ~ g ~ k' or Oy ~ 0 ~ i which gives rise to the partial intra-spin-channel [t(k., k}, ¢. |s,s’,s"”)| > 1 based
on Eq. but it is still allowed physically since |t(k,, k., q. |s,s',s")|/v/Nt < 1. However, T,_, 4 in Case-1 reduces
to zero once fi becomes bigger than the critical angle 6, .

For Cases-2 & 5 in Fig. we acquire k' > g ~ k or O < 0 ~ b and k = k' < q or i = b > 0Oy, respectively. As
a result, we expect partial intra-spin-channel tunneling coefficient 75,4+ < 1 from Eq. for Case-3 while partial
inter-spin-channel tunneling coefficient |t(k;, k., ¢z |5, 5, s”)] < 1 from Eq. for Case-5. For these two considered
cases, angle restriction only applies to Case-2 but not to Case-5. Finally, for Cases-4 & 7, we have k = k' > ¢ and
k" < q < k separately, which corresponds to 0y = 6 < 0y and Oy < 0 < 6. Then, for the former we get partial
inter-spin-channel tunneling coefficient 7;_, s+ < 1 from Eq., while we find partial intra-spin-channel tunneling
coefficient T;_.4+ > 1 from the same Eq. for the latter case, where physical condition 7Ts_¢ /N7 < 1 is satisfied.
Moreover, an angle restriction < 6. has been further added to Case-7.

Discussions on Figs.[5}{7] are only limited to intra- and inter-spin-channel tunnelings of electrons. For cases of intra-
and inter-spin-channel reflections of electrons, an analysis can be done in a similar way.

C. Tunneling Energy Spectra and Effect of Interface é-Function

In Sec.[VB] we only deal with the incidence-angle dependence of partial intra- and inter-spin-channel tunneling
coefficients T, 5. Here, we present in Fig.[§] the dependence of T,_,s» on the kinetic energy Ex of incident spin-
polarized electrons at fx = 0 and V; = 50meV. For specific, we select Cases-3,4,5,8 as listed in Table [V]] for
comparisons and discussions.

For fixed Vy = 100meV and 6 = 0 (or k, = 0), Cases-4 and 8 in Fig. display a first threshold E(Tl) =V, =
100 meV for tunneling coefficients 7,4, below which T, remains to be zero due to lack of available states for

tunneling. Moreover, Cases-2 and 5 present a second threshold ESFZ) = 2Az — Eny, for tunneling coefficients T, ¢

since 2Az — Enin ~ 150meV > Vy. As Ex > E(Tl), Ts— s quickly approach unity for Case-8, while T,_, ¢ for Case-4
further experiences a tunneling-forbidden region for Fx within which 7;_ ¢ is suppressed to zero. The presence of
such a tunneling-forbidden region with respect to incident energy FEj is related to the fact that Ex enters into a
Zeeman gap on the barrier side and then the tunneling-ending a’-state, illustrated in Fig. becomes inaccessible.
However, such a tunneling-ending a’-state appears once again as Fx becomes above the Zeeman gap. As a result,
the same tunneling-forbidden region is expected to show up for Case-2 based on the same reason. Finally, when Fx
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FIG. 9: Comparison of two calculated polar plots of partial tunneling coefficients 7;_, s~ as seen in Figs. 2(b) and 2(c) with do
= 0 (Left) and with do > 0 (Right), respectively, for fixed Ex = 50 meV and Vi = 0, where all Ny = 8 cases considered here
are listed in Table [[1

goes beyond this tunneling-forbidden region, 75—, ¢ for all Cases-2,4, 5,8 will gradually increase with Ex until a unity
value is reached.

Now, we turn to studying the effect of an interface o-function (dy > 0) on spin-procession processes in two different
situations with either V5 = 0 or V5 > 0. From Egs. and (25b), we know that one always obtain |r| # 0 and
[t| < 1 even in the case of Vy = 0 if dy # 0. By directly comparing two situations with (dy > 0) and without (dy = 0)
an interface §-function in Fig.[9] and Fig.2] we find that previous Cases-4 and 5 in Fig.[2] with no spin-procession
processes change to opposite situations with weak but finite forward spin-procession processes between b — a’ and
a — b’ states due to introduced discontinuity in their wave-function derivatives by a finite dy value, as can be verified
from Egs. and . On the other hand, previous three Cases-1, 3,8 without spin-procession process in Fig.
are greatly weakened in Fig.[J] for the first two but only slightly decreased for the last one. Meanwhile, the angle-
restricted partial forward spin-procession process in Case-6 of Fig.[2 has been fully suppressed in Fig.[9] Finally, for
the rest Cases-2 and 7 with partial spin-procession processes in Fig.[2] the existence of an interface d-function in Fig.[9]
seems to have no influence on situation in Case-2 but significantly broadens the critical angle 8. for Case-7.

