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U sing single quantum states as spin Iters to study spin polarization in ferrom agnets
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By m easuring electron tunneling between a ferrom agnet and individual energy levels n an alu-
m Inum quantum dot, we show how spin-resolved quantum states can be used as Iers to detemm ine
soin-dependent tunneling rates. W e also observe m agnetic— eld-dependent shifts in the m agnet’s
electrochem ical potential relative to the dot’s energy levels. T he shifts vary between sam ples and
are generally sn aller than expected from the m agnet’s spin-polarized density of states. W e suggest
that they are a ected by eld-dependent charge redistribution at the m agnetic interface.

PACS numbers: 7323Hk, 7550Cc, 75.70Cn

Quantum dots are useful for studying electron spins,
because they allow individual spin-resolved states to be
exam Ined In detail. P revious experin ents have probed
soin physics w thin severaltypes of quantum dots: sam i~
conductors t_]:{-'_él], nonm agnetic m etals E,E], carbon nan-—
otubes [_'Z], and ferrom agnets i_é]. Here we use the in—
dividual spin—resolved energy levels in a quantum dot to
nvestigate the physics ofa bulk m agnetic electrode. T he
soin polarization in them agnet a ects electron tunneling
via the dot levels in two ways. F irst, tunneling rates are
di erent for spin-up and soin-dow n electrons; we dem on—
strate how the tunneling polarization can bem easured by
using quantum -dot states as spin  lters -'_[9]. Second, as
a function ofm agnetic eld, the electrochem ical poten—
tialofthe m agnetic electrode shifts relative to the energy
kevels in the dot. P reviously, tunnehng polarizations th]
and ekctrochen ical shifts [13] have been m easured by
other techniques in larger devices having continuous den-—
sities ofelectronic states. By probing at the levelofsingle
quantum states, we are able to com pare both e ects in
one device. W e also achieve m ore precise m easurem ents
ofthe electrochem icalshiftswhich dem onstrate that they
are not determ ined purely by the buk properties of the
m agnet, as hasbeen assum ed previously Ql,:_l-é

Our quantum dot is an Al particke, 510 nm In di-
am eter, connected by A L0 3 tunnel junctions to an A1
electrode on one side and a cobalt or nickel electrode on
the other Fig.1, Inset). W e use an A lparticle tom Ini-
m ize spin-orbit coupling, so that electronic states w ithin
the particle are to a good approxin ation purely soin-up
or spin-down ;_é]. D evice fabrication is done follow ing
the recipe in K], except that in the nalstep we deposit
80 nm ofm agneticCo orNiat a pressureof 2 107
torr to form the second electrode. W e conduct tunnel-
Ingm easurem ents In a dilution refrigerator, using Iered
electrical lines that provide an electronic base tem pera—
ture ofapproxim ately 40 m K .Beyond a threshold voltage
determm ined by the charging energy, electron tunneling via
Individualquantum statesin the A lparticlke producesdis—
crete steps in the IV curve i_ES] or equivalently peaks in

dI=dV vs.V Fig.1l). The sign ofbias refers to the sign
applied to the A lelectrode. Figure 2 show s how the en—
ergy levels in the particle undergo Zeem an spin-splitting
as a function ofm agnetic eld B, applied In the plane
of the nitride m em brane) E]. The Co-lead sam ple also
exhibitsnonlnearities orB < 03 T, possbly associated
w ith m agnetic-dom ain rotation.
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FIG.1. (Inset) C ross—sectional device schem atic. (@)
D i erential conductance vs.V for device Ni# 1 wih one Ni
electrode, and () for device Co# 1 with one Co electrode.
M agnetic elds are applied to cause Zeem an splitting of the
spin-up and spin-down resonances.

