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We present the combination of Density Functional Theory (DFT) and Dynamical Mean Field
Theory (DMFT) for computing the electron transmission through two-terminals nanoscale devices.
The method is then applied to metallic junctions presenting alternating Cu and Co layers, which
exhibit spin-dependent charge transport and giant magnetoresistance (GMR) effect. The calcula-
tions show that the coherent transmission through the 3d states is greatly suppressed by electron
correlations. This is mainly due to the finite lifetime induced by the electron-electron interaction
and is directly related to the imaginary part of the computed many-body DMFT self-energy. At
the Fermi energy, where in accordance with the Fermi-liquid behaviour the imaginary part of the
self-energy vanishes, the suppression of the transmission is entirely due to the shifts of the energy
spectrum induced by electron correlations. Based our results, we finally suggest that the GMR
measured in Cu/Co heterostructures for electrons with energies about 1 eV above the Fermi energy
is a clear manifestation of dynamical correlation effects.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spintronics1 employs the electron spin for sensing and
information technology applications. The prototypi-
cal spintronic device is the spin-valve. It consists of
two or more conducting ferromagnetic layers - typically
3d transition metals (TMs), whose electrical resistance
changes depending the relative alignment of the lay-
ers’ magnetization2,3. This phenomenon is called gi-
ant magnetoresistance (GMR) effect and is exploited
in the read heads of hard-disk drives. The GMR is
due to the different conductance of the majority and
of the minority electrons in ferromagnets. The earlier
GMR experiments4,5 were conducted with the so-called
“current-in-plane” configuration, whereas recent experi-
ments use thin film heterostructures, where the current
flows perpendicular to the various layers’ planes, achiev-
ing higher performances6.
Over the last two decades there has been consider-
able progress in the computational modeling of current-
perpendicular-to-plane spin-valves. In particular, the
ballistic transport properties have been addressed by
using the Landauer-Büttiker formalism7–9, where the
conductance is determined by the electron transmis-
sion through the device region placed between two
semi-infinite electrodes. The transmission is calcu-
lated via the tight-binding approach10,11, or, in first-
principles studies, via Kohn-Sham density functional the-
ory (DFT)12–14 within the local spin density approxima-
tion (LSDA)15,16 or the generalized gradient approxima-
tion (GGA)17–19. Various implementations exist, based
on transfer matrix20–22, layer-Korringa–Kohn–Rostoker
(KKR)23, mode-matching24 or non-equilibrium Green’s
function (NEGF) techniques25–28. The main assump-
tion is that all the materials in a device can be treated
at the effective single-particle level, and that the DFT

Kohn-Sham band structure provides an accurate first-
principles representation of quasi-particle spectral prop-
erties. However, this may not hold true for ferromag-
netic 3d TMs used in spin-valves since they are moder-
ately correlated29. To our knowledge, no first-principles
studies have addressed the impact of electron correla-
tions on the transport properties of spin-valves. In light
of this, the goal of our work is to present a computational
platform to compute the transmission coefficient and the
GMR of two-terminal spintronic devices with electronic
spectra treated beyond the single-particle Kohn-Sham
DFT picture.
A significant progress in the theoretical understanding
of correlation effects in materials has been achieved
with the dynamical mean-field theory (DMFT)30–33. In
the so-called LSDA+DMFT scheme33,34, LSDA calcula-
tions provide the material dependent inputs (orbitals and
hopping parameters) from first-principles, while DMFT
solves the many-body problem for the local interactions.
In the case of 3d ferromagnetic TMs, LSDA+DMFT has
been applied to address spectral properties of bulk ma-
terials35,36 and surfaces36, digital heterostructures37,38,
alloys39, interfaces containing half-metallic ferromag-
nets40,41 and to estimate magnetic moments above and
below the Curie temperature35. In all these studies
LSDA+DMFT provides qualitative and quantitative im-
provements over DFT for the description of the sys-
tems electronic and magnetic properties. In the con-
text of two-terminal devices, LSDA+DMFT has been
applied to compute the linear-response conductance of
point contacts42–44, molecular junctions45–50, and het-
erostructures comprising a single correlated layer51,52,
but, to our knowledge, never to address spin-dependent
effects in TM-based spin-valves.
In this paper, we describe the integration of the
LSDA+DMFT framework within the Smeagol quan-
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tum transport code27,53. In particular, we generalize
layer-DMFT54–57 towards first-principles calculations for
perpendicular-to-the-plane spintronic devices in the, so-
called, zero-bias limit. Our implementation is based on
the NEGF method to obtain the spin-dependent trans-
mission coefficient through a correlated region attached
to two semi-infinite electrodes. Second order pertur-
bation theory in the screened electron-electron interac-
tion U is employed as DMFT solver, allowing for the
fast evaluation of the self-energy directly on the real
frequency axis with no need of analytic continuation
schemes. LSDA+DMFT transport calculations carried
out by means our implementation are, in practice, only
slightly more computationally demanding than standard
DFT+NEGF calculations. The solver is accurate for
moderately correlated materials such as ferromagnetic
TMs, where U is smaller than the band-width. Nonethe-
less, our implementation can be easily extended to in-
clude any other solver, and therefore also allowing one to
treat strongly correlated systems. We expect that this
will pave the way towards systematic studies of correla-
tion effects in quantum transport.
The performance of our method is illustrated in detail
for a number of prototypical spintronic heterostructures
with alternating Cu and Co layers, where electrons are
correlated in the 3d orbitals. We demonstrate that elec-
tron correlations drastically affect the transmission co-
efficient, the energy level alignment between the 3d and
s states, and, therefore, zero-bias transport properties.
Moreover, we suggest that the GMR effect, which has
been measured in hot electron transport experiments58,
is a striking manifestation of electron correlation.
The paper is organized as follows. To begin with, in Sec.
II A, we review the basic theory of quantum transport
formulated in terms of the NEGF, and its combination
with DFT. Then, in Sec. II B, we extend the NEGF tech-
nique to systems, for which an effective single-particle
picture is not appropriate. We present our numerical im-
plementation of DMFT in Secs. II C, II D and II E, and
the basic equations for the perturbative impurity solver
in Sec. II F. The computational details are given in Sec.
III. The results are presented in Sec. IV. Specifically, we
describe the DFT and LSDA+DMFT calculations for a
single Co layer sandwiched between two Cu electrodes
in Sec. IV A, and we study the GMR effect in a com-
plex heterostructure in Sec. IV B. Finally we present our
conclusions.

II. METHOD AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. Transport via DFT+NEGF

The typical system that we consider is shown schemati-
cally in Fig. 1 and represents a two-terminal device. The
transport direction is along the z Cartesian axis. We
employ a linear combination of atomic orbitals (LCAO)
basis set. The system is divided in three parts: a central

.
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FIG. 1: (a) Schematic representation of a two-terminal device,
which includes a central region (CR) placed between two semi-
infinite electrodes. (b) The CR has Hamiltonian Hσ(k), and
the effect of the electrodes on the central region is captured via
the left and right electrode self-energies. Note that we do not
indicate the spin index and the k-dependence in the picture
to maintain the notation lighter. (c) The correlated subspace
of Hamiltonian H̄σ

C (k) can be separated from the rest of the
CR, which we refer to as the bath. The correlated subspace
and the bath are coupled through the coupling Hamiltonian
H̄σ
B,C(k).

region (CR) and left (L) and right (R) electrodes, from
which electrons flow in and out. To start with, we assume
that electrons in both the CR and the electrodes are effec-
tively non-interacting. Each electrode is semi-infinite and
periodic away from the CR; k = (kx, ky) indicates the
wave-vector in the transverse direction. Hσ(k) is the k-
dependent single-particle Hamiltonian of the CR for elec-
trons of spin σ =↑, ↓. Note that we assume that there are
no spin-mixing terms in the Hamiltonian. Since in gen-
eral the basis set is non-orthogonal, there is also a spin-
independent orbital overlap S(k) of the CR. We denote
withN the number of basis orbitals of the CR.Hσ(k) and
S(k) are therefore matrices of dimension N × N . Each
electrode is in local thermal equilibrium at its own chem-
ical potential µL/R due to its infinitely large size. When
there is no applied bias voltage across the electrodes, we
have µL = µR = EF , where EF the Fermi energy. When
a finite bias voltage V is applied, the chemical potentials
are shifted as µL/R = EF ± eV/2, where e is the electron
charge.
To describe the electronic structure and the quantum
transport properties of the device, we use the non-
equilibrium Green’s function (NEGF) approach59. The
effect of electrodes on the CR is then captured via the
momentum- and energy-dependent retarded electrode
self-energies, ΣσL(k, E) and ΣσR(k, E). Their antihermi-
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tian parts

