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U sing single quantum states as spin �lters to study spin polarization in ferrom agnets
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By m easuring electron tunneling between a ferrom agnet and individualenergy levels in an alu-

m inum quantum dot,weshow how spin-resolved quantum statescan beused as�ltersto determ ine

spin-dependent tunneling rates. W e also observe m agnetic-�eld-dependent shifts in the m agnet’s

electrochem icalpotentialrelative to the dot’s energy levels. The shifts vary between sam ples and

are generally sm allerthan expected from the m agnet’sspin-polarized density ofstates.W e suggest

thatthey are a�ected by �eld-dependentcharge redistribution atthe m agnetic interface.

PACS num bers:73.23.Hk,75.50.Cc,75.70.Cn

Q uantum dots are usefulfor studying electron spins,

because they allow individualspin-resolved statesto be

exam ined in detail. Previous experim ents have probed

spin physicswithin severaltypesofquantum dots:sem i-

conductors[1{4],nonm agnetic m etals[5,6],carbon nan-

otubes [7], and ferrom agnets [8]. Here we use the in-

dividualspin-resolved energy levelsin a quantum dotto

investigatethephysicsofabulk m agneticelectrode.The

spin polarization in them agneta�ectselectron tunneling

via the dotlevelsin two ways.First,tunneling ratesare

di�erentforspin-up and spin-down electrons;wedem on-

stratehow thetunnelingpolarizationcan bem easured by

using quantum -dotstates as spin �lters [9]. Second,as

a function ofm agnetic �eld,the electrochem icalpoten-

tialofthem agneticelectrodeshiftsrelativetotheenergy

levelsin thedot.Previously,tunneling polarizations[10]

and electrochem icalshifts [11]have been m easured by

othertechniquesin largerdeviceshavingcontinuousden-

sitiesofelectronicstates.Byprobingatthelevelofsingle

quantum states,we are able to com pare both e�ects in

one device. W e also achieve m ore precise m easurem ents

oftheelectrochem icalshiftswhich dem onstratethatthey

are notdeterm ined purely by the bulk propertiesofthe

m agnet,ashasbeen assum ed previously [11,12].

O ur quantum dot is an Alparticle, 5-10 nm in di-

am eter,connected by Al2O 3 tunneljunctions to an Al

electrodeon one sideand a cobaltornickelelectrodeon

the other(Fig.1,inset). W e use an Alparticle to m ini-

m izespin-orbitcoupling,so thatelectronicstateswithin

the particle are to a good approxim ation purely spin-up

orspin-down [5,6]. Device fabrication is done following

the recipein [5],exceptthatin the�nalstep wedeposit

80 nm ofm agneticCo orNiata pressureof� 2� 10� 7

torr to form the second electrode. W e conduct tunnel-

ingm easurem entsin adilution refrigerator,using�ltered

electricallinesthatprovide an electronic base tem pera-

tureofapproxim ately40m K .Beyond athreshold voltage

determ ined bythechargingenergy,electrontunnelingvia

individualquantum statesin theAlparticleproducesdis-

crete stepsin the I-V curve [5]orequivalently peaksin

dI=dV vs.V (Fig.1).The sign ofbiasrefersto the sign

applied to the Alelectrode.Figure 2 showshow the en-

ergy levelsin theparticleundergo Zeem an spin-splitting

asa function ofm agnetic �eld (B ,applied in the plane

ofthe nitride m em brane) [5]. The Co-lead sam ple also

exhibitsnonlinearitiesforB < 0.3 T,possibly associated

with m agnetic-dom ain rotation.
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FIG .1. (inset) Cross-sectional device schem atic. (a)

D i�erentialconductance vs.V for device Ni# 1 with one Ni

electrode, and (b) for device Co# 1 with one Co electrode.

M agnetic �elds are applied to cause Zeem an splitting ofthe

spin-up and spin-down resonances.

Before we turn to ourm ain results,we note som e ex-

perim ental details. In order to convert the m easured

voltages ofthe resonances to energy,one m ust correct

for the capacitive division of V across the two tunnel

junctions.Fora tunneling transition acrossthenonm ag-

netic(N)junction,thisisaccom plished by m ultiplyingV

by eCF =(CN + CF )and forthe ferrom agnetic (F)junc-

tion by eCN =(CN + CF ),whereCN and CF arethe two

junction capacitances.The capacitance ratio can be de-
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term ined by com paringthevoltagefortunnelingthrough

the sam e state atpositive and negative V [5]. W e m ust

also understand whether a resonance corresponds to a

threshold foran electron tunneling on oro� theparticle,

and acrosswhich tunneljunction.Thetransitionswhich

correspond to tunneling between theparticleand theAl

electrode can be identi�ed by the presence ofa shift in

their V positions as the Alelectrode is driven from su-

perconducting to norm alby a m agnetic�eld,and by the

e�ectofthesuperconducting density ofstates(DO S)on

the resonance shape [5]. The sign ofV then determ ines

whether an electron is tunneling on or o� the particle.

