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Spin current shot noise as a probe of interactions in m esoscopic system s
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It is shown that the soin resolved current shot noise can probe attractive or repulsive interactions

In m esoscopic system s. This is illustrated in two physical situations :

i) a nom alsuperconducting

Junction where the spin current noise is found to be zero, and 1ii) a single electron transistor (SET ),
w here the spin current noise is found to be P oissonian. R epulsive interactionsm ay also kad to weak
attractive correlations (punching of opposite spins) in conditions far from equilbrium . Spin current
shot noise can also be used to m easure the soin relaxation tim e T1, and a set-up is proposed in a

quantum dot geom etry.

PACS numbers: 72.704m , 7225, 74454 c, 7323 Hk

Non-equilbrium noise plays a key role in m esoscopic
physics 'E}]. Low -tem perature correlations of the time
uctuations of the electronic current indeed give unique
Infom ation about the charge and the statistics of quasi-
particles. For non-interacting electrons, the scattering
approach isvery pow erfiil for a variety of system s 'E:,:_Zi, ::J"].
T he reduction of shot noise from the Schottky value orig—
nates from the Pauli exclusion principle which forbids
tw o wavepadkets w ith the sam e quantum num bers to be
superin posed EL']. O n the other hand, Coulom b Interac—
tions also act In correlating w avepackets, and noise is in—
deed m ore sensitive to Interactionsthan the conductance.
Coulomb interactionsm ay decrease or Increase noise cor-
relations, depending on the physical regin es [_5, '{;, :j].
Full counting statistics are also prom ising as a probe of
interactions t_g]. Yet, in a given m esoscopic structure, the
e ects on the shot noise of Ferm 1 statistics and of inter—
actions are intim ately m ixed. In contrast, we propose in
this Letter that spin—resolved shot noise can unam bigu—
ously probe the e ects of electronic interactions. The
basic idea is that the Pauli principle acts only on elec—
trons w ith the sam e spin. T herefore currents wavepack—
ets carried by quasiparticles w ith opposite spins are only
correlated by the interactions.

Spin-resolved shot noise has received very little atten—
tion up to now , contrarily to the total current shot noise.
For instance, spin shot noise was recently considered in
absence of charge current i_ﬁ]. O n the other hand, the ef-
fect of a spin-polarized current on charge and spin noise
was investigated, with com plex behaviours due to spin
accum ulation I_l-gl] Noise isalso an e cient probe ortest—
Ing quantum correlations in two-electron spin-entangled
states [_i]_:,:_l-gi, :_L-.E:, :_l-é_;] or electron spin teleportation f_l-§']
In contrast, we consider here sin ple and generalm eso—
soopic structures in w hich the average current isnot spin—
polarized, but where the currents carried by quasiparti-
cles w ith di erent soins can be separately m easured. A
possble set-up for this purpose w ill be descrbed at the
end of this Letter. To clarify our statem ent, let us st
consider a generalm esoscopic device m ade of a nom al

m etal w ith non-interacting electrons, non m agnetic ter-
m nals i;j,.., and one channel for sin plicity (generaliza-
tion is obvious). In absence ofm agnetic elds and spin

scattering of any kind, the scattering m atrix is diagonal
in the spin variabke and spin-independent, s ~
This trivially leads to spin-independent averaged cur-
rents hI; i = hI; i. In a sinilar way, spin-resolved
noise, de ned as S ‘¢ ) = in1,® Ijo(to) +

I,°() I; ©i, where I, ® = I, ) hL 1, can be
evaluated. One easily nds that at any frequency the
noise power between term inals i and j is diagonalin the
spin variables, Sij ’ (') = 0S5 (!). Thus, choosing
an arbirary spin axis z, the total (charge) current noise
st = sy,

sp _ ##
siP=s; +sif s

0Siy .

"+ Sfj# + S;'j# + Sfj" and the spin current noise

i ;j# Sfj" , de ned as the correlation
of the spin currents TP (t) = T, © I (t), are strictly
equal. On the contrary, in presence of Coulomb interac—
tions, one expects that S ;j# =S fj" 6 0, or equivalently
S{¥ 6 S{'. Thiscan happen for instance ifthe scattering
m atrix couples carriers w ith opposite spins, as A ndreev
scattering at a nom al superconductor NS) interface,
or In quantum dots in presence of strong Coulomb re-
pulsion. The sign of the correlation Sfj" bunching or
antbunching) is of special interest.