ΓσL/R(k, E) = i[ΣσL/R(k, E)− ΣσL/R(k, E)†] (1)

represent the strength of the electronic coupling between
the electrodes and the CR. The properties of the CR
are then fully described by the retarded and lesser CR
Green’s functions, defined as

gσ(k, E) = [ES(k)−Hσ(k)− ΣσL(k, E)− ΣσR(k, E)]−1,
(2)

gσ<(k, E) = gσ(k, E)[Σσ<L (k, E) + Σσ<R (k, E)]gσ(k, E)†,
(3)

where the lesser electrodes’ self-energies are

Σσ<L(R)(k, E) = ifL(R)(E)ΓσL(R)(k, E), (4)

with fL/R(E) = [eβ(E−µL/R) + 1]−1 the Fermi function
of the left/right electrode; here β = 1/kBθ, with kB rep-
resenting the Boltzmann constant, and θ the electronic
temperature. The Green’s functions of the CR and the
self-energies are N ×N matrices like Hσ(k).
The density matrix of the CR is given by

ρσ =
1

Nk

∑
k

[
1

2πi

∫
dE gσ<(k, E)

]
(5)

where Nk is the number of k-points in the Brillouin
zone. In our calculations, Hσ(k) is the DFT Kohn-Sham
Hamiltonian within the LSDA, and it is therefore den-
sity dependent. Eqs. (2), (3) and (5) need to be evalu-
ated self-consistently26–28. This method is usually called
DFT+NEGF, and it is the state-of-the-art approach to
study spin-dependent transport through nano-devices.
Here, we use the implementation of DFT+NEGF in the
Smeagol transport code27,53, which obtains the LSDA
Kohn-Sham Hamiltonian from the DFT package Siesta60.
The current across the CR for electrons of spin σ is eval-
uated as26–28,59

I =
e

h

∑
σ

∫
Tσ(E)[fL(E)− fR(E)]dE, (6)

where h is Planck’s constant, and

Tσ(E) = 1
Nk

∑
k T

σ(k, E), (7)

Tσ(k, E) = Tr
[
ΓσL(k, E)gσ(k, E)†ΓσR(k, E)gσ(k, E)

]
is the spin- and energy-dependent transmission coef-
ficient. The device conductance is finally defined as
G = dI/dV .
The approach described so far is general and can be ap-
plied to any electronic system. However, in the rest of
this paper, our focus will be on metallic heterostructures.
Because of electronic screening, there can be no bias
voltage drop across the electrodes. Therefore, we take
the linear-response limit, also denoted as zero-bias limit,

µL − µR → 0. At zero temperature (θ = 0) the conduc-
tance reduces to the well-known Landauer formula

G =
G0

2

∑
σ

Tσ(EF ), (8)

where G0 = 2e2/h is the quantum of conductance. No-
tably, for non-interacting electrons, the Landauer and the
so-called Kubo approaches are equivalent61,62, so that the
linear-response transport properties of a system can be
computed by either approach.

B. Transport beyond the single-particle picture

The described NEGF method for transport is formally
extended beyond the effective single-particle picture by
adding the many-body retarded and lesser self-energies,
ΣσMB(k, E) and Σσ<MB(k, E) to Eqs. (2) and (3) (see, for
example, Ref. 63). Thus the Green’s functions of the CR
with interacting electrons become64–66

Gσ(k, E) =[ES(k)−Hσ(k)− ΣσL(k, E)− ΣσR(k, E)

− ΣσMB(k, E)]−1,

(9)

and

Gσ<(k, E) =Gσ(k, E)[Σσ<L (k, E) + Σσ<R (k, E)

+ Σσ<MB(k, E)]Gσ(k, E)†.
(10)

Eq. (9) can be re-expressed as a Dyson equation

Gσ(k, E) = gσ(k, E) + gσ(k, E)ΣσMB(k, E)Gσ(k, E),
(11)

which allows to obtain the retarded many-body Green’s
function, also called dressed Green’s function, from the
non-interacting, or bare, Green’s function gσ(k, E) of Eq.
(2).
The formal introduction of the many-body self-energies
shows that the electron-electron interaction effectively
acts on the system as an additional electrode. We can
then define the effective “coupling” matrix46

ΓσMB(k, E) = i[ΣσMB(k, E)− ΣσMB(k, E)†], (12)

and express Σ<MB(k, E) as46

Σσ<MB(k, E) = iFσMB(k, E)ΓσMB(k, E). (13)

This equation has the same structure as Eq. (4), but
FσMB(k, E) is a matrix, which describes the out-of-
equilibrium distribution of the interacting electrons in
the CR, and it is not the Fermi function. The resulting
current was first computed by Meir and Wingreen in a
seminal work67, and can be written as46

I = Ic + Inc. (14)

Ic is the coherent contribution expressed as in Eq. (6),
but with the transmission coefficient Tσ(E) evaluated
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with the retarded dressed Green’s function, i.e., replacing
Tσ(k, E) with

TσMB(k, E) = Tr
[
ΓσL(k, E)Gσ(k, E)†ΓσR(k, E)Gσ(k, E)

]
.

(15)
Inc is the non-coherent contribution, and reads46,68

Inc =
∑
σ

Tr
{

[FσMB(k, E)− fR(E)]×

ΓσMB(k, E)Gσ(k, E)†ΓσMB(k, E)Gσ(k, E)
}
.

(16)

It accounts for an effective “interaction electrode”. Elec-
trons can be seen as entering the interaction electrode,
where they undergo some scattering processes losing co-
herence, before being re-injected into the system69. The
mathematical form of Inc resembles that of Ic. However,
FσMB(k, E) cannot be brought outside the trace, and Inc
cannot be associated to a transmission coefficient for the
flow of electrons from the interaction electrode68.
Given Eq. (14), the conductance G can similarly be sep-
arated into a coherent and non-coherent contribution. In
the linear-response limit relevant for metallic heterostruc-
tures, the calculation of such non-coherent contribution
is however an outstanding problem. To date, it has only
been solved assuming either a specific shape for the ma-
trix FσMB(k, E) (Refs. 64,70), or that the CR consists
of a single orbital, so that ΓσL/R are numbers instead

of matrices67. Alternatively, in the Kubo formalism,
non-coherent contributions would be captured by ver-
tex corrections71, but we are not aware of any study,
where these have been derived from first-principles cal-
culations. Since the goal of our paper is not to provide a
solution for this problem, but to present our implemen-
tation of LSDA+DMFT, we focus here on analysis of the
transmission coefficient in Eq. (15) rather than on the
conductance. Importantly, TσMB(k, EF ) can be directly
measured in experiment through the injection of hot elec-
trons or holes in metallic heterostructures58,72,73. There-
fore, our calculations can provide physically relevant and
verifiable predictions on correlation effects in quantum
transport. This will be further discussed in Sec. IV B.
In the zero-bias limit implied for metallic systems,
TσMB(k, EF ) is calculated with the retarded dressed
Green’s function evaluated in thermodynamics equilib-
rium. The fluctuation-dissipation theorem holds, and
gives63

Gσ<(k, E) = if(E)Dσ(k, E), (17)

where f(E) = fL(E) = fR(E), and

Dσ(k, E) = i[Gσ(k, E)−Gσ(k, E)†] (18)

is the spectral function. Thus, only Gσ(k, E) is required
to fully describe the system. In summary, solving the
interacting problem and calculating the transport prop-
erties within the mentioned approximations reduce to the
evaluation of the retarded self-energy ΣσMB(k, E) and of
the Dyson equation, Eq. (11).

C. Projection to the correlated subspace

The discussion in the previous section provided formal
equations to study transport in correlated nano-devices.
However, calculations including all the orbitals of the CR
represent a great challenge in practical calculations. To
simplify the problem, we take advantage of the fact that
in the case of TM-based heterostructures there are 4s
and 3d valence states. 4s states are delocalized forming
energy bands with a large dispersion, and electronic cor-
relations are well described at the effective single-particle
Kohn-Sham level. In contrast, open 3d shells are more
tightly bound to the ionic cores, and, as such, they are
moderately correlated. We then define the “correlated
subspace” (C) as the subspace of the CR that includes
all 3d orbitals. Assuming that there are NTM TM atoms
inside the CR, the correlated subspace C has dimension
2(5 × NTM) (the factor 2 accounts for the spin). The
correlated subspace can be projected out from the rest
of the system, which we refer to as the “bath” (B), and
which includes the orthogonal subspace to C within both
the CR and electrodes. To carry out such projection,
we use the scheme presented in Ref. 46, and we perform
the basis change, which transforms the CR overlap and
Hamiltonian matrix as

S̄(k) =

(
1 0
0 S̄B(k)

)
=

= W (k)†S(k)W (k),

(19)

H̄σ(k) =

(
H̄σ
C (k) H̄σ

C,B(k)
H̄σ

B,C(k) H̄σ
B(k)

)
=

= W (k)†Hσ(k)W (k).

