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SPIN CURRENT NOISE ASA PROBE OF INTERACTIONS

OLIVIER SAURET,DENIS FEINBERG
LEPES, CNRS, BP 166, 38042 G renocbk, FRANCE

T he spin resolved current shot noise can uniquely probe the interactions In m esoscopic system s:
i) in a nom alsuperconducting junction, the soin current noise is zero, as carried by singlets,
and i) in a single electron transistor (SET) in the sequential regin e, the spin current noise is
Poissonian. Coulomb interactions lead to usually repulsive, but also attractive correlations.
Spin current shot noise can also be used to m easure the spin relaxation tine T; .

N on-equilbrium (shot) nojse provides inform ation about the charge and the statistics of
carriers In m esoscopic system s ! . The Pauliexclusion principle Jeads to a reduction of shot noise
from the Schottky va]ueé. Coulomb interactions also act in correlating wavepackets, yet the
Coulom b Interactionsm ay decrease or Increase noise oorre]ationsE . Thus, In a given m esoscopic
structure, the e ects on the shot noise of Ferm i statistics and of interactions are Intin ately
m ixed. In contrast, w¢ propose here that spin—resolved shot noise can unam biguously probe the
e ects of Interactions?. In a nutshell, the Pauli principle acting only on electrons w ith the sam e
spIn, currents wavepadkets carried by quasiparticles w ith opposite spins can only be correlated
by the Interactions. "Spin current noise" has received little attention before, and w ith a di erent
purpose. For instance, spin shot noise was recently considered In absence of charg@lcurrentﬁ,
and the e ect of a spin-polarized current on charge and spin noise was investigated 9. N Oise is
also an e cient probe for testing quantum correlations In twoelectron soin-entangled states v.

In contrast, ket us consider m esoscopic structures n which the average current is not spin—
polarized, but w here the currents carried by quasiparticles w ith di erent soins can be separately
m easured. First, consider a m esoscopic device m ade of a nom alm etal w ith non-interacting
ekectrons, non m agnetic term inals i;j. In absence of m agnetic elds and spin scattering , the

scattering m atrix is spin-independent, Sij = 0sij. Then one veri es that the spin—resolved
noise,de nedasSy; (t t)=3hI, 0 I, )+ I, () I, ®iwhere I, ) =1 () hL i,
is diagonal in the spin variables, Sij ’ (') = oS35 (! ). Thus, choosing an arbitrary spin axis

z, the total (charge) cunent noise SCh = S.. + S## + S"# + S#" and the spin current noise

ij
SzD = S Sfj Sij# lj , de ned as the correlation ofthe spin currents ISp t)= I If t),

l
are str:lcl:]y equal. O n the contrary, In presence of interactions, one expects that Sij = Sfj" € 0,
or equivalently SSP & SCh .

Let us 1rst oons:der a NS junction, where S is a singlet superconductor and N a nom al
m etal. T he scattering m atrix coupling electron (e) and holes () in the m etal ism ade of spin—
conserving nom altem s s , smP, and Andreev term s s, , 5, ooupling opposite spins. The
total zero— frequency noise S = 0S Jsgjyen at zerotenperatureby thewellknown resulﬁ
sh = %T rlSl.She 1 S..Sne)]. W e have -n tum caloulated the spin-resolved correlations S
and S , and found that they are exactly equal. Asa result, ora NS junction, at T = 0, the
sodn current shot noise is strictly zero, S = 0. T he current correlation between electrons w ith
opposite soins is S "t = 3", therefore positive. This "bunching" of opposite spins carriers is
an cbvious consequence of the A ndreev process, e. g. the transn J'ssjlqn of singlets through the
interface. It has been recently discussed in a threetem nal geom etry? .

Let usnow considera sn allquantum dot In the sequential transport regin €, w here repulsive
correlations are Instead expected. It is connected by tunnel barriers to nom al leads L and R
with potentials g, with &V = r Ei. ﬂj). Oneassumesthatmax@V;kg T) >> h g
and that only one kvelofenergy E sitsbetween i and 1 . The dot can be In three possble

occupation states W = 0;1;2) ofthe kevel Fig. 1). U N ) being the Coulomb energy for the
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state N, E [, N )= Eg LR+ UN + 1) U ®) isneeded to add an ekctron to state N
fron leads LjR,and E [, W)= Eo+ 1z +UN 1) U (N ) is needed to rem ove an
electron from state N towards L;R . Let us further assum e that E ;: ), E R (1) << kT,
which im plies that the transitions from N = 0 to 1 involve electrons com ing only from L, and
the transitions from N = 1 to 0 involve electrons going only into R . O ne allow s the Coulomb
energy to vary and consider the possbility of transitions from N = 1 to 2, only from L, eg.
E , ) << kgT. Thisdescrbes the Hllow ing situation : if E | (1) >> kg T, the transition
to state N = 2 is forbidden and only two charge statesN = 0, 1 are involved F ig. -'_]:a). Ifon
the contrary E ;: (1) << kg T, then the three charge states 0, 1, 2 are Involved Fig. :J:b).
T his physical situation corresponds for Instance to xing the gate voltage such asU (1) = U (0),
and varying the ratio between kg T and the Coulomb excessenergy U 2) U (1).
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Figure 1: The SET transport sequence a) Between charge statesN = 0 and 1 : rates 1 and r; b) Between
charge statesN = 1 and 2 : ratesx 1 from reservoirL, (I x) 1 to reservoirL and g to reservoirR.

Let us w rite the m aster equation describbing this system €. A ssum ing a constant density of
states in the reservoirs and de ning x as the Femm i function x = [L + exp( E ;: @] l, the
populations pg, pr, Py and p, verify

o= 2 1Pt r (r+ pp)
pr= (r*+*X )prt+ rpot (@ x) o+ RrRIP2
pE= (rR*TX )P+ rPot (@ X) o+ RrRIP2 @)
2= 2(0 x) p+ Rr)P2t+ X 1 Pr+ py)

Let us st consider the Iim it x = 1, corresponding to a resonant state w ithout charging

energy. Then spin " and # currents are uncorrelated, the average current is hli = 2e—L—F—
the total zero-frequency noisel! Sy (! = 0) = 2ehIi(l ﬁ). Here Slj# = Sfj" =
equivalently S = S, This is another exam pl of 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 Si5(! = 0) = 2ehTi(l ﬁ):}l}_ Apart from an e ective
doubling ofthe rate 1, this resul is qualitatively sim ilar to that cbtained w ithout interactions.
T herefore the charge noise is not the best possiblk probe of interactions. On the contrary, the
behaviour of the soin noise is com pletely di erent. U sing the m ethod by K orotkov 1%, we nd

that

0, or

Sy = eflil A t5); Sy =  eliptity; S = 2ehli @)

by @ o+



The result or S resembles a Poisson result (m axin al uctuations). T he correlations between
currents of opposite spins are negative, lke a partiion noise. Yet soin-up and spin-dow n channels
are separated as wavepackets w ith up or down spins exclide each other because of interactions,
rather than statistics. Here, each Junction is { due to Coulom b repulsion { sequentially crossed
by elam entary wavepadkets w ith welkde ned but uncorrelated soins. On the contrary, charge
current wavepackets are correlated on tines  h= ;, leading to the reduction as com pared to
the P oisson value. N otice that the analysis ofthe SET involving N = 1 and 2 states (instead of
0, 1) yields exactly the sam e result.

T he general solution of Egs. @) spans the full regin e between the uncorrelated and the

m axin ally correlated cases. The average current is given by hlIi = eﬁ . The spin

current noise com ponents Si5 ’ {7+ L,R) can also be calculated. The expression for the soin

L. sp _ : 2X 1 R
noise is S;5 = 2ehli (1 — (57"
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Figure 2: Spin shot noise and charge shot noise In the SET, as a function of x (see text) : x = 0 denotes the
m axin al correlation, x = 1 the uncorrelated case. r = 2 1 : antbunching of opposite spins.
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Figure 3: SameasFig. 2, g = 02 ; :bunching of opposite spins for x > xc. T he Inset show s the probabilities
of statesN = 0;1;2 and the population inversion at large x.

T he expression r the total (charge) noise SP is too kengthy to be w ritten here. F igs. EZ,
:3 show the variation w ith x of the charge and spoin current noise. The spin noise is m axin um
for x = 0, decreases m onotonously and m erges the charge noise at x = 1. The rok of the
asymm etry of the junctions is very striking. First, if g > 1, S is always larger than S
Fig. EZ), like in the deal SET (x = 0). On the contrary, if g < 1, S is an aller than gch
orx > xc = 1 Fig.d). This implies that S"™* > 0, contrarily to the naive expectation
for repulsive Interactions : if g < 1, the Iow charge states are unfavored and the high ones



favored, despite of Coulomb repulsion. Two electrons tend to enter the dot successively, w ih
opposite spins, kading to a certain degree of bunching. Here the anom aly is due to a kind of
"population inversion", m anifesting a strong departure from equilbrium ¢ ig. ::3) .
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Figure 4: Schem atic set-up for spin current m easurem ent, using our spin-polarized term inals (see text).

Including a spin—- P rate T, 1= sfr ONe nds SEI; = 2ehIiR_+7Rf, w hich suggest:lél a

m ethod to measure T1. Fig. :-f! show s a possble fourtem inal