For the sam ple (Ni# 1) shown in Figs.1(a) and 2(a,b),

thetransitionsatpositiveV correspond totunneling�rst

from thedotto theAlelectrode,with eCF =(CN + CF )=

(0.42 � 0.02)e.Forthesam ple(Co# 1)in Figs.1(b)and

2(c),atpositive V electronsare initially tunneling from

theCo electrodeto the particle,and eCN =(CN + CF )=

(0.44 � 0.01)e.
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FIG .2. dI=dV vs.voltage and m agnetic �eld for (a,b)

deviceNi# 1 and (c)Co# 1.Thescalesextend from 0 to (a,b)

0.2 �S and (c)2�S.W hiteindicatesdI=dV valuesbeyond the

scale m axim um ,and in (c)black indicatesnegative values.

W ewillnow analyzehow the currentscarried by indi-

vidualstatesallow m easurem entsofspin-dependenttun-

neling rates.The resistancesofourtunneljunctionsare

su�ciently large (at least 1 M 
 � h=e2) that trans-

portcan bem odeled by sequentialtunneling[13,14].The

analysistakesa particularly sim pleform when theo�set

charge [13]has a value thatperm its tunneling ata low

valueofV sothatonly a singleorbitalstateon thequan-

tum dot contributes to current ow near the tunneling

threshold [14,15].Thisisthe caseforsam ple Co# 1;the

thresholdsform orecom plicated non-equilibrium tunnel-

ing processes,involving the lowest-energy even-electron

excited state[9],areV < -5.8m V orV > 4.2m V atB = 0

in thissam ple.In generalthesim pleequilibrium tunnel-

ing regim e can be achieved for any nanoparticle device

m adewith a gateelectrodeso thatthe o�setchargecan

be adjusted [15].In Fig.3(a)weshow the I-V curvefor

sam ple Co# 1 with B = 1 T to Zeem an-split the reso-

nances.The�rststep in currentforeithersign ofV cor-

respondsin thissam pleto an electron tunneling through

only aspin-up (m ajority-spin)state.Thesequentialtun-

nelingtheory [14]predictsthatthesetwocurrentsshould

haveidenticalm agnitudes,

I1+ = jI1� j= e"N =(" + N ); (1)

where " isthe bare tunneling rate between the m agnet

and thespin-up state,and N isthetunnelingratetothe

Alelectrode. The factthatthe stepsdo have the sam e

m agnitudecon�rm sthatelectronsaretunneling via just

one state. W hen jV jis increased to perm it tunneling

through either the spin-up or spin-down state,the pre-

dicted valuesforthe totalcurrent,using the m ethodsin

[13,14],areforpositive and negativeV ,

I2+ =
eN (" + #)

N + " + #
; (2)

jI2� j=
2eN

1+ N =" + N =#
: (3)

W e have m ade use oftim e-reversalsym m etry which re-

quires that the tunneling rates from the nonm agnetic

electrodetoboth Zeem an-splitstatesshould bethesam e.

Thishasbeen veri�ed in a previousexperim ent[15].W e

havealsoneglected spin relaxationbasedon experim ental

lim itsofrelaxationratesslowerthan 5� 107 s� 1 in Alpar-

ticleswith Alelectrodes[15],m uch slowerthan the tun-

neling rates.Equations(1)-(3)can be inverted to deter-

m ine N ,",and # from I1+ ,I2+ ,and I2� (Fig.3(c)).