(20)

In the transformed matrices S̄(k) and H̄σ(k) the top left
block describes the correlated subspace C, the bottom
right block describes the part of the bath included in the
CR, and the off-diagonal blocks describe the connection
terms. The matrices W (k) are defined in Eq. (10) of
Ref. 46 . The transformation is designed in such a way
that the orbitals of C become orthogonal, and that they
have zero overlap with the bath orbitals [see Eq. (19)].
H̄σ
C (k) in Eq. (20) is the non-interacting Hamiltonian

matrix of C of dimension 5NTM × 5NTM. Using the sec-
ond quantization formalism, we can introduce the Hamil-
tonian operator of C

ˆ̄Hσ
C (k) =

∑
i,j,λ1,λ2,σ

[H̄σ
C (k)]iλ1,jλ2

d̂†iλ1σ
d̂jλ2σ, (21)

where d̂†iλσ and d̂iλσ are the electron creation and annihi-
lation operators at orbital λ within the atom i and spin σ
(i = 1, ..., NTM and λ = 1, ..., 5, σ =↑, ↓). [H̄σ(k)]iλ1,jλ2

is the Hamiltonian matrix element between the d orbital
λ1 of the atom i and the d orbital λ2 of the atom j.
Further, to describe the electron-electron interaction for
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the electrons in C, we add an explicit Coulomb term as
follows

ˆ̄Hσ(k)C,U = ˆ̄Hσ
C (k)− Ĥσ

C,dc+

+
1

2

∑
i,λ1,λ2,λ3,
λ4,σ1,σ2

Uλ1,λ2,λ3,λ4
d†iλ1σ1

d†iλ2σ2
diλ4σ2

diλ3σ1
, (22)

where Uλ1,λ2,λ3,λ4
are the four-index Hubbard-U matrix

elements, which account for the screened Coulomb inter-
action between all 3d orbitals located on the same atom.
Uλ1,λ2,λ3,λ4

are parameterized in terms of the average ef-
fective Coulomb interaction U and exchange J (Ref. 74)

U = 1
(2l+1)2

∑
λ1,λ2

Uλ1,λ2,λ1,λ2 (23)

J = 1
2l(2l+1)

∑
λ1 6=λ2,λ2

Uλ1,λ2,λ2,λ1
. (24)

The reason for using the multi-orbital Hubbard-like form
is the local nature of the screened Coulomb interaction,
which allows us to ignore the Coulomb integrals involv-
ing correlated orbitals of different atoms. Ĥσ

C,dc is the
double-counting correction, which is needed to cancel
the Coulomb interactions already taken into account in
the LSDA exchange-correlation potential. The exact
form of the double-counting correction is not known,
but several approximations have been proposed and are
used in practice33,35,75,76. We will describe our practical
treatment of the problem in Secs. II F and II G.
We note that taking the static mean-field approximation
for the Hubbard-like interaction in the Hamiltonian of
Eq. (22) leads to the so-called LSDA+U method77–80.
This is one of the simplest corrective approaches that
were formulated to improve the accuracy of LSDA
functionals for correlated materials. We will further
discuss it in Sec. II F and present some calculations in
Appendix A. LSDA+U has found widespread use for the
computational design of functional materials. However,
it was already shown in early works80 that it can give
worse results than LSDA for the electronic spectra and,
therefore, the transport properties of the ferromagnetic
metallic systems of our interest. To obtained improved

results, the Hubbard-like interaction in ˆ̄Hσ(k)C,U needs
to be treated beyond the static mean-field approximation
introducing a many-body energy-dependent self-energy
as we will describe in the rest of the paper.

D. Green’s function and many-body self-energy of
the correlated subspace

The bare and dressed Green’s functions, gσ(k, E) and
Gσ(k, E), are expressed in the transformed basis as46

ḡσ(k, E) =

(
ḡσC (k, E) ḡσC,B(k, E)
ḡσB,C(k, E) ḡσB(k, E)

)
=

= W (k)−1gσ(k, E)W (k)−1†
(25)

and

Ḡσ(k, E) =

(
ḠσC(k, E) ḠσC,B(k, E)
ḠσB,C(k, E) ḠσB(k, E)

)
=

= W (k)−1Gσ(k, E)W (k)−1†,

(26)

where W (k)−1 is the inverse of the transformation ma-
trix used in Eqs. (19) and (20). ḡσ(k, E) and Ḡσ(k, E)
have the same block structure as the Hamiltonian matrix
in Eq. (20). The blocks ḡσC (k, E) and ḠσC(k, E) are the
bare and dressed Green’s function matrices of the corre-
lated subspace. They satisfy the Dyson equation for the
correlated subspace

ḠσC(k, E) = [ḡσC (k, E)−1 − Σ̄σC(k, E)]−1, (27)

where Σ̄σC(k, E) is the many-body self-energy of C and
includes also the double counting correction. This self-
energy formally specifies the electron correlations inside
C due to the interaction in Eq. (22). In the following
sections we will see how Σ̄σC(k, E) is computed in practice.
From Σ̄σC(k, E) we can easily obtain the many-body self-
energy of whole CR. In the transformed basis, it reads

Σ̄σMB(k, E) =

(
Σ̄σC(k, E) 0

0 0

)
, (28)

since the bath is non-interacting by construction. In the
original basis the CR many-body self-energy is calculated
as

ΣσMB(k, E) = W (k)−1
†
Σ̄σMB(k, E)W (k)−1. (29)

The many-body self-energy is therefore “propagated” to
the bath.

E. DMFT

The many-body problem within the correlated subspace
C is solved via DMFT, which means that we only con-
sider electron correlations local in space. The self-energy
Σ̄σC(k, E) of C is therefore approximated by the DMFT
self-energy

Σ̄σC,DMFT (E) =

 Σ̄σ1 (E) 0 ... 0
0 Σ̄σ2 (E) ... 0
0 0 ... Σ̄σNTM

(E)

 ,

(30)
where Σ̄σi (E) is the 5× 5 block for the 3d orbitals of the
atom i. We note that, in general, each block Σ̄σi (E) can
be non-diagonal. Eq. (30) generalizes to multi-orbital
systems the DMFT self-energy used in layer-DMFT for
tight-binding models54,55,81. Practically Σ̄σC,DMFT (E) is
computed by mapping the correlated subspace into a set
of auxiliary impurity problems, one per atom. Each im-
purity problem is numerically solved obtaining the cor-
respondent (local) many-body self-energies Σ̄σi (E). The
procedure is embedded into a self-consistency loop pre-
sented in Fig. 2. Within our implementation, the CR
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is projected onto the correlated subspace at each DMFT
iteration and, after solving the impurity problem, the
self-energy is transformed back to the original space. By
doing so, one retains more information about the states
outside the correlated subspace. This is an approach that
follows from previous implementations of LSDA+DMFT
for periodic systems82–86 and is here generalized to device
setups. The self-consistent DMFT loop is summarized as
follows:

i) We compute the dressed CR Green’s function
Gσ(k, E) in Eq. (9). In the first iteration, we use
ΣσMB(k, E) = 0 as a guess for the many-body self-
energy.

ii) We carry out the transformation in Eq. (26), and
we separate the Green’s function of the correlated
subspace ḠσC(k, E) from the rest of the system.

iii) We define the so-called local Green’s function

Ḡσloc(E) =
1

Nk

∑
k

ḠσC(k, E). (31)

iv) We build the 5 × 5 dynamical field matrix Gσi (E)
for each atom i in the correlated subspace:

Gσi (E) = {[Ḡσloc,i(E)]−1 + Σ̄σi (E)}−1, (32)

where Ḡσloc,i(E) is the 5 × 5 block of the local
Green’s function matrix relative to the atom i.

v) We map each of the NTM atom inside C into an
Anderson impurity model. This is done by defining
the bare impurity Green’s function of atom i as
gσimp,i(E) = Gσi (E).

vi) We solve the impurity problems as described in
Sec. II F thus obtaining the impurity many-body
self-energies Σσimp,i(E).

vii) We set Σ̄σi (E) = Σσimp,i(E) for each atom i, and we

then compute the DMFT self-energy in Eq. (30).

viii) We transform back the self-energy to the original
basis using Eq. (29). This gives the updated CR
many-body self-energy ΣσMB(k, E). We then go
back to step i) to start the next iteration.