In order to reveal variation in intra- and inter-spin-channel tunnelings of electrons in Fig.[7] under an interface
d-function, we compare calculated partial tunneling coefficients T;_, ¢+ with Ex = 180meV and Vi = 100meV in
Fig.[10] for all listed Np = 8 cases in Table [V}

Under an interface d-function, the previous excluded partial inter-spin-channel tunneling coefficients 75— ¢ /Np > 1
in Case-6, as well as |t(ky, k.., ¢z |s, 8", 8"”)|/v/N1 > 1 in Case-3, of Fig. switch to two weakened allowed ones in Fig.
with and without an angle restriction, respectively. On the contrary, an excluded partial inter-spin-channel tunneling
coefficient T;—¢v /N1 > 1 in Case-5 of Fig. corresponds to an allowed one in Fig.ﬁl with no angle restriction.
Additionally, previous full angle-restricted partial intra-spin-channel tunneling coefficients 7;_, ¢ for Cases-8 & 1 of
Fig.[7] decrease greatly in Fig.[I0] free with an angle restriction. Furthermore, under the same interface é-function,
the angle-restricted partial intra-spin-channel tunneling coefficient 7;_, 4~ for Case-2 of Fig.[7] changes into a quite
extraordinary one acquiring 75, s» # 0 in Fig. even at O = £n/2. Finally, for Cases-4 & 7, the sharply angle-
restricted partial inter-spin-channel tunneling coefficient 75—, for the former in Fig.[7] remains largely unchanged in
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FIG. 10: Comparison of two calculated polar plots of partial tunneling coeflicients 7;_, s~ as seen in Figs. 7(b) and 7(c) with
do = 0 (Left) and with do > 0 (Right), respectively, for fixed Ex = 180 meV and Vp = 100 meV, where all N = 8 cases
considered here are listed in Table [VI}

Fig.[I0] however the angle-restricted intra-spin-channel tunneling coefficient 75, s~ for the latter in Fig.[7] is reduced
significantly in Fig.[10]

D. Quantum Interference of Correlated-Pair of Spin States of Electrons

In Sec. [IV D] we would utilize the calculated transmission amplitude t1 2(ks, k}, qx |5, 5, 57 9;do) and reflection
amplitude 71 o(kz, ki, ¢z |5, 51 9, 8”5 do) from Egs. (25a) and (25b), and then apply them to Egs. and for
calculating the total tunneling probability density |\I/E20('r) |? and the total reflection probability density |\I/E(r))t ()]?. In
this way, we are able to quantify the quantum-interference effects between pair of correlated spin states of electrons
on either tunneling or reflection side of an interface in the system, respectively.

TABLE VII: Configuration for Fx = 180meV in range-III and Vj = 100 meV

Incidence Transmission Reflection-1 Reflection-2
d a’ d e

For this purpose, let us first study the case listed in Table [VII] corresponding to cases 1 & 2 in Table [V]] for a pair
of correlated spin states (d & e) of electrons on the reflection side under a single incident spin state d of electron, i.e.,
d — d (without a spin flip) and d — e (with a spin flip) in the absence of an interface d-function or dy = 0.

From results in Fig.[TT] we know that whenever the incident angle fx becomes far away from its angular-distribution
boundaries at +60°, the superposition of a pair of correlated electron spin states d & e on the reflection side presents
no sign of quantum interference and also becomes very small due to their similar amplitudes and nearly out-of-phase
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FIG. 11: Plots for total reflection-wavefunction density .A|\Ilgf))t (*)]*/Nr in Eq. 27) at the interface * = 0 as a function of
incident angle 6k in (a) as well as a function of position z on the reflection side in (b) for three different incident angles
O = 0°, 30°, 58°. Here, we set Ex = 180 meV, Vp = 100 meV and Np = 8 for the case listed in Table W_Hl