Theresulting tunneling polarization,(" � #)=(" + #),

ispositive(Fig.3(d)),m eaningthatthetunnelingratefor

spin-up (m ajority)electronsin the ferrom agnetisfaster

than for spin-down. This sign agrees with results for

tunneling from ferrom agnets through Al2O 3 into thin-

�lm superconducting Al(FIS devices) [10,16],although

thesign isoppositeto thepolarization oftheDO S atthe

Ferm ilevelwithin band structurecalculations[17].This

is understood to be due to m uch larger tunneling m a-

trix elem ents for predom inantly sp-band m ajority-spin

electrons com pared to predom inantly d-band m inority

electrons,so thatthem atrix elem entsdom inateoverthe

DO S e�ect in determ ining the relative tunneling rates

[18,19].Them agnitudeofthetunnelingpolarizationthat

we m easure (8-12% )isconsiderably lessthan the values

35-42% found for Co using FIS devices [10,16],and we

observe som e �eld dependence not seen in larger sam -

ples(Fig.3(d)).Both e�ectsm ay indicateim perfections
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in ourtunnelbarriers;they havenotundergonethe pro-

cessofoptim ization which achieved largepolarizationsin

larger-areadevices[20].Thepresenceofany oxidation at

them agneticinterfacecan reducethetunneling polariza-

tion [20].O urbarriersarealsoverythin (with resistance-

areaproductslessthan 200
-�m 2 com pared to 107-1010


-�m 2 in m ostprior experim ents [10,21]),which m ight

reduce the polarization by increasing the relative tun-

neling rate ofd-states [22]. (However,recent work on

optim ized large-area F/Al2O 3/F tunneljunctions with

RA � 100 
-�m2 does not show reduced polarization

[21].) W e have considered whether the m agnetic elec-

trode m ightenhance spin relaxation within the particle

so thatitshould notbe neglected. Thiscannotexplain

thefullreduction in ourpolarization;treating the relax-

ation rateasafreeparam eter,them axim um polarization

consistentwith the currentstepsin Fig.3(a)is21% .
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FIG .3. (a) Current vs.voltage curve for device Co# 1

forB = 1 T,showing the range ofV where tunneling occurs

via one pair ofZeem an-split energy levels. (b) Energy-level

diagram sateach currentstep.Black horizontalarrowsshow

the threshold tunneling transition. G ray arrowsdepictother

transitionswhich contributetothecurrent.(c)Thetunneling

rates",#,and N determ ined asdescribed in thetext.(d)

Tunneling polarization fordevice Co# 1.

In Figs. 1(b) and 2(c) at negative V , som e higher-

energy spin-down resonancesproduce dI=dV < 0,m ean-

ing thatthey decreasethetotalcurrent.Thisisa conse-

quence ofthe slowerrate oftunneling form inority-spin

electrons;an electron in the spin-down state blockscur-

rentow through the spin-up channeluntilthe electron

tunnelsslowly to the F electrode. By incorporating ad-

ditionalstates into the sequential-tunneling m odel, we

�nd a tunneling polarization of15� 6% for the second

Zeem an pairin sam pleCo# 1.

Letus now considerthe V positions ofthe tunneling

resonances as a function ofB . The m agnitude ofthe

Zeem an splitting issim ilarto previousm easurem entsin

all-Aldevices[5]. Afterconverting from V to energy as

described above,we determ ine the g-factoraccording to

�E Z eem an = g�B B . For the levels in Ni# 1, g is be-

tween 1.83 � 0.05 and 1.90 � 0.07,in Co# 1 between

1.98 � 0.07 and 2.05 � 0.06,and in the other devices

discussed in this paper,1.9 � g � 2:0. However,the

data in Fig.2 di�erfrom studieswith non-m agneticelec-

trodes[5,15]in thatthe slopesofthe spin-up and spin-

down Zeem an shiftsarenotsym m etric about0;in Figs.

2(a,b)the m idpoints ofthe Zeem an-splitstates tend to

higherjV jasa function ofB and in Fig.2(c)they tend

to lowervaluesofjV j. Thise�ectisexpected in single-

electron transistors(SETs)m ade with m agnetic com po-

nents,asa resultofa �eld-dependentchange in a m ag-

net’selectrochem icalpotential[11,12].A relatedshifthas

been observed in m icron-scaleNi/Co/Ni,Co/Ni/Co,and

Al/Co/AlSETs [11]. W hen a m agnetic �eld is applied

to any bulk m etal,itwillip som eelectron spinsto align

with B . Because a ferrom agnet has di�erent densities

ofstates at the Ferm ilevelfor m ajority-and m inority-

spin states,theelectrochem icalpotentialm ustshiftwith

B to accom m odate the ipped spins. The m agnitude of

the shiftwillalso be enhanced by exchange interactions

in the m agnet [12]. W e willparam eterize the shift by

thevariableS,such thatforan isolated m agneticsam ple

�E F (B ) = S�B B . W hen a m agnet is incorporated as

oneelectrodein an otherwisenonm agneticSET,the ex-

perim entalconsequencesofthisshiftareequivalentto a

changein theenergy ofallthestatesin thenanoparticle

bytheam ountdE =dB = � �B SCF =(CN + CF )[11].This

analysisassum esthatthem agnetic�eld doesnotinduce

any rearrangem entsofchargedensity (see below).