After converging the self-consistent DMFT equations, we
compute the density of states (DOS)

DOSσ(E) =
1

Nk

∑
k

Dσ(k, E), (33)

where Dσ(k, E) is the spectral function defined
in Eq. (18), and the transmission coefficient
Tσ(E) = 1

Nk

∑
k T

σ
MB(k, E) with TσMB(k, E) de-

fined in Eq.(15). The transmission coefficient is, in
principle, independent on the basis and can equivalently

be computed in the original or in the transformed basis.
However, it is more convenient to use the original basis
thus employing the same module already implemented
for DFT+NEGF in the Smeagol code.
We note that, in spite of the local approximation of
DMFT, the self-energy in the original basis, ΣσMB(k, E),
acquires a k-dependence because of the matrices W (k)−1

in Eq. (29). The matrices W (k) and their inverse are
computed once at the beginning of the DMFT cycle
and then stored. They are a basis transformation and
basis orbitals do not change within the DMFT loop.
We would need to update them if we performed full
charge self-consistent calculations including self-energy
effects. Our implementation can in principle deal with
these calculations, but in practice they remain too
computationally demanding for real device setups.
Moreover, we expect that charge self-consistency will
have a minor impact for the metallic systems studied in
this work as the main effect of correlation is to reduce
the DOS spin-splitting, without altering the chemical
bond and the charge distribution around the atoms.
Although in this paper we consider only moderately
correlated systems, and the impurity solver is designed
for them (see the next section), it is important to remark
that our DMFT algorithm is general and also applicable
to study nano-junctions comprising strongly correlated
materials. In these cases, one would only need to opt
for a different impurity solver, for example, employing
the non-crossing87,88 or the one-crossing approxima-
tions89,90. Any impurity solver can in principle be
interfaced with our code in a straightforward way.

F. Solution of the impurity problem

As outlined in the previous section, DMFT requires the
solution of auxiliary impurity problems to determine the
self-energies Σ̄σi (E) = Σσimp,i(E). The impurity solvers
generally used for ferromagnetic metals, such as contin-
uous time quantum Monte Carlo91 or the spin-polarized
T -matrix fluctuating exchange approximation29,92–94, are
formulated on the imaginary frequency axis. Spectral
functions are obtained indirectly via the numerical ana-
lytical continuation to the real energy axis95–98. Unfor-
tunately, this often leads to numerical difficulties, since
the analytical continuation of discrete numerical data is
not unambiguous. Moreover, it necessitates the appro-
priate treatment of the high-frequency “tails”99. These
issues become even more pressing in case of transport cal-
culations, since the transmission coefficient in Eq. (15)
is computed from the retarded Green’s functions, which
may present many specific energy-dependent features.
For this reason, here we consider the second order pertur-
bative treatment proposed in Refs. 100,101, and which
is implemented to provide the self-energy directly on the
real energy axis, while retaining the multi-orbital na-
ture of the many-body problem. In spite of its sim-
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Dynamical field

Impurity solver

FIG. 2: Schematic representation of the DMFT self-consistent loop.

plicity, we showed in Ref. 101 that the second order
self-energy already accounts for all characteristic spec-
troscopic features caused by electron correlation in ferro-
magnetic TMs.
The systems considered in this paper have diagonal dy-
namical field matrices Gσi (E) in Eq. (32) because of
symmetry. This greatly reduces the computational ef-
fort for solving the impurity problem. The diagonal el-
ements of the impurity Green’s function and self-energy
for an orbital λ of an atom i are denoted as gσimp,iλ(E)

and Σσimp,iλ(E). They are related through the impurity
Dyson equation

Gσimp,iλ(E)−1 = gσimp,iλ(E)−1 − Σσimp,iλ(E), (34)

with Gσimp,iλ(E) the impurity dressed Green’s function.
The self-energy up to the second order in diagrammatic
perturbation theory in U over the band width is written
as

Σσimp,iλ(E) ≈ Σ
σ(1)
imp,iλ + Σ

σ(2)
imp,iλ(E)− Σσdc,iλ. (35)

Σσdc,iλ represents the double counting correction, which
we will discuss at the end of this section. The first-order
term is

Σ
σ(1)
imp,iλ =

∑
λ1σ1

Uλλ1λλ1
nσ1

iλ1
−
∑
λ1

Uλλ1λ1λn
σ
iλ1
, (36)

and is the well-known Hartree-Fock approximation,
where nσiλ =

∫∞
−∞ dEf(E)Imgσimp,iλ(E) is the occupation

of the orbital λ of spin σ for the impurity i; f(E) is the

Fermi function. Σ
σ(1)
imp,iλ is local in time, i.e. frequency

independent. It therefore represents a one-electron po-
tential producing only a shift of the non-interacting en-

ergy levels. In practice, if only Σ
σ(1)
imp,iλ and the double

counting correction were included in the calculations, this
would correspond to using LSDA+U instead of DMFT,
as also mentioned at the end of Sec. II D.
The second order self-energy Σ

σ(2)
imp,iλ(E), which includes

the dynamical correlations, can be split into its real and
imaginary parts. The imaginary part is given by102

Im
[
Σ
σ(2)
imp,iλ(E)

]
= −π

∑
λ1λ2λ3σ1

Uλλ1λ2λ3
Uλ3λ2λ1λ

∫ ∞
−∞

dε1

∫ ∞
−∞

dε2D
σ1

iλ1
(ε1)Dσ

iλ2
(ε2)Dσ1

iλ3
(ε1 + ε2 − E)×

{f(ε1)f(ε2) + [1− f(ε1)− f(ε2)] f(ε1 + ε2 − E)}

+π
∑

λ1λ2λ3

Uλλ1λ2λ3
Uλ2λ3λ1λ

∫ ∞
−∞

dε1

∫ ∞
−∞

dε2D
σ
iλ1

(ε1 + ε2 − E)Dσ
iλ2

(ε2)Dσ
iλ3

(ε1)×

{f(ε2)f(ε1) + [1− f(ε2)− f(ε1)] f(ε1 + ε2 − E)}, (37)
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where

Dσ
iλ(E) = − 1

π
Im[gσimp,iλ(E)] (38)

is the spectral function of gimp,iλ(E). The real part is
computed by the Kramers-Kronig relations as

Re
[
Σ
σ(2)
imp,iλ(E)

]
= − 1

π

∫ ∞
−∞

dε
Im
[
Σ
σ(2)
imp,iλ(ε)

]
E − ε

. (39)

We note that the dressed rather than the bare impu-
rity Green’s function could be used in the evaluation of
self-energy contributions63. This would require a self-
consistent solution of Eqs. (34), (36), and (37). In this
paper, we do not consider this approach to reduce the
computational cost of the calculations. Effectively, we
neglect some of the second order diagrams in the per-
turbative expansion63, and, therefore, some multi-band
screening effects. However, these effects are expected to
be small101, and hence not significant for the goals of this
paper.
Our calculations in Sec. IV are practically performed
as follows. We approximate the first order and double
counting contributions of the self-energy with the static
potential of the LSDA+U formulation by Dudarev et
al.79

Σ
σ(1)
imp,iλ − Σσdc,iλ ≈ V σU,iλ = (U − J)(

1

2
− nσiλ). (40)

V σU,iλ is obtained through a charge self-consistent calcula-
tion. Then this static potential is included into the bare
Green’s function. This means that gσiλ(E) is replaced by
the LSDA+U Green’s function

gσLSDA+U,iλ(E) = [gσimp,iλ(ω)−1 − V σU,iλ]−1. (41)

The Dyson equation, Eq. (34), retains its structure, but
the total self-energy Σσimp,iλ(E) is substituted by the

correlation self-energy Σσcorr,iλ(E) = Σσimp,iλ(E) − V σU,iλ,

which is evaluated using gσLSDA+U,iλ(E) in Eq. (37).
Further details can be found in Ref. 101, where the
performances of the method for ferromagnetic TMs are
also assessed against the results of photomoemission
spectroscopy experiments.