Before we tum to ourm ain results, we note som e ex—
perin ental details. In order to convert the m easured
volages of the resonances to energy, one must correct
for the capacitive division of V across the two tunnel
Junctions. For a tunneling transition across the nonm ag—
netic V) junction, this is accom plished by m ultiplying V
by eCr=Cy + Cr) and for the ferrom agnetic ) junc—
tion by eCy =Cy + Cr ), whereCy and Cr arethetwo
Jjinction capacitances. T he capacitance ratio can be de-
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term ined by com paring the volage for tunneling through
the sam e state at positive and negative V E]. W emust
also understand whether a resonance corresponds to a
threshold for an electron tunneling on oro the particle,
and across which tunnel junction. T he transitions which
correspond to tunneling between the particle and the Al
electrode can be identi ed by the presence of a shift in
their V positions as the A 1 elctrode is driven from su—
perconducting to nom alby a m agnetic eld, and by the
e ect ofthe superconducting density of states OO S) on
the resonance shape E_S]. The sign ofV then detem ines
w hether an electron is tunneling on or o the particlk.
For the sample N i# 1) shown In Figs. 1 (@) and 2 @b),
the transitionsat positive V. corresoond to tunneling rst
from the dotto the A lelectrode, with eCy =Cy + Cr ) =
042 0.02)e. Forthe samplk Co# 1) In Figs.1 ) and
2 (c), at positive V electrons are Initially tunneling from
the C o electrode to the particlke, and eCy =Cy + Cr ) =
044 0.01)e.
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FIG.2. dI=dV vs.volage and m agnetic eld for (@)
device Ni# 1 and (c) Co# 1. The scales extend from 0 to (@)
02 Sand () 2 S.W hite indicatesdI=dV valuesbeyond the
scale m axinum , and in (c) black indicates negative values.

W ewillnow analyze how the currents carried by indi-
vidual states allow m easurem ents of spin-dependent tun—
neling rates. T he resistances of our tunnel jinctions are
su ciently large (@t least 1 M h=e®) that trans-
port can bem odeled by sequentialtunneling i_l-;a",:_l-ﬁi] The
analysis takes a particularly sin ple form when theo set
charge t_l-i_’;] has a value that pem its tunneling at a low
valie ofV so that only a single orbitalstate on the quan—
tum dot contributes to current ow near the tunneling
threshold {14,15]. T his is the case for sample Co# 1; the
thresholds form ore com plicated non-equilbrium tunnel

Ing processes, nvolring the lowest-energy even-electron

excited state §],areV < 58mV orV > 42mV atB =0

In this sam ple. In generalthe sin pl equilbrium tunnel-
Ing regin e can be achieved for any nanoparticle device

m ade w ith a gate electrode so that the o set charge can
be adjisted {15]. In Fig. 3 (@) we show the IV curve or
sample Cof 1 with B = 1 T to Zeem an-split the reso-
nances. The rst step In current for either sign ofV cor-
responds In this sam ple to an electron tunneling through

only a soin-up (m aprity-spin) state. T he sequentialtun—
neling theory E[Z_I] predicts that these tw o currents should

have identicalm agniudes,

Ly=34 J=enwy=(v+ x); 1)

where » isthe bare tunneling rate between the m agnet
and the spin-up state, and y isthe tunneling rate to the
A lelkctrode. The fact that the steps do have the sam e
m agniude con m s that electrons are tunneling via just
one state. W hen ¥V jis Increased to pem it tunneling
through either the spin-up or spin-down state, the pre—
d_ictgd values for the total current, using the m ethods in
t[3,14], are for positive and negative V ,
en (rnt+ )

Ly = ——— @)
Nt vt 4

ZeN
l+ N:vv+ N=#.

E I= @)
W e have m ade use of tin ereversal sym m etry which re—
quires that the tunneling rates from the nonm agnetic
electrode to both Zeem an-gpolit states should be the sam e.
Thishasbeen veri ed in a previous experin ent :_[-1_13] We
have also neglected spin relaxation based on experin ental
lin its of relaxation ratesslowerthan 5 10 s ' in A lpar-
ticles w ith A lelectrodes (5], m uch slower than the tun—
neling rates. Equations (1)-(3) can be inverted to deter-
mine y, vn,and 4 from L1, Ly ,and I, Fig. 3(@)).
T he resulting tunneling polarization, ( « =t ),
ispositive F ig.3(d)), m eaning that the tunneling rate for
soin-up m apriy) electrons In the ferrom agnet is faster
than for spindown. This sign agrees w ith results for
tunneling from ferrom agnets through A L0 ;3 into thin—
In superconducting A1l €IS devices) 10,161, atthough
the sign is opposite to the polarization ofthe D O S at the
Fem i Jevelw ithin band structure calculations {4]. This
is understood to be due to much larger tunneling m a—
trix elem ents for predom inantly spdand m a prity-spin
electrons com pared to predom nantly d-band m inority
electrons, so that the m atrix elem ents dom inate over the
DOS e ect n determ ining the relative tunneling rates
f_l-g' ,:_L- C:%']. T hem agniude ofthe tunneling polarization that
wemeasure (8-12% ) is considerably less than the values
35-42% found for Co using FIS devices [[(,6], and we
observe some eld dependence not seen In larger sam —
plks Fig.3(d)). Both e ectsm ay indicate in perfections