TABLE VIII: Configuration for Fx = 180 meV in range-III and V) = 100 meV

Incidence Reflection Transmission-1 Transmission-2
d d a’ v

cancellation between them, as can be easily verified from the right panel of Fig.[[I] However, as 6 = 58°, the
quantum-interference effect is greatly enhanced and gives rise to a periodically oscillating function of the position
x on the reflection side away from the interface at * = 0 with a spatial period around 200 A. Physically, such
a quantum interference results from the unique band structure associated with Rashba spin-orbital coupling, and
meanwhile provides us with a tool for controlling reflection of an incident electron with a fixed kinetic energy Ex and
a step-barrier height V with or without a spin flip.

Next, we consider the case in Table [VIII] which is associated with cases 1 & 5 in Table [VI] for another pair of
correlated spin states (a’ & V') of electrons on the tunneling side under a single incident spin state d, i.e., d — o
(without a spin flip) and d — b’ (with a spin flip) under dy = 0.

From results presented in Fig. we observe that the superposition of a pair of correlated electron spin states a’
& b’ on the tunneling side leads to a strong quantum interference between them and, in contrast to those in Fig.[11]
no cancellation between them are found, as seen clearly from the right panel of Fig.[I2] Specifically, for 6 = 0° and
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FIG. 12: Plots for total tunneling-wavefunction density A|\I/£g)t(r)|2/NT in Eq. (26) at the interface x = 0 as a function of
incident angle fx in (a) as well as a function of position x on the tunneling side in (b) for three different incident angles
O = 0°, 30°, 58°. Here, we set Ex = 180 meV, Vy = 100 meV and Np = 8 for the case listed in Table m
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30°, the resulting interference patterns are strong, similar to each other but with a relative phase sift between them,
and acquire an enlarged oscillation period around 300 A. For 6, = 58°, on the other hand, the spatially-oscillating
feature is found slightly weakened as a function of the position z on the tunneling side away from the interface at
x = 0 although the total amplitude is increased due to nearly in-phase superposition of two correlated electron spin
states a’ & b'. Furthermore, we also find from the left panel of Fig.[12] that a quantum-interference pattern within a
limited angle region [0y | < 60° occurs even at the interface x = 0 due to different diffraction angles 6y , for electron
tunneling as a function of incident angle 6y, instead of position x dependence in the right panel of Fig.

V. SUMMARY

In conclusion, we have established a theory for calculating the transmission J (t)(s” ,q; |t|?) and reflection

J (r)(s' ,k'; |r|?) probability currents of a charged particle across a steepness-enhanced potential step Vg(z) =
V00O (x) 4+ dod(x) within a quantum well in the presence of a Rashba spin-orbit interaction. By using calculated
energy eigenstate F¢(k) for Rashba-Zeeman coupled two-dimensional conduction electrons in the presence of a spin-
split gap Az, both reflection and transmitted probability currents are explicitly computed for electrons under the
potential step Vp(x) within a quantum well. Moreover, by matching the spin-dependent boundary conditions at the
interface © = 0 for a barrier step, both reflection r(ky, k., g |s, s’, s";dp) and transmission ¢(ks, k., q. |s, s, s"; do)
coeflicients are determined as functions of incident kinetic energy FEj, selected incident-electron spin stets s = £1
and angle of incidence 0y for different step-barrier heights V and steepness dy, as well as of various spin directions
s', s"” = £1 for reflection and tunneling of electrons, Zeeman gaps Az, and Rashba parameter values ag.

In particular, our model system contains multiple spin channels for both reflection and tunneling of an incident elec-
tron. For this situation, we have introduced average transmission T, (k, k', q) and reflection R, (k, k', q) coefficients
by means of the total number Nz of inequivalent cases for reflection or tunneling so that T, (k, k', ) +Ray (k. k', q) = 1
can be maintained. By varying Fx and s = %1 for incident electrons or Vj and dy, different features in tunneling and
reflection of electrons have been demonstrated with the inclusion of inter-channel electron tunneling and reflection
processes. Importantly, these spin-dependent unique features are further accompanied by spin-state quantum inter-
ference for either reflected or transmitted two spin-correlated electrons with the same Ex but unequal reflection 6y, ,

or diffraction %1, , angles. The distinctive property predicted in this paper is expected to acquire a lot of applications

in both non-magnetic spintronics and quantum-computation devices.
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