G. On-site energy shift

DFT+NEGF calculations are performed in the gran-
canonical ensemble. Here, rather than fixing the to-
tal number of electrons inside the CR, the Fermi en-
ergy is fixed by the chemical potential of the electrodes,
µL = µR = EF . The total number of electrons in the
CR typically fluctuates during the charge self-consistent
DFT cycle until it eventually converges to the nominal

value given by the sum of the various CR atomic va-
lence (+core) electrons for pseudopotentials-based (all-
electron) implementations. A similar behaviour is ex-
pected also in charge self-consistent LSDA+DMFT two-
terminal device calculations. However, these charge self-
consistent LSDA+DMFT calculations are computation-
ally too demanding for realistic systems like those stud-
ied here. In line with typical calculations for periodic
systems, we therefore perform self-energy self-consistent
DMFT calculations, but we do not iterate the evalua-
tion of the charge density. The total number of elec-
trons of the CR is found to deviate slightly from the
nominal value. To reimpose the correct electron count-
ing for periodic systems, one usually adjusts the chem-
ical potential of the impurity until the correct occupa-
tion is obtained. We adapt this process to the trans-
port setup by adding an on-site atom-dependent poten-
tial vi to all correlated 3d orbitals. In other words,
we readjust the real part of the many self-energy as
Re
[
Σσimp,iλ(E)

]
→ Re

[
Σσimp,iλ(E)]+vi. We note that this

is an ad-hoc adjustment based on the electron counting.
Yet, preliminary studies, albeit for different and simpler
systems, seem to suggest that such adjustment repro-
duces quite well the results of fully charge self-consistent
calculations103.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

DFT calculations are performed treating core
electrons with norm-conserving Troullier-Martin
pseudopotentials104. The valence states are expanded
through a numerical atomic orbital basis set including
multiple-ζ and polarized functions60. The electronic
temperature is 300 K. The real space mesh is set by
an equivalent energy cutoff of 300 Ry. A k-point mesh
equal to kx × ky = 24 × 24 is used to compute the
self-consistent charge density with DFT. This charge
density is then used as input in a non-self-consistent
DFT calculation with 80 × 80 k-points to obtain the
DOS. All energies are shifted in such a way to set the
Fermi level at 0 eV. The Cu lattice constant is set to the
experimental value, 3.615 Å, and we do not optimize the
structures.
DMFT calculations are performed using the bare
Green’s function g(k, E) of Eq. (25) calculated for
32 × 32 k-points. The temperature is 300 K. An energy
grid comprising 3200 points and extending from −16 to 6
eV is employed to calculate the second-order self-energy.
The Coulomb parameters Uλ1,λ2,λ3,λ4

are expressed in
terms of Slater integrals F 0, F 2 and F 4 (Ref. 105).
These are connected to the average effective Coulomb
and exchange interactions of Eqs. (23) and (24) through
the relations U = F 0 and J = (F 2 + F 4)/14. The ratio
F 4/F 2 is assumed to correspond to the atomic value
≈ 0.625 (Ref.106).
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FIG. 3: Cu/Co/Cu (top panel) and Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu
(bottom panel) two-terminal devices. The atoms Co1, Co2
and Co3 in Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu are labelled in the figure.

IV. RESULTS

We now apply the method to heterostructures presenting
alternating Cu and Co layers, sandwiched between semi-
infinite Cu electrodes. The goal is to illustrate the capa-
bilities of our implementation of LSDA+DMFT and, in
doing so, to gain some general understanding about the
impact of electron correlation effects on the electronic
structure and transport properties. We first consider a
single Co layer and then a more complex heterostructure,
whose central region comprises two Co trilayers separated
by a Cu spacer, and which display GMR effect.
LSDA+DMFT is systematically compared to DFT
within the LSDA, which is the standard theoretical
approach considered in previous works about Co and
Cu heterostructures (for example, see Refs. 107–110).
For completeness and to further compare static vs dy-
namic mean field effects, we also present some results of
LSDA+U calculations in appendix A.
The correlated subspace includes only the Co 3d orbitals,
while the Cu 3d orbitals are considered uncorrelated,
since they are fully filled and located in energy at about
2 eV below the Fermi level. We use the four-index in-
teraction term as shown in Eq. (22) with the average
Coulomb and exchange interactions set to U = 3.0 eV
and J = 0.9 eV. These are standard values for Co, and we
obtain a DOS similar to that obtained in calculations51

based on the exact muffin-tin orbitals (EMTO)-DMFT
method111–114. In appendix B we present a systematic
analysis of the dependence of the results on the interac-
tion parameters. Finally, the potential vi mentioned in
Sec. II G, and added to maintain the nominal charge of
the central region, is set to be same for all Co atoms as
they are found to be almost equivalent.
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FIG. 4: DOS of the Co layer in the Cu/Co/Cu system, cal-
culated by using DFT and DMFT.

A. Correlated Co monolayer

We denote the system as Cu/Co/Cu. The simulation cell
is shown in top panel of Fig. 3. The transport direction
z is oriented along the Cu(001) direction. The DOS of
the Co monolayer is shown in Fig. 4. It is similar to that
of bulk Co showing a strong ferromagnetic character115.
In the LSDA results, the majority (spin up) d-states are
almost fully occupied, and they are split by about 1.5 eV
from the minority (spin down) states, which cut through
the Fermi level. A small spin-polarization is also induced
via hybridization on the Cu layers in proximity to Co
as discussed in Appendix C. In the DMFT calculations,
the dynamical self-energy induces a redistribution of the
spectral weight. The changes in the DMFT DOS with
respect to the DFT DOS are more pronounced for the
majority than for the minority channel. The majority
3d states are shifted towards the Fermi level, while the
position of the minority states is barely affected. As
a result, the spin splitting is reduced by about 0.6 eV
compared to the DFT value, and it becomes equal to 0.9
eV. Beside that, the DOS is considerably narrowed for
energies close to the Fermi level, while it broadens below
E − EF ≈ −3 eV. Overall, these changes are typical for
correlation effects in TMs. As discussed in a number
of works (for example Refs. 35,36,51,116) DMFT
accurately captures them. In particular, the good per-
formance of our implementation with the perturbative
solver is demonstrated in Ref. 101 through a comparison
against photoemission spectroscopy experiments.
The changes in the DOS due to dynamical correlation
effects are understood by inspecting the many-body
self-energy. To simplify the analysis, we express it
in the transformed basis, Eq. (30), noting that the
main features in the Co DOS look the same in the
original and transformed basis. We further take the
average over the orbital indexes Σσ(E) =

∑
λ Σσλ(E)/5

to point those general features, which will be important
later when analyzing the transmission coefficient (the
overbar above the self-energy symbol used in Sec. II E
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is neglected here to make the notation lighter). Σσ(E)
is shown in Fig. 5 It has Fermi-liquid character near
the Fermi level: the imaginary part goes to zero as
−ImΣσ(E) ∝ (E − EF )2. Away from the Fermi energy,
it is much larger for the majority than for the minority
channel, indicating that the majority electrons are more
correlated than the minority electrons. The absolute
magnitude of ImΣ↑(E) grows for E − EF . −2 eV
resulting in the substantial broadening of the DOS in
that energy range as already seen in Fig. 4. ReΣ↑(E)
shows a maximum at E − EF ≈ −2.5 eV. This causes
the large shift in energy of the 3d states from the DFT
position towards the Fermi level discussed above. In
the minority channel, ReΣ↓(E) has a peak below the
Fermi energy, specifically at E − EF ≈ −1.2 eV. The 3d
states, in particular 3dx2−y2 , at that energy are therefore
moved from their DFT position towards the Fermi level.
For negative energies, the absolute value of ImΣ↓(E) is
considerably smaller than that of ImΣ↑(E). Minority
3d states are indeed much less broadened than majority
states in the energy region far below the Fermi level
as distinctly seen in the DOS in Fig. 4. In contrast,
ImΣ↓(E) becomes quite large above the Fermi level, in
particular for E − EF & 1 eV. This feature will have
an impact on the transmission coefficient in that energy
region, and it will also be important for the results of
the next section.

The spin-dependent DFT and DMFT transmission
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FIG. 5: Real part (solid black line) and imaginary part
(dashed red line) of the many-body self-energy averaged over
all Co 3d orbitals in the Cu/Co/Cu system. The upper panel
is for majority (spin up), while the bottom panel is for mi-
nority (spin down) electrons.

Tσ(E), obtained respectively using Eqs. (7) and (15),
is depicted in Fig. 6. In the DFT calculations the
transmission is quite large (> 0.5) over the whole dis-
played energy range, because the system is an all-metal

heterostructure. On the other hand, in the DMFT calcu-
lations, the transmission is drastically suppressed. This
is because of two effects dominant at different energies.
First, the Co 3d states acquire a finite relaxation time τ ,
which is related to the imaginary part of the many-body
self-energy, τ−1 ∝ ImΣσ. Second, the occupied Co
3d states are dragged towards the Fermi level by the
real part of the self-energy. As a result of that, the s
conduction electrons undergo a more pronounced elastic
scattering at the Co layer in the DMFT picture than in
the DFT picture. Focusing in particular on the majority
spin channel (Fig. 6-a), we note that T ↑(E) calculated
with DFT presents quite sharp peaks in the energy
region between E − EF ≈ −5 and −1.3 eV, where the
3d states are located. These peaks are suppressed in the
DMFT transmission, mostly because of the finite relax-
ation time. In contrast, at energies from E −EF ≈ −1.3
eV to 1 eV, where there are the s states, and ImΣ↑(E)
is very small, the DMFT majority transmission T ↑(E)
is reduced compared to the DFT one because of the
elastic scattering of the conduction s electrons with the
Co 3d orbitals. In the minority spin channel, this effect
is less important as the energy position of the 3d states
is not drastically modified by DMFT (see Fig. 6-b).
Yet, we observe a suppression of the transmission T ↓(E)
in the two energy regions −1.8 . E − EF < 0 eV and
0 < E − EF . 2 eV due to the finite relaxation time.
The transmission right at the Fermi energy remains
however almost unaffected since ImΣ↓(EF ) = 0 due to
the Fermi liquid nature of the system and ReΣ↓(EF ) ≈ 0.
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FIG. 6: (a) Transmission coefficient as a function of energy for
the Cu/Co/Cu system, for majority (spin up) electrons. (b)
Transmission coefficient as a function of energy for minority
(spin down) electrons. (c) Spin-polarization as a function of
energy. DFT (DMFT) results are in black (red).