In our tunnelbarriers; they have not undergone the pro-
cess of optim ization which achieved large polarizations in
larger-area devices 'B-d] T he presence ofany oxidation at
the m agnetic interface can reduce the tunneling polariza—
tion {2d O urbarriersare also veJ:y thin (W ith resistance—
area products less than 200 - m ? com pared to 107-10°
-m? in most prior experim ents {[G,21]), which m ight
reduce the polarization by ncreasing the relative tun-
neling rate of d-states {_Z-Z_i] (H ow ever, recent work on
optim ized largearea F /A L0 3/F tunnel junctions w ith
RA 100 - m? does not show reduced polarization
[‘_2-]_]].) W e have considered whether the m agnetic elec—
trode m ight enhance spin relaxation wihin the particle
so that it should not be neglected. T his cannot explain
the full reduction in our polarization; treating the relax—
ation rate asa free param eter, them axin um polarization
consistent w ith the current steps In Fig. 3 @) is 21% .
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FIG. 3. (@) Current vs. voltage curve for device Co# 1
forB = 1T, showing the range 0fV where tunneling occurs
via one pair of Zeem an-split energy levels. (b) Energy—level
diagram s at each current step. B lack horizontal arrow s show
the threshold tunneling transition. G ray arrow s depict other
transitionswhich contrbute to the current. (c) T he tunneling
rates v, s,and y detem Ined as described in the text. (d)
Tunneling polarization for device Co# 1.

In Figs. 1 (b) and 2(c) at negative V, som e higher-
energy soin-down resonances produce dI=dV < 0, m ean—
Ing that they decrease the totalcurrent. This is a conse—
quence of the slower rate of tunneling for m inority-spin
electrons; an electron in the spin-down state blocks cur-
rent ow through the spin-up channel until the electron
tunnels slow Iy to the F electrode. By hcorporating ad—
ditional states into the sequentialtunneling m odel, we

nd a tunneling polarization of 15 6% for the second
Zeem an pair n sample Co# 1.

Let us now consider the V positions of the tunneling
resonances as a function of B. The m agnitude of the
Zeem an splitting is sin ilar to previous m easurem ents n
altA 1devices E]. A fter converting from V to energy as
described above, we determ ine the g-factor according to

Egeeman = 9 B . For the levels in N# 1, g is be-
tween 1.83 0.05 and 1.90 007, In Co# 1 between
1.98 007 and 2.05 0.06, and In the other devices

discussed in this paper, 1.9 g 2:0. However, the
data n Fig.2 di er from studiesw ith non-m agnetic elec—
trodes E_E;:_l-ﬁ] in that the slopes of the spin-up and spin-—
down Zeem an shifts are not sym m etric about 0; in F igs.
2 (@) the m idpoints of the Zeem an-split states tend to
higher ¥ jas a fiinction ofB and in Fig. 2 (c) they tend
to lower values of 37 j. Thise ect is expected In single—
electron transistors (SET s) m ade w ith m agnetic com po—
nents, as a result ofa eld-dependent change in a m ag—
net’sekctrochen icalpotential [[1,14]. A related shift has
been observed In m icron-scaleN i/Co/N i, Co/Ni/Co,and
Al/Co/A1SETs l_l-il:] W hen a magnetic eld is applied
toanybuk metal, twill ip som e electron spinsto align
wih B . Because a ferrom agnet has di erent densities
of states at the Fem i level for m a prity— and m noriy—
spin states, the electrochem icalpotentialm ust shift w ith
B to accomm odate the Ipped soins. The m agnitude of
the shift w JJla]so be enhanced by exchange interactions
In the m agnet ﬂ2.] W e will param eterize the shift by
the variable S, such that for an isolated m agnetic sam ple

Er B) =S gB. W hen a magnet is incorporated as
one electrode in an otherw ise nonm agnetic SET , the ex—
perin ental consequences of this shift are equivalent to a
change in the energy ofall the states in the nanopartjc]e
by the am ount dE =dB = 5SCr=Cyx +Cr) Il]:] This
analysis assum es that them agnetic eld does not induce
any rearrangem ents of charge density (see below ).