W ithin each sam ple, the average slopes of the dif-

ferent Zeem an-split pairs correspond to the sam e value

of S within m easurem ent uncertainty. For the data

in Figs. 2(a,b), the average slopes are (2.6 � 0.2) �

10� 2 m V/Tesla forpositive V and (1.85 � 0.2)� 10� 2

m V/Tesla for negative V , giving in both cases S =

0:45 � 0:04.Fornon-interacting electronswith di�erent

m ajority and m inority densitiesofstatesperunitenergy

attheFerm ilevel,�" and �#,theDO S polarization would

givea shiftS = � (1=2)g[(�" � �#)=(�" + �#)],whereg is

theg-factor[11,12].Thereforeapositivesign forS corre-
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spondsto a greaterdensity ofm inority-spin statesatthe

Ferm ilevel,in agreem ent with band structure calcula-

tionsforNiand Co [17].However,them agnitude ofthe

m easured shiftissurprisingly sm all.Band-structurecal-

culationsforNigive�#=�" = 8.5 [17],so thatonewould

expectS > 0.79.W ewritethisasa lowerlim it,because

exchange interactions should increase S relative to pre-

dictionsfornon-interacting electrons[12].Fortwo other

deviceswith aNielectrode,m adeby thesam eprocedure,

we�nd even m orestriking discrepancies:S = 0.15 � 0.1

and 0.2 � 0.1. For 3 sam ples with a Co electrode,for

which band structurecalculationssuggestthatS > 0.59

[17],we observeS = 0.1 � 0.1,0.37 � 0.05 (forCo# 1),

and 0.7 � 0.1. Even though the electrochem icalshiftis

expected to bea bulk property ofthem agnet[11,12],we

�nd signi�cantsam ple-to-sam ple variationsforthe shift

in the m agnet’selectrochem icalpotentialrelative to the

Alparticle.

W eproposethattheexplanation ofthesediscrepancies

isthata m agnetic �eld m ay produce rearrangem entsin

thechargedistribution insidea m agnetictunneljunction

thatwillshiftthe energy levelsofthe particleasa func-

tion ofB ,with di�erent strengths in each device. The

predom inantlyd-band characterofthem inorityelectrons

in CoorNiwillcausetheirwavefunctionstodecay overa

shorterdistanceasthey penetrateintothetunnelbarrier

than for the predom inantly sp-band m ajority electrons

[22]. Therefore,as an applied m agnetic �eld transfers

electronsfrom m inority to m ajority states,som e charge

density atthesurfaceofthem agnetshould shiftslightly

toward the barrier region [23]. M ore com plicated spin-

dependentinterface statescould actsim ilarly. The sign

ofthe e�ect should cause the m easured values ofS to

decrease for Niand Co electrodes,and the m agnitude

willbe given by the work that the m oving charge does

on an electron in theparticle.M akingtheapproxim ation

thatthespin-dependentdensitiesatthem agnet’ssurface

are sim ilarto the bulk,the chargedensity perunitarea

which changesspin atthe lastm onolayerofthe m agnet

is� � ea�"�#g�B B =(�" + �#),wherea isthelatticecon-

stant.Iftheaverageposition forchargesin them inority

and m ajority states di�ers by �x at the surface layer,

then thischarge m ovem entshould change the m easured

electrochem icalshiftby

�S � �
e2

�0
ga(�x)

�"�#

�" + �#
(4)

� � 12�x=�A (5)

foreitheraCoorNielectrode.Thereforeeven in m icron-

scale devices [11],�x as sm allas 0.01 �A m ay decrease

S by 10% ,and foilattem ptsto m easurethe DO S polar-

ization.In ourdevices,which havepossibly non-uniform

tunnelbarriers,variationsin �x by lessthan 0.05 �A can

explain the sam ple-to-sam pledi�erences.

In sum m ary, we have studied tunneling between a

bulk ferrom agnetand thespin-resolved energy levelsin a

quantum dot. The energy levelscan be used asspin �l-

ters,perm ittingam easurem entofthedi�erenttunneling

rates from the m agnet for spin-up and spin-down elec-

trons. Asa function ofB ,the electrochem icalpotential

in the m agnetshifts relative to the energy levelsin the

quantum dot. In addition to the shift that is expected

due to the m agnet’s bulk density-of-states polarization

[11],we suggestthatthere isan im portantcontribution

from B -dependentredistributionsofcharge atthe m ag-

netic interface.
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