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Abstract

The differential resistance of submicron-size ferromagnet/superconductor interface structures

shows asymmetries as a function of the current through the ferromagnet/superconductor interface.

These asymmetries are a consequence of spin-polarized electron transport from the ferromagnet

to the superconductor, coupled with the Zeeman-splitting of the superconducting quasiparticle

density of states. They are sensitive to the orientation of the magnetization of the ferromagnet, as

the magnetic field required to spin-split the quasiparticle density of states can be provided by the

ferromagnetic element itself.
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Introduction

There has been continuing interest in the past few years in heterostructures that combine

ferromagnetic (F) and superconducting (S) elements. This interest can be broadly divided

into two categories: the superconducting proximity effect in ferromagnets, and spin-polarized

electron transport between ferromagnets and superconductors. In the first category are

included earlier work on FS multilayers [1], more recent work on critical currents in SFS

junctions [2], and long-range superconducting proximity effects in ferromagnets adjacent

to superconductors [3, 4]. Some of this work is discussed in other contributions in this

volume. In the second category is included spectroscopic studies of FS point contacts [5],

extending the pioneering work of Tedrow and Meservey [6] in FS junctions mediated by

an insulating tunnel barrier (I) to systems with higher transparency FS interfaces. Point

contact FS spectroscopy has been used to determine the degree of spin-polarization P in

the ferromagnet by examining in detail the differential conductance of the FS junction as

a function of the voltage bias applied across it [7], and analyzing the results in terms of a

spin-polarized extension of the Blonder, Tinkham, Klapwijk (BTK) [8] theory of transport

across a normal-metal/superconductor junction. Other theoretical studies have focused on

the excess resistance of FS junctions associated with spin accumulation at the interface

[9, 10].

In the work of Tedrow and Meservey on FIS junctions, a magnetic field was applied

to the thin film device in order to Zeeman-split the quasi-particle density of states in the

superconductor. The finite spin-polarization P in the ferromagnet showed up directly as

different peak heights in the FIS tunneling characteristics. In the more recent work on point

contact FS spectroscopy, a large magnetic field could not be applied, as this would rapidly

suppress superconductivity in the bulk superconductors used in the experiments, so that

the analysis of the current-voltage characteristics depends on a subtle interplay between P

and the FS interface transparency. This restriction does not apply to mesoscopic FS devices

made from thin films, where a magnetic field can be applied parallel to the plane of the

superconducting thin film as in the original experiments of Tedrow and Meservey, splitting

the quasi-particle density of states without substantially suppressing superconductivity in

the film. As in the FIS case, the finite spin-polarization in the ferromagnet is expected to

show up as asymmetric peaks in the differential conductance as a function of voltage bias,
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as recently discussed by Mélin [11].

In this paper, we report measurements of the low temperature differential resistance of

mesoscopic FS junctions. We observe asymmetries in the differential resistance even in the

absence of an external magnetic field. These asymmetries are associated with spin-polarized

tunneling into the superconductor, with the splitting of the quasi-particle density of states in

the superconductor arising from the magnetic field generated by the ferromagnetic elements.

I. SAMPLE FABRICATION AND MEASUREMENT

The samples for our experiments were fabricated by multi-level electron-beam lithogra-

phy onto oxidized silicon substrates. A number of samples corresponding to two different

geometries were measured, but we present here results on only a few representative samples.

Figure 1(a) and (b) show scanning electron micrographs of our samples corresponding to the

first and second types. The first device type (Fig. 1(a)) consists of an elliptical Ni particle

in contact with a superconducting Al film. The shape and size of the Ni particle, which was

patterned and deposited first, ensures that it is single-domain, and that its magnetization

lies along the major axis of the ellipse, as we have shown in previous experiments [12]. Four

Au wires were then deposited to make contact with the Ni particle, and allowed us to make

four-terminal measurements of the resistance of the Ni particle to characterize its electrical

and magnetic properties. The Al film was then deposited in the final lithography step. Two

of the Au probes were placed within 20-50 nm of the FS interface, enabling us to measure

the resistance of the interface by itself, with very little contribution from the ferromagnet.

All interfaces were cleaned with an ac Ar+ etch prior to deposition of the Au and Al films.

The thickness of the Ni films was ∼30 nm, and the Al and Au films ∼50-60 nm. Control

samples of Ni, Al and Ni/Al interfaces were also fabricated in order to characterize the

properties of the films and interfaces. From low temperature measurements on these sam-

ples, the resistivity of the Ni film was estimated to be ρNi ∼ 6.6 µΩcm, and that of the Al

film ρAl ∼ 8.4 µΩcm, corresponding to electronic diffusion coefficients DNi ∼ 76 cm2/s and

DAl ∼ 26 cm2/s respectively. The second set of samples (Fig. 1(b)) were simple FS crosses,

that enabled us to measure the four-terminal resistance of the FS interface directly. In this

second device type, both Ni and permalloy (NiFe) were used as the ferromagnet.

The measurements were performed down to 0.26 K in a 3He sorption insert with standard
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FIG. 1: Scanning electron micrographs of representative device of the first type (a), and the second

type (b). (a) is scaled to 1µmx1µm. The leads used to measure the four-terminal resistance are

marked. The current leads were used to send both the ac and dc current.

ac lock-in techniques. The insert was placed in a dewar with a superconducting split-coil

magnet, which allowed us to apply a magnetic field in the plane of the Ni particle, along its

easy axis in the case of the first device type, and along the length of the ferromagnetic wire

in the case of the second device type. The application of the field in this direction has two

advantages: first, the critical field of the superconductor is much greater than if the field

were to be applied perpendicular to the plane of the sample, and second, the field direction

is along the easy axis of magnetization of the ferromagnet. We concentrate here on the

differential resistance and conductance of the FS interfaces as a function of bias current; the

temperature dependence of the resistance of these devices has been described in detail in an

earlier publication [4], and will not be discussed here. In order to measure the differential

resistance of a low resistance FS interface, we use a four-terminal configuration with the

probe configurations as shown in Fig. 1, with a small (∼ 10− 50 nA) ac current superposed

on a dc bias current.

II. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 2 shows the differential resistance of a permalloy/Al (Py/Al) cross similar to that

shown in Fig. 1(b) at a temperature of T = 290 mK, as a function of the dc current through

the FS junction, at two different values of magnetic field. As the current is increased from

|Idc|= 0, the resistance first increases, reaches a peak at a current of |Idc| ≃ 1 µA, and then

shows two dips in the resistance before approaching the normal state resistance at higher

values of Idc. The dips in dV/dI, corresponding to peaks in the differential conductance
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dI/dV , are asymmetric, in that the amplitude of the dips is different. As the applied

external field H is increased, the features become sharper, and more symmetric. At larger

values of H (not shown in Fig. 2), the positions of the peaks and dips move down to lower

values of |Idc|. Note that this behavior is strikingly different from what is observed in the FS

point contact experiments. Indeed, apart from the absence of the multiple peak structure,

the resistance of the devices goes down rather than up as one moves away from Idc= 0.

FIG. 2: Differential resistance dV/dI of a Py/Al cross, similar to the one in Fig. 1(b), as a function

of dc current Idc, at an external magnetic field of (a) H = 0, and (b) H = 0.1002 T. T = 290 mK.

In order to understand this behavior, we consider charge transport across the FS junction

in the framework of a spin-polarized BTK model [5, 7]. In the conventional BTK model [8],

the current across a NS junction with a voltage V applied across it is given by

INS = 2N(0)evFS

∫ ∞

−∞

[f(E − eV )− f(E)] [1 + A(E)− B(E)] dE, (1)

where N(0) is the density of states at the Fermi energy, vF is the Fermi velocity of the

electrons, S is the cross-sectional area of the interface, f is the Fermi function, and A(E)

and B(E) are the BTK coefficients that represent the probability for Andreev reflection

and normal reflection of electrons from the NS interface. Their functional forms have been

discussed in detail by BTK [8], and we shall not reproduce them here. We only note

that A(E) and B(E) depend on the transparency of the NS interface, characterized by the

BTK parameter Z. Z= 0 corresponds to a perfectly transparent interface, while Z → ∞

corresponds to a tunnel barrier. For Z= 0, A(E)= 1 for E < ∆, the energy gap of the

superconductor, and gradually reduces to zero as Z increases.

The process of Andreev reflection involves a spin-up electron of energy E coupling with

a spin-down electron of energy −E to form a Cooper pair in the superconductor. If the
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normal metal is replaced by a ferromagnet with a finite polarization P , not all electrons of

one spin species will be able to find a corresponding electron of the opposite spin species in

order to form Cooper pair. Hence, the probability of Andreev reflection will be reduced by

a factor of (1-P ), where we define the polarization P by

P =
N↑(EF )−N↓(EF )

N↑(EF ) +N↓(EF )
, (2)

N↑(EF ) and N↓(EF ) being the density of states for the up-spin electrons and down-spin

electrons respectively [13]. The equation of BTK can then be modified to [7]

INS = 2N(0)evFS

∫ ∞

−∞

[f(E − eV )− f(E)]

(

(1− P ) [1 + Au(E − gµH)−Bu(E − gµH)]

+P [1− Bp(E + gµH)]
)

dE,

(3)

where the original BTK coefficients A(E) and B(E) are modified to unpolarized (Au, Bu)

and polarized (Ap, Bp) versions, with Ap= 0. This modification is required to maintain

current conservation across the FS interface [7], and involves a simple renormalization of the

coefficients. In addition to the formulation of Ref. [7], we have also added the contribution

to the energy of the quasiparticles from Zeeman splitting due to an external field H .

Figure 3(a) shows the results of our calculations of the normalized differential resistance

using Eqn.(3) with H=0, for a number of different combinations of Z and P . For Z=0 and

P=0, we recover the usual BTK result, in that the resistance at zero bias drops to half the

normal state value. For Z=0 and P=0.5, the resistance at zero bias is exactly the same as

the normal state resistance, while for Z=0.5 and P=0, it is slightly larger. As both Z and

P are increased, the resistance of the sample rises above the normal state resistance RN ,

but Z and P affect the differential resistance in different ways at higher bias. It is clear

that the zero bias resistance is sensitive to both Z and P , so one cannot determine both

independently by examining only the zero bias resistance; the entire curve needs to be fit.

Figure 3(b) shows the results of similar calculations, but now with an applied magnetic field

H= 0.2 ∆. The effect of the finite field is to cause a splitting in the structure of dV/dI near

V ≃ ∆/e due to the Zeeman effect. The splitting can be seen even for P=0, but results in

a substantial asymmetry of the curve when P 6= 0.

Comparing the results of these simulations to the data from the Py/Al cross shown in

Fig. 2, we note that there are some similarities, but substantial differences in even the
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FIG. 3: Numerical simulations of the differential resistance of a FS interface, from the theory

described in the text. (a) H=0, (b) H=0.2 ∆. The values for Z and P are noted in the figure,

and the temperature is T=0.05∆.

qualitative behavior. First, the resistance in the simulations invariably decreases as the

bias is shifted from 0, except for the case Z= 0. In the experiment, the trend is opposite;

the resistance increases as the bias is shifted from 0. This behavior is also reflected in the

zero-bias resistance as a function of temperature in this sample, where a large increase in

resistance is observed as one cools to below the transition temperature. Second, at higher

bias, two sharp dips appear in the data, which are not symmetric. These are similar to

the dips seen in Fig. 3(b), which are associated with Zeeman splitting of the quasi-particle

density of states. However, in the experiment, this structure is seen even at zero applied

external field. On the other hand, it should be noted that the field H can result from a

combination of the externally applied field and the self-field of the ferromagnet, which can

be substantial near the ferromagnet. At the superconductor, the direction of the externally

applied field may be opposite that of the self-field of the ferromagnet, resulting in a decrease

in H as the external field is increased. This apparently is the case for the sample of Fig. 2;

as the external field is increased from 0 to 0.1 T, the two dips in dV/dI become sharper and

the spacing between them decreases, exactly as one would expect if the actual field at the

superconductor decreased. We have seen similar behavior in other devices as well.

The data shown in Fig. 2 was taken using the probe configuration shown in Fig. 1(b), and

corresponds to a four-terminal measurement of the differential resistance of the FS interface

alone. Figure 4 shows the differential resistance dV/dI of the sample of Fig. 1(a) as a

function of dc current Idc at six different values of the external magnetic field H , applied
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FIG. 4: Differential resistance dV/dI of the sample shown in Fig. 1(a), as a function of dc current

Idc, at different values of the applied magnetic field H. The temperature T = 300 mK.

along the major axis of the elliptical Ni particle, at T=300 mK. Unlike the FS crosses, the

four-terminal probe configuration used to measure this device (shown in Fig. 1(a)) includes

a small portion of the Ni as well as the Al. All the curves show an initial decrease in

resistance as Idc is increased in either direction from zero, then an increase at |Idc| ≃ 5µA,

and finally, all curves approach the normal state resistance RN at larger values of |Idc|. For

low values of H , the peaks in dV/dI are very sharp. As H is increased, the peaks decrease in

amplitude, and move to lower values of |Idc|. In other devices we have measured, the peaks

increase in amplitude and move to higher values of |Idc| as H is increased from 0 initially,

and then decrease in amplitude and move to lower values of |Idc| as H is increased further.