W ithin each sample, the average slopes of the dif-
ferent Zeem an-split pairs correspond to the sam e value
of S wihin measuram ent uncertainty. For the data
In Figs. 2(@b), the average slopes are 2.6 02)

10 2 mV /Tesha forpositive V. and (185 02) 102
mV /Tesla for negative V, giving In both cases S =
045 004. For non-interacting electronsw ith di erent
m a prity and m nority densities of states per unit energy
attheFem ilkvel, - and 4,theD O S polarization would
givea shit S = (1=2)g[(~ #)=(n+ )], wheregis
the g-factor {_l-]_;,'}-g] T herefore a positive sign forS corre—



sponds to a greater density ofm inority-soin states at the
Fem i level, in agreem ent w ith band structure calcula—
tions for Niand Co f_l-]'] H ow ever, the m agniude of the
m easured shift is surprisingly sm all. B and-structure cal-
culations orNigive 4= » = 85 f_l-j], so that one would
expect S > 0.79. W e write this as a lower lim i, because
exchange interactions should increase S relative to pre—
dictions for non-interacting electrons l_l-gi] For two other
devicesw ih a N ielectrode, m ade by the sam e procedure,
we nd even m ore striking discrepancies: S = 0.15 01
and 02 0l. For 3 samples wih a Co electrode, for
which band structure calculations suggest that S > 0.59
{[7], weobserves = 01 01,037 005 (®rCot# 1),
and 0.7 01. Even though the electrochem ical shift is
expected to be a buk property ofthe m agnet '_ﬂlj.';[gl], we

nd signi cant sam pleto-sam ple variations for the shift
In the m agnet’s electrochem ical potential relative to the
A lpartick.

W e propose that the explanation ofthese discrepancies
is that a m agnetic eld m ay produce rearrangem ents In
the charge distribution Inside a m agnetic tunnel jinction
that w ill shift the energy levels of the particle as a func—
tion of B, with di erent strengths In each device. The
predom inantly d-band characterofthem inority electrons
In Co orN iw ill cause their w avefiinctions to decay overa
shorter distance as they penetrate into the tunnelbarrier
than for the predom nantly spband m aprity electrons
f_Z-%']. T herefore, as an applied m agnetic eld transfers
electrons from m nority to m a prity states, som e charge
density at the surface of the m agnet should shift slightly
tow ard the barrier region l_2-§] M ore com plicated spin—
dependent Interface states could act sim ilarly. T he sign
of the e ect should cause the m easured values of S to
decrease for Ni and Co electrodes, and the m agnitude
w ill be given by the work that the m oving charge does
on an elctron in the particle. M aking the approxin ation
that the spin-dependent densities at them agnet's surface
are sim ilar to the bulk, the charge density per unit area
w hich changes spin at the last m onolayer of the m agnet
is ean 39 gB=(n+ 4),wherea isthe lattice con—
stant. If the average position for charges in the m inority
and m aprity states di ers by x at the surface layer,
then this charge m ovem ent should change the m easured
electrochem ical shift by

2

s Sga( x)—1 @)
& ol
Og n + #

12 xA )

foreithera C o orN ielectrode. T herefore even in m icron—
scale devices [_i]_:], x as anallas 001 A may decrease
S by 10% , and foil attem pts to m easure the DO S polar-
ization. In our devices, which have possibly non-unifom
tunnelbarriers, variations in X by lssthan 0.05 A can
explain the sam ple-to-sam ple di erences.

In summary, we have studied tunneling between a

bulk ferrom agnet and the spin-resolved energy levels n a
quantum dot. The energy lvels can be used as spin
ters, pem itting a m easurem ent ofthe di erent tunneling
rates from the m agnet for soin-up and spin-down elec—
trons. A s a function of B, the electrochem ical potential
In the m agnet shifts relative to the energy levels in the
quantum dot. In addition to the shift that is expected
due to the m agnet’s bulk density-ofstates polarization
f_l-]_;], we suggest that there is an in portant contribution
from B -dependent redistributions of charge at the m ag—
netic interface.
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