Using the transmission coefficients we can now compute
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the energy-dependent spin-polarization

SP (E) =
T ↑(E)− T ↓(E)

T ↑(E) + T ↓(E)
. (42)

The results are plotted in Fig. 6-c. DFT gives a pos-
itive spin-polarization at all energies below the Fermi
level, and the largest values are found in the range from
E−EF ≈ −4 to −2 eV, where the majority Co 3d states
are located. In contrast, DMFT predicts that the spin-
polarization in that energy region becomes very small and
negative as a consequence of the suppression of the trans-
mission in the majority channel. Near the Fermi energy,
the DFT and DMFT spin-polarization are almost identi-
cal and equal to 0.24 as both T ↑(E) and T ↓(E) are hardly
affected by dynamical correlations. The most interesting
energy region is for E − EF & 0.5 eV. Here the DFT
spin-polarization vanishes, but the DMFT one is quite
large and positive. This is because, as seen above, T ↑(E)
is due only to uncorrelated s electrons and remains large
in both DFT and DMFT, whereas T ↓(E) has a contri-
bution from the minority d states, which acquire a finite
relaxation time in DMFT owing the significant imagi-
nary part of the self-energy, and therefore gets partly
suppressed. This important feature was already antici-
pated above when discussing the shape of ImΣ↓(E), and
it will have further interesting implications for the GMR
effect studied in the next section.
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FIG. 7: DOS of the Co atoms in three different layers of
the Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu system, calculated with DFT and
DMFT. The atoms Co1, Co2 and Co3 are indicated in Fig.
3.

B. Correlated Co multilayered device

We consider here the heterostructure shown in the bot-
tom panel of Fig. 3 and named Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu,

whose central region comprises two Co trilayers separated
via a Cu spacer. It represents a spin-valve, where the
magnetization of the first Co trilayer on the left side of
the central region can be set parallel (P) or antiparallel
(AP) to the magnetization of the second Co trilayer on
the right side.
The DOS of one of trilayers is presented in Fig. 7, where
Co1, Co2 and Co3 label the non-equivalent Co atoms in
the three different layers (see Fig. 3). For all of them,
DMFT induces a redistribution of the majority spectral
weight compared to DFT, thus reducing the spin split-
ting of the 3d states. The effect of electron correlations
is therefore the same as described in the previous section
for the single Co layer, and the many-body self-energy
(not shown) has a similar shape.
The spin-dependent transmission coefficients TσP (E) and
TσAP (E) for the P and the AP magnetic configurations
are shown in Fig. 8. The most striking feature is the
suppression of the transmission through the Co 3d states
predicted by DMFT regardless of the Co trilayers’ mag-
netic alignment. The effect is more dramatic here than
in the Co monolayer case. TσP (AP )(E) is of the order of

0.01 in the energy region between E − EF ≈ −4 eV and
≈ −2 eV in Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu, while it remained as
large as about 0.25 in Cu/Co/Cu. The cause is the pres-
ence of six Co layers instead of just one. Electrons ac-
quire a finite relaxation time in each layer because of the
imaginary part of the many-body self-energy. If there
were more Co layers, the transmission would drop fur-
ther. Similar results are found for both spin channels.
Overall, our analysis demonstrates that DMFT quanti-
tatively captures the reduction of the coherent transmis-
sion due to electron relaxation.
We now analyze in more detail the P magnetic configura-

tion. Both T ↑P (E) and T ↓P (E) are qualitatively very sim-
ilar to the transmission coefficients previously obtained
for Cu/Co/Cu. In the majority channel, the conduction
at energies E − EF & −0.5 is due to s electrons. They
are nearly free in DFT, whereas DMFT predicts a large
scattering with the Co 3d states. These correlated states
are placed close to the Fermi energy by the real part of
the self-energy causing the reduction of the transmission.

At the Fermi level, DMFT gives T ↑P (EF ) = 0.33, which
is half the DFT result, 0.76. In the minority channel,
the reduction of the transmission coefficient at the Fermi
level is slightly smaller. We obtain that T ↓P (EF ) is equal
to 0.22 and 0.35 in DFT and DMFT, respectively. On

the other hand, above the Fermi energy, T ↓P (E) is fully
suppressed in DMFT. This is because the imaginary part
of the spin down self-energy is quite large, as we high-
lighted in previous section. Thus we find that the total

P transmission is TP (E) = T ↑P (E) + T ↓P (E) ≈ T ↑P (E).
In the AP configuration an electron belonging to the ma-
jority band in the left Co trilayer will belong to the mi-
nority in the right trilayer, and vice-versa117. The trans-
mission coefficient for spin up and spin down is identical,

T ↓AP (E) = T ↑AP (E). Spin up (down) electrons incoming
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FIG. 8: Spin up, spin down and total transmission coefficient, T ↑(E), T ↓(E) and T (E) = T ↑(E) + T ↓(E), for
Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu (left panels: P configuration; right panels: AP configuration). In the bottom right panel, the cyan

(green) curve represents the AP transmission coefficient calculated using the model approximation TAP (E) ∼ 2
√

T ↑P (E)T ↓P (E)

with the DFT (DMFT) T ↑P (E) and T ↓P (E).

from the left electrode with energies near EF go through
the majority s (minority 3d) states of the left Co tri-
layer as well as the minority 3d (majority s) states of
the right Co trilayer. Because of the mismatch between
the s and 3d states, electrons undergo a large elastic
scattering in the central region, and the AP total trans-

mission TAP (E) = T ↓AP (E) + T ↑AP (E) is significantly re-
duced compared to the P total transmission TP (E). This
physics is already captured at the qualitative level with
DFT as shown in early works107. However, our calcula-
tions indicate that there is a further drastic suppression
of the transmission due to electron relaxation in the 3d
states. This is evident when comparing the DFT and
DMFT TAP (E) for E−EF > −0.5 eV in Fig. 8. Overall,
the dynamical self-energy contribution leads to a total P
transmission TP (E), which is twice as large as the AP
one TAP (E).
To better understand the impact of electron correlations
on the transmission, we model the left Co/Cu and the
right Cu/Co interfaces as two independent scatterers in
series. We can then use the phenomenological expres-
sion for the AP transmission in terms of the spin up and

spin down P transmission, TAP (E) ∼ 2
√
T ↑P (E)T ↓P (E)

(Ref. 28). The results are represented in the bottom
right panel of Fig. 8 as the cyan and the green lines for
DFT and DMFT, respectively. In the DMFT case, the

model accurately describes TAP (E) for negative energies
up to E − EF ≈ -0.3 eV. This indicates that quantum
interference effects in that energy region are largely sup-
pressed by DMFT as a results of the imaginary part of
the many-body self-energy.
Finally, we quantitatively characterize the spin transport
properties of the system by computing the GMR ratio as
a function of the energy

GMR(E) =
TP (E)− TAP (E)

min[TP (E), TAP (E)]
, (43)

where min[TP (E), TAP (E)] indicates the smallest trans-
mission coefficient between TP (E) and TAP (E) at the
energy E. The results are shown in Fig. 9. For nega-
tive energies, GMR(E) is very large in DFT, whereas it
is negligible in DMFT, since both TP (E) and TAP (E)
are suppressed by electron relaxation. On the other
hand, DMFT predicts a significant GMR(E) for ener-
gies E − EF & −0.5 eV, where the P transmission is
associated to spin up s electrons, and, as such, is large
and unaffected by correlation, while the AP transmis-
sion is reduced as both spin up and spin down electrons
travel through the 3d states of either Co trilayers. This
is a very interesting finding with important implications
as discussed below.
The linear magnetoresistive response that is generally
considered in the literature11,107 is obtained by eval-
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uating Eq. (43) at the Fermi energy. DMFT pre-
dicts an increment of about 30% with respect to DFT.
Specifically, we get GMR(EF ) = 0.45 in DMFT, and
GMR(EF ) = 0.35 in DFT. However, we must point out
that this result is very sensitive to the interaction pa-
rameters U and J as we discuss in detail in Appendix B.
Despite that, we observe that, for this specific system,
DMFT always predicts an enhancement of GMR(EF )
compared to the DFT.
A direct comparison of the linear response transport
properties of metallic heterostructures with experiments
has generally been difficult110,118. In most devices, the
metallic layers are very thick (∼ 100 nm), and the physics
is dominated by diffuse scattering and disorder6, which
cover any other phenomena, and which cannot be eas-
ily included in first-principles computational approaches.
However, more recently, the direct measurement of trans-
mission through materials has become possible in hot
electron or hole transport experiments58,72,73. In par-
ticular, Kaidatzis et al. studied Co/Cu heterostruc-
tures using the ballistic electron emission microscope
technique58. By injecting electrons from a metallic tip
into high energy Co/Cu conduction states, the authors
could extract the spin-dependent transmission coeffi-
cients and, therefore, compute GMR(E) as defined in
Eq. (43) for a wide energy range above EF . One of their
most interesting results is that GMR(E) is as large as
about 2 at E − EF ≈ 1 eV. It then decreases monotoni-
cally with energy, but nonetheless remains significant and
equal to about 0.5 at E − EF ≈ 2 eV. This behaviour is
clearly well captured, at least at the qualitative level, by
the DMFT results of Fig. 9. GMR(E) presents a maxi-
mum at E−EF ≈ 1 eV (albeit equal to about 1.2 rather
than 2) and falls off towards 0.5 for larger energies in
agreement with the experiments. On the hand, the effect
is totally absent in the DFT results, where GMR(E) is
seen to rapidly drop just above EF thus becoming negli-
gible at large energies. Based on these observations, we
propose that the hot electron GMR is a clear manifesta-
tion of dynamical correlation effects. Our study demon-
strates the potential of our implementation of DMFT for
understanding new physics in metallic heterostructures.
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FIG. 9: Energy-dependent GMR calculated by DFT (black
line) and DMFT (red line).