Letus rstoconsidera NS junction, where S is a singlet
superconductor and N a nom alm etal. The scattering
m atrix coupling electron () and holes () quasiparticles
In the metal is com posed of spin-conserving nom al ele—
ments s, , S, » and Andreev elements s, , §,, Cou-
pling opposite spins. Tf}g ca]cu]a;cjon of the total zero-
frequency noise S = ¢S , ushg the unitarity
of the scattering m atrix, reduces at zero tem perature to
the welltknown result S = %T rls.  Sne (L sfkeshe)],
w here the trace ism ade on the channel indexes [_1§, :_l-]']
W e rem ark here that it is easy to calculate the spin—
resolved correlations S and S , and to check that
they are exactly equal. The result of this observation is
that for a NS junction, at T = 0, the spin current shot
noise is strictly zero, S°° = 0. T he current correlation be—
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FIG .1: TheSET transport sequence a) B etw een charge states
N = 0Oand 1l : rates 1 from reservoir L and  to reservoir
R; b) Between charge statesN = 1 and 2 : rates x  from
reservoirL, (1 X) 1 to reservoir L and R to reservoirR .

tween electrons w ith opposite spins is S"* = §"", there-
fore positive. This "bunching" of opposite soins carriers
is an obvious consequence of the A ndreev process, since
each spin-up quasiparticlk crossing the jinction is accom —
panied by a spin-down quasiparticle. T his nearly instan—
taneous correlation is due to the conversion of C ooper
pair wavepackets in S, into pairs of nom alw avepackets
which carry no spin, therefore the spin current noise is
zero. Tt hasbeen discussed in a three-termm nalgeom etry
in Ref. 8.
Let us now tum to a very di erent situation, that of
a quantum dot in the Coulomb blockade regim e. Here,
Instead of the attractive correlations m anifested by the
NS Hunction, repulsive correlations are expected. Let
us consider a small island connected by tunnel barri-
ers to nom al leads L and R wih electrochem ical po—
tentials &, such asev = | r Fi. :_]:). The
soectrum  of this quantum dot is supposed to be dis-
crete, eg. the couplings 1 & 2 r Nz O) to
the leads verify g << ", the level spacing. W e
also assumethatmax €V;kg T) >> h g and thatonly
one level of energy E, sits between g and 1. The
dot can be In three possibl charge states, depending
on whether the Jvel is occupied by zero, one or two
ekectrons 1. -'}'). These states will be indexed as
N =0,N =1 wih spins ", #) and N = 2. Let us
denote as U N ) the Coulomb energy for the state N,
Erg W)= Ep Lr +UN + 1) U®N) the en—
ergy to add an elctron to state N from ladsL;R, and
E gWN)= Eo+ 1p+tUWN 1) U N ) the en—
ergy to rem ove an electron from state N towards L;R.
Letus furtherassumethat E [ (0), E , (1) << kgT.
This in plies that the transitions from N = 0 to 1 In-
volve electrons com ing only from L, and the transi-
tions from N = 1 to 0 Involve electrons going only into
R . Let us allow the Coulomb energy to vary and con—
sider the possbility of transitions from N = 1 to 2,
only from L, eg. E , ) << ksT. Yet, E [ (1)

can take any valie. This describes the follow ng sit—
uation : if E [ (1) >> ks T, the transition to state
N = 2 is frbidden and one has the sinple SET case
wih only two charge statesN = 0, 1, In the resonant
regin e at low tem perature Fig. -'_]:a). If on the con-
trary E [ (1) << kg T, then the three charge states 0,
1, 2 are involved In the charge transport F ig. :g:b) . The
physical situation under consideration corresgoonds for in—
stanceto xingthegatevoltagesuch asU (1) = U (0),and
varying the ratio between ky T and the Coulomb excess
energy U 2) U (1).

_Letusw rite them asterequation describing this system
{9, 20, 21]. Assum ing a constant density of states in
the reservoirs and de ning x as the Fem i finction x =
L+ exp( E [ (1))]', the non—zero transition rates are

LO= 1, g M= x,  M=x1, @=0
x) p and ; @)= g (Fig.db). Then the populations
Po, Pr, Py and p, verify

Lo = 2 1ot r r+ p#)
pr= (r*+*+Xy)prt+t Pt (I X)p+ r)P2
= (rR*TX )Pt Pt (@ X))+ r)pAl)

2= 2(01 x) p+ r)pP2t X 1 v+ Dy)

Let us rst consider the lim it x = 1. Then the transi-
tion rates from L or into R do not depend on the charge
state, which m eans that this lim it is equivalent to that
of a resonant state without Coulomb charging energy.
The solution of Egs. @') factorizes in this case, eg.
pmn;ng) = ple)p s), so that foreach spin com ponent,
the probabilities p (0) and p(l) of em pty and occupied
states verify p(0) = p() = 1p@)+ rp(@). From
this one derives the average current hIi = 2e LL+ RR and
the zero-frequency shot noise Si;(! = 0) = 2ehli(l
(2L+L7:_)2 ), Independently ofthe couple of jinctions i; j=
L;R 1_22‘] M oreover, it is sinpl to check that spin "
and # currents are uncorrelated, thus S:j# = Sfj" = 0, or
equivalently SP = S, as can also been derived by the
scattering m ethod in the quantum coherent regine. W e
thus have another exam ple of the general behavior for
uncorrelated transport.

Let us now consider the SET case X = 0, where
charge transport is m axin ally correlated. The charge
noise is given by the expression Si; (! = 0) = 2ehli(l
(24Lj71)2) [_2-9"] Apart from an e ective doubling of the
rate 1, this result is qualitatively sim ilar to that ob—
tained w thout interactions. T herefore the charge noise
is not the best possbl probe of interactions. W e now
show that, on the contrary, the behaviour of the soin
noise is com pletely di erent. Indeed, using the m ethod
by K orotkov [_Zfl], we nd that

2 1 R ) S.. -

2 L+ r)? 1] @2 .+ r)?

Siy = 2ehTi @)

S,y = ehIid

1]



T he striking result Eg. (;_2)) for S°P resem bles a P oisson
result and correspondstom axin al uctuations. T he cor-
relationsbetw een currents of opposite soins are negative,
like a partition noise. Yet spin-up and soin-down chan—
nels are separated energetically ratherthan spatially, and
w avepackets w ith up or down spins exclide each other
because of interactions rather than statistics.

T he above resul, obtained at zero tem perature w ith
perfect spin coherence inside the island, can be inter-
preted In the ollow ing way : electrons com e from reser-
voir L w ith random spins. Even though the average spin
current is zero, each junction is sequentially crossed {
due to Coulomb repulsion { by elem entary wavepackets
w ith wellde ned but uncorrelated spins. This inplies
very short tim e correlations (on the scale of tunneling
through one of the barriers) therefore the soin current
exhibits P oisson statistics. O n the contrary, charge cur-
rent wavepackets are correlated on tines h= ;, lrading
to the reduction as com pared to the P oisson value. No—
tice that Egs. 6'_2) is a consequence of the restriction to
tw o charge states : as can be easily checked, the analysis
ofthe SET Involvingonly N = 1 and 2 states (nstead of
0, 1) yields exactly the sam e resul.

T he general solution ofE gs. ('_]:) o ersan Interpolation
between the uncorrelated and the m axin ally correlated
regines. W e nd that the average current is given by
hTi= e— o - The soin current noise com ponents

Sij ! (i,#L,R) can also be calculated and do not depend
on the couple (i;j) of junctions chosen. T he expression
for the spin noise is

2 L R

2XLR

(r+ L)(R+XL))

Si¥ = 2ehli (1 €)

T he expression or the total (charge) noise S& is too
lengthy to be w ritten here. Figs. @, -j show s the varia—
tion w ith x ofthe charge and spin current noise. The spin
noise ism aximum forx = 0, decreasesm onotonously and
m erges the charge noise at x = 1. The rok of the asym —
m etry ofthe junctions isvery striking. First, if g > 1,
we nd that S* is aWways larger than S Fig. ), lke
In theidealSET (x = 0).0On theotherhand, if g < 1,
SSP happens to be am aller than S orx > x. R= L
Fig. d). This implies that S"* > 0, contrarily to the
naive expectation for repulsive interactions. T his unex—
pected behaviorcan beexplained asollows : if g < 1,
the Iow charge states are unfavored and the high ones fa—
vored, despite of Coulomb repulsion : orx > x. , p @)
becom es larger than p(0). W hen the SET occasionnally
reaches the state N = 0, a st transition leads to state
1, but then the m ost probabl transition is to state 2
shee [ 1) =x1 > (@)= z :two ekctrons en-
ter the dot successively, w th opposite spins, leading to
a certain degree of bunching. Here the anom aly is due
to a kind of "population inversion" (the m ost energetical
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FIG .2: Spin shot noise and charge shot noise in the SET, as
a function of x (see text) : x = 0 denotes the m axim al corre—
Jlation, x = 1 theuncorrelated case. r = 2 1 :antbunching
of opposite spins.
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FIG.3: SameasFig. 2, r = 02 1 :Dbunching of opposite
spins for x > xc.. The inset show s the probabilities of states
N = 0;1;2 and the population inversion at large x.

state is favoured), m anifesting a strong departure from
equilbrim Fi. :_I’.) . Yet, the e ect is rather weak, less
than 10% , contrarily to theN S jinctionsw here attractive
correlations are 100% .

Letusnow considerhow the above resultsarem odi ed
by spoin relaxation, due for instance to spin-orbit scatter—
Ing. Let us sinply focus on the SET wih two charge
states 0, 1 and introduce a spin—- fp rate T, = st - The
m aster equations w illbe w ritten in this case

Po= 2 1pot r ©r+ py)
pr=  rPr+ LPot 3 et O Pr) @)
Dse= rRPyt+ 1Pt = sf v Dy)

T he introduction of spin relaxation obviously changes
neither the average curent nor the charge shot noise. On
the contrary, the spin shot noise is altered. For instance,
opposite spin noise correlationsbetween junctions L and
R become S, . ehli(G2 2" 5o ) and
can even becom e positive. This results In a spin noise

S;Y = 2ehri; S® = 2ehli——— ®)

LR
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FIG .4: Schem atic set-up for spin current m easurem ent, using
four spinpolarized tem inals (see text).

T he reduction of the spin noise ;5 from the "Pois-
son" value is a ngerprint of soin relaxation. Rem ark—
ably enough, the soin noise on junction L isnot a ected,
since the spins of entering w avepackets are uncorrelated
whatever happens in the island. W hile transient current
m easurem ents have allow ed to m easure T; In presence of
Zeam an splitting f_Z-ﬁ], our result suggests an altemative
m ethod which does not require a m agnetic eld. Notice
that noise was recently proposed to test spin I in ab-
sence of Coulom b repulsion [_2-§]

Let us now propose a set-up for the measurem ent
of spin current correlations in a singleelectron transis—
tor. O nem ay consider a fourtem inalcon guration @-é],
where the two left tetm Inals L1, L2 are ferrom agnetic
m etalsw ith opposite spin polarizations, having the sam e
chem icalpotential ; Fig. 4). Sin ilarly, tem nalsR 1
and R 2 have opposite polarizations, respectively parallel
to those 0fL 1, L2, and the sam e chem icalpotential gz .
TIfthe junction param etersarethe sam e forL 1, L2 on one
hand, and forR 1 and R 2 on the other hand, then the net
current ow ing through the SET is not spin polarized.
Yet, it ispossbl to m easure separately the spin current
com ponents In each of the four term inals, e. g. m easure
the noise correlations Stin1r S11n27 SL1R1r ST 1R 27 €EC...
TIf each term inalgenerates a fully spin-polarized current,
the analysis of this set-up can bem apped onto the above
m odel, and the previous results hold. In the more re-
alistic case where polarization is not perfect, the above
m easuram ent would yield a m ixing ofthe spin noise w ith
the charge noise. Ifthose are su ciently di erent (strong
repulsive correlations), they could still be distinguished,
which allow s to probe the Coulomb correlations by the
m ethod of soin current noise.

In sum m ary, we have proposed to probe the attractive
or repulsive correlations induced by Interactions by m ea—
suring the noise correlations of the spoin com ponents of
the current. This requires not to break the soin sym —
metry In the device, eg. the total current is not spin—
polarized. W e have illustrated this trend on two sinple
and classical m esoscopic devices. First, a NS Junction
show s opposite spin bunching due to attractive correla—
tions. Second, a SET in the sequential regim e show s in

general repulsive correlations (antibunching), but those
can be weakly attractive far from equilbrium . E xten—
sions to other regim es or m uliple dot system s is quite
prom ising.

The authors are grateful to Th. M artin for frui-
fiul discussions conceming the "partition noise" anal-
ogy. LEPES is under convention w ith U niversite Jossph
Fourier.
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