This is simply due to the fact that the externally applied field can either add to or subtract

from the field generated by the ferromagnetic element at the superconductor. It should

be noted that the peaks, especially at low magnetic fields, are not symmetric with respect

to the applied current; the peak at negative current is higher than the peak at positive

current. This asymmetry is a manifestation of the injection of spin-polarized carriers into

the superconductor.

The nature of the peaks is qualitatively different from those seen in the FS crosses, and

in the simulations shown in Fig. 3, in that they are much sharper. In fact, such peaks can

be seen in the FS cross devices if one includes a portion of the superconductor in the four-
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terminal measurement. Similar peaks have been observed in NS devices as well [14], where

they are associated with an excess resistance from a non-equilibrium charge imbalance in the

superconductor. Injection of quasiparticles into the superconductor results in a difference

between the quasiparticle chemical potential µqp and the Cooper pair chemical potential µcp.

µcp rises to its bulk value within a superconducting coherence length ξS of the interface; µqp

relaxes to µcp over a much longer length scale λQ∗ , called the charge imbalance length. In

diffusive systems, λQ∗ =
√

DτQ∗, where D is the diffusion coefficient. Near Tc, the charge

imbalance time τQ∗ is given by [15]

τQ∗ =
4kBT

π∆(T,H)

√

τin
2Γ

, (4)

where τin is the inelastic scattering time, and Γ is given by

Γ =
1

τs
+

1

2τin
(5)

and τs gives the contribution from orbital pair breaking. The excess resistance arises from

the difference between µcp and µqp. If the superconducting probe is placed a distance x from

the interface, an excess resistance ∆R will be measured, where ∆R = (λQ∗ −x)ρS , ρS being

the resistance per unit length of the superconductor. λQ∗ diverges when ∆ → 0, and this

divergence gives rise to the peak in resistance seen in NS structures just below Tc.

For a particle with an energy E, the effective gap seen is ∆ − E. At low temperatures,

we can take into account the excess resistance due to charge imbalance by introducing an

effective voltage dependent charge imbalance time τQ∗ ≃ T/(∆−eV ), and adding a resistance

RQ∗= ρAlλQ∗ to the resistance calculated in the spin-polarized BTK model described above.

The solid line in Fig. 5 shows the result of our calculation including both spin-polarized

BTK in a finite magnetic field as described above, and charge imbalance. For comparison,

we also show the result for only spin-polarized BTK. These numerical calculations were per-

formed by calculating the current through the FS interface for a particular voltage V0, adding

the charge imbalance voltage Vci, and taking the derivative d(V0 + Vci)/dI numerically. The

numerical calculations reproduce the large peaks seen in dV/dI at currents corresponding

to the gap, i.e., I ≃ (∆/eRN). Unlike the BTK case, no splitting of the peaks near the gap

is observed in the solid line in Fig. 5 (the dashed line, which shows the BTK case, does

have a small splitting at negative I that is difficult to observe because of the scale of the

plot). Closer examination of the position of the charge-imbalance peaks, however, shows
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that the peak at positive current is slightly greater than ∆/eRN , while the peak at negative

current is slightly less than −∆/eRN ; the shift corresponds to the Zeeman splitting of the

quasiparticle density of states. Only one spin species gives rise to a peak for positive current;

the other spin species gives rise to the corresponding peak for negative current. Thus, the

difference in the height of the peaks is an indication of the degree of spin polarization in the

ferromagnet. If we take the difference between the two peaks heights, divided by the sum

of heights of the peaks taken from the normal state resistance, we obtain a value of 0.25,

which is close to the value of P = 0.3 used in the simulation. A similar analysis performed

on the experimental data of Fig. 4 gives a spin polarization of P=0.23, in good agreement

with the expected value of the spin polarization for Ni.

FIG. 5: Numerical simulation of the differential resistance of a FS interface, including charge

imbalance, as described in the text. Solid line, spin-polarized BTK model with charge-imbalance;

dashed line, spin-polarized BTK model without charge imbalance. The other parameters used in

the simulation are P=0.3, Z=0.3, and H=0.1 ∆.

III. CONCLUSIONS

The differential resistance of mesoscopic ferromagnet/superconductor junctions shows a

number of features associated with the injection of spin-polarized carriers into the supercon-

ductor. In particular, large peaks are observed at currents corresponding to the supercon-
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ducting gap voltage. These peaks are not symmetric with respect to the current, in that their

amplitudes are different. The peaks are associated with the excess resistance arising from

quasiparticle charge imbalance in the superconductor, and the difference in their heights is

directly related to the degree of spin polarization in the ferromagnet.
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