V. CONCLUSIONS

We present a computational scheme, which uses
LSDA+DMFT in combination with the NEGF approach
to investigate spin-dependent electron transport through
nanoscale two-terminal devices including electron corre-
lation effects. We consider second-order perturbation
theory for the impurity solver, which allows us to com-
pute the many-body self-energy directly for real energies,
thus avoiding numerical problems due to the analytic
continuation. Perturbation theory is only appropriate for
moderately correlated systems, such as 3d ferromagnetic
TMs. However, our code can be easily interfaced with
other impurity solvers to treat also strongly correlated
materials. LSDA+DMFT calculations with our pertur-
bative solver are only slightly more complicated and com-
putational demanding than standard DFT+NEGF calcu-
lations, thereby making our method an ideal tool for the
wider user community.
We apply our LSDA+DMFT method to heterostructures
comprising alternating Co and Cu layers to obtain their
zero-bias coherent transmission coefficient. We find that
such transmission is suppressed by electron correlations
at energies away from EF . This is due to the finite
imaginary part of the many-body self-energy, which cor-
responds to the inverse of an effective electron lifetime.
In contrast, at EF , the imaginary part of the self-energy
vanishes due to the Fermi liquid behaviour, so that the
changes in the transmission are entirely determined by
the correlation-induced shift of the energy spectrum. In
particular, the elastic scattering of uncorrelated major-
ity s electrons with the Co 3d states can be enhanced
in DMFT compared to DFT. In some cases, this can
greatly affect the linear-response spin-dependent coher-
ent conductance.
The calculated transmission coefficient as a function of
the energy can be used to interpret hot electron transport
experiments. In particular, based on our LSDA+DMFT
results, we suggest that the GMR measured in Cu/Co
heterostructures for electrons with energies 1 eV-larger
than EF is a peculiar manifestation of dynamical corre-
lation effects. Encouraged by our study, we believe that
LSDA+DMFT will soon help to find other many-electron
features in quantum transport experiments.
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Appendix A: LSDA+U calculations
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FIG. 10: DOS of the Co layer in the Cu/Co/Cu system, cal-
culated by using LSDA+U and DMFT for 1.5 eV (black line),
2.5 eV (red line), 3 eV (green line) and 3.5 eV (blue line). J
is constant and equal to 0.5 eV.

We present here the electronic and transport properties
of Cu/Co/Cu calculated by using the LSDA+U ap-
proach. We consider the formulation by Dudarev et al.79

introduced in Sec. II F. The inspection of results help
to grasp the impact of dynamical over static mean-field
approximations. The DOS of the Co atom is shown
in Fig. 10-a for U equal to 1.5 eV, 2.5 eV, 3 eV and
3.5 eV, while J is fixed at 0.5 eV. Since the majority
states are almost fully filled, the Hubbard-like mean-field
corrective potential, which is defined in Eq. (40), drags
the spin up LSDA DOS towards lower energies by about
−0.5(U − J). In contrast, in the minority channel, the
effect of the potential is less marked. The main peak
in the DOS, which is due to the dxy orbital above the
Fermi level, is moved by about 0.1(U − J) towards high
energies. Overall, the DOS spin splitting becomes larger
when increasing U . This general behaviour was already
found in early DFT+U calculations for ferromagnetic
TMs80. As already discussed in our previous work101,
the U static potential actually worsen, instead of improv-
ing, the capability of DFT to reproduce the electronic
spectra of 3d TMs leading to a drastic overestimation
of the DOS spin-splitting. Dynamical correlations are
needed to correct that.
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FIG. 11: Spin up and spin down transmission coefficients as
a function of the energy for the Cu/Co/Cu system calculated
by means of LSDA+U with U equal to 1.5 eV (black line), 2.5
eV (red line), 3 eV (green line) and 3.5 eV (blue line). J is
constant and equal to 0.5 eV. The insets zoom in the energy
region near the Fermi level.

The transmission coefficient is displayed in Fig. 11
for the same U values used before. In general we find
that there is no drastic reduction of the transmission
compared to the LSDA case as the static mean-field po-
tential does not account for relaxation times, differently
from the case of the dynamical many-body self-energy.
The transmission can be easily related to the main
features in the DOS. In particular, we focus on the
energy region near the Fermi energy (see inset in Fig.
11). In the majority channel, the transport is mostly
due to the s electrons. Their scattering with the d states
is systematically reduced as these states move towards
lower energies when increasing U . As a results, T ↑(EF )
increases. This behaviour is the opposite with respect
to that found in DMFT (see Sec. IV and, moreover,
Appendix B). In the spin down channel, we found that
the shift of the unoccupied states from the Fermi level
induced by the static mean-field potential, leads to an
increase of the transmission coefficient with U . The
overall effect is quite small, but it gives a slight increase
in SP (EF ), which reaches the largest value of 0.31 for
U = 3.5 eV.

Appendix B: U- and J-dependence of the
LSDA+DMFT results

We discuss here the dependence of our LSDA+DMFT
results on the strength of the local Coulomb interaction
parameters U and J . The DOS of the Co atom in
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FIG. 12: DOS of the Co layer in the Cu/Co/Cu system, cal-
culated by using DMFT for U = 3 eV and J equal to 0.5 eV
(black line), 0.9 eV (red line), and 1.2 eV (blue line).

Cu/Co/Cu is shown in Fig. 10-b for U varying from 1.5
eV to 3.5 eV, and J fixed at 0.5 eV. The majority 3d
states move in energy toward the Fermi level with U ,
while the position of the minority states is much less
affected. As a consequence, we find a general reduction
of the DOS spin-splitting. Such reduction contrasts the
enhancement predicted by the LSDA+U calculations
in Appendix A. Dynamical correlations play a crucial
role in counterbalancing static mean-field effects as also
discussed in our previous work, Ref. 101. Interestingly,
although spin down states do not move in energy, some
redistribution of their spectral weight occurs resulting
in a considerable spectral narrowing in the case of the
largest considered U values.
A reduction of the DOS spin-splitting is also found when
increasing J . Fig. 12 displays the results of calculations
for J = 0.5 eV, J = 0.9 eV and J = 1.2 eV, and U
fixed at 3 eV. The spin up 3d states move toward the
Fermi level with J , while the spin down DOS is hardly
modified. Differently from what we find when varying
the U parameter, we note that J has only a very minor
effect of the spectral width.

The spin-dependent DMFT transmission coefficient for
Cu/Co/Cu is shown in Fig. 13 for different U values and
J = 0.5 eV. T ↑(E) and T ↓(E) are increasingly suppressed
with U in those energy regions, where the transport is
through the d states and electronic relaxation is large.
This effect is evident in particular for −4 . E−EF . 1.5
eV in the majority spin channel, and for E −EF . −1.5
eV and E − EF & 0.5 in the minority channel. In the
other energy regions, the physics is dictated by the scat-
tering of the s electrons with the 3d states. The system-
atic shift in energy of the spin up 3d states toward the
Fermi level lowers the spin up transmission in the region
−1 . E − EF . −0.2 eV (see the inset in Fig. 13).
Notably, a similar behavior is also found when increasing
J instead of U . This is shown in Fig. 14 for J = 0.5
eV, J = 0.9 eV, and J = 1.2 eV and a for U = 3 eV.
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FIG. 13: Spin up and spin down transmission coefficient for
the Cu/Co/Cu system calculated by means of LSDA+DMFT
with U equal to 1.5 eV (black line), 2.5 eV (red line), 3 eV
(green line) and 3.5 eV (blue line). J is constant and equal to
0.5 eV. The insets zoom in the energy region near the Fermi
level.

U J SP (EF )
1.5 0.5 0.26
2.5 0.5 0.27
3.0 0.5 0.22
3.5 0.5 0.21
3.0 0.9 0.25
3.0 1.2 0.21

TABLE I: SP (EF ) calculated by means of DMFT for various
U and J values.

The transmission T ↑(E) calculated for these parameters
differs mostly at E − EF ≈ −0.4 eV. At the Fermi en-
ergy, any correlation effects are however small. When we
compute the spin-polarization defined in Eq. (42), we
find a negligible dependence on the interaction strength
parameters. The results for SP (EF ) are shown in Table
I. SP (EF ) is very close to the LSDA DFT value, 0.24,
for all considered U and J parameters.

Finally, we assess the calculation of GMR(E) for
Cu/Co3/Cu3/Co3/Cu. The results are shown in Fig. 15

U J GMR(EF )
1.5 0.5 0.45
2.5 0.5 0.68
3.0 0.5 1.1
3.5 0.5 0.91
3.0 0.9 0.45
3.0 1.2 0.5

TABLE II: GMR(EF ) calculated by means of DMFT for var-
ious U and J values.
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FIG. 14: Spin up and spin down transmission coefficient for
the Cu/Co/Cu system calculated by means of LSDA+DMFT
with U = 3 eV and J equal to 0.5 eV (black line), 0.9 eV (red
line), and 1.2 eV (blue line). The insets zoom in the energy
region near the Fermi level.
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FIG. 15: GMR(E) calculated by DMFT with U equal to 1.5
eV (black line), 2.5 eV (red line), 3 eV (green line) and 3.5
eV (blue line).

for U = 1.5 eV, U = 2.5 eV, U = 3 eV, U = 3.5 eV,
and J = 0.5 eV. In the case of small U , the shape of the
GMR(E) function resembles that computed with DFT
in Fig. 9. GMR(E) is large for negative energies, while it
drops above the Fermi level. In contrast, when increasing
U , GMR(E) is drastically suppressed for E−EF . −0.5
eV, while it systematically increases for positive energies.
The maximum at E − EF ≈ 0.7 eV rises from 0.7 for
U = 1.5 eV to 1.75 for U = 3.5 eV indicating how this
feature is related to electron correlations (see also Sec.
IV B).
Spin transport at the Fermi level is strongly dependent
on U and also J . The values for GMR(EF ) calculated for
different parameters are listed in Table II. They vary from
0.45 (for U = 1.5 eV and J = 0.5 eV) to 1.1 (for U = 3 eV
and J = 0.5 eV), which is almost four times the LSDA
DFT value, 0.35. This is because a small energy shift

of 3d states has a large effects on the transmission coeffi-
cient. Therefore, quantitative accurate predictions at the
Fermi energy remain rather challenging, and we suggest
that studies of linear-response spin transport properties
based on LSDA+DMFT should always be accompanied
by a careful inspection of the dependence of the results
on U and J .
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FIG. 16: DOS of three Cu atoms in the vicinity of the Co
layer in Cu/Co/Cu. The Cu atoms are a) nearest neighbor to
Co, b) next nearest neighbor to Co, and c) Cu third nearest
neighbor to Co. The result of both DFT and DMFT are
presented for comparison.

Appendix C: DOS of the Cu atoms

In the studied heterostructures, the DOS of the Cu lay-
ers in proximity to Co is modified, and a small spin-
polarization is induced on both the Cu s and 3d states
through their hybridization with the Co 3d orbitals. We
see this effect in Fig. 16 for Cu/Co/Cu. The modifica-
tion is significant for a Cu atom, which is nearest neigh-
bor to Co (Fig. 16-a). It becomes small for Cu atoms
in the next nearest neighbor position (16-b). It is then
already negligible for third nearest neighbor Cu atoms
(16-c), whose DOS closely resembles that of bulk Cu.
Even though no on-site interaction terms are added to
the Cu atoms, their states are affected by the dynam-
ical self-energy, which “propogates” from the Co layer
(i.e., the correlated subspace) to the surrounding (i.e.,
the bath) via the hybridisation and the transformation
in Eq. (29). The DOS for Cu atoms in the nearest neigh-
bour position to the Co layer present some clear differ-
ences in DMFT and DFT calculations (Fig. 16-a). In
particular, the proximity-induced spin-polarization is re-
duced in DMFT as we can clearly see in the energy region
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between E−EF ≈ −2 eV and -1 eV. Such reduction is a
consequence of the smaller Co 3d spin-splitting given by

DMFT compared to DFT. Correlation effects disappear
as the DOS of a Cu atom becomes more bulk-like (16-c).
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66, 075113 (2002), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.66.075113.
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83, 035307 (2011), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.83.035307.
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I. Rungger, and L. Chioncel, Phys. Rev. B 105,
115129 (2022), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.105.115129.
102 A. A. Aligia, Phys. Rev. B 74, 155125 (2006), URL

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.

155125.
103 A. Droghetti and I. Rungger, unpublished (2021).
104 N. Troullier and J. L. Martins, Phys. Rev. B 43,

1993 (1991), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/

PhysRevB.43.1993.
105 M. Imada, A. Fujimori, and Y. Tokura, Rev. Mod. Phys.

70, 1039 (1998).
106 V. I. Anisimov and O. Gunnarsson, Phys. Rev. B 43,

7570 (1991), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/

PhysRevB.43.7570.
107 K. M. Schep, P. J. Kelly, and G. E. W. Bauer, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 74, 586 (1995), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/

10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.586.
108 K. M. Schep, J. B. A. N. van Hoof, P. J. Kelly,

G. E. W. Bauer, and J. E. Inglesfield, Phys. Rev. B
56, 10805 (1997), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.56.10805.
109 W. H. Butler, X.-G. Zhang, D. M. C. Nicholson, and J. M.

MacLaren, Phys. Rev. B 52, 13399 (1995), URL https:

//link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.13399.
110 K. Xia, P. J. Kelly, G. E. W. Bauer, I. Turek,
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115 R. Lizárraga, F. Pan, L. Bergqvist, E. Holmström,

Z. Gercsi, and L. Vitos, Sci. Rep. 7, 3778 (2017), URL
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-03877-5.

116 J. Braun, J. Minár, H. Ebert, M. I. Katsnel-
son, and A. I. Lichtenstein, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97,
227601 (2006), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevLett.97.227601.
117 S. Sanvito, in Handbook of Computational Nanotechnol-

ogy, Vol. 5, edited by M. Rieth and W. Schommers (Amer-
ican Scientific Publishers, 2005), URL https://doi.org/

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.R5467
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.1505
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.1505
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.71.035105
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.71.035105
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.115418
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.115418
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.71.125119
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.71.125119
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.125120
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.125120
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.205112
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.205112
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.80.085101
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.80.085101
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.075129
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.075129
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.24.4420
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.24.4420
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.29.3035
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.29.3035
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.155111
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.155111
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01311391
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01311391
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.349
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.349
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.6884
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.6884
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.73.060506
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.73.060506
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157395000747
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0370157395000747
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.10287
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.57.10287
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.6317
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.6317
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.81.056701
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.81.056701
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.44.3391
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.44.3391
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.60.15664
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.60.15664
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.115129
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.115129
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.155125
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.155125
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.43.1993
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.43.1993
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.43.7570
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.43.7570
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.586
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.586
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.56.10805
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.56.10805
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.13399
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.13399
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.63.064407
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.63.064407
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.R16219
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.R16219
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.014107
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.014107
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0927025699000981
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0927025699000981
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.67.235106
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.67.235106
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-03877-5
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.227601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.227601
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.cond-mat/0503445


20

10.48550/arXiv.cond-mat/0503445.
118 K. M. Schep, J. B. A. N. van Hoof, P. J. Kelly,

G. E. W. Bauer, and J. E. Inglesfield, Phys. Rev. B

56, 10805 (1997), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.56.10805.

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.cond-mat/0503445
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.56.10805
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.56.10805

	I Introduction
	II Method and implementation
	A Transport via DFT+NEGF
	B Transport beyond the single-particle picture
	C Projection to the correlated subspace
	D Green's function and many-body self-energy of the correlated subspace
	E DMFT
	F Solution of the impurity problem
	G On-site energy shift

	III Computational details
	IV Results
	A Correlated Co monolayer
	B Correlated Co multilayered device

	V Conclusions
	VI Acknowledgements
	A LSDA+U calculations
	B U- and J-dependence of the LSDA+DMFT results
	C DOS of the Cu atoms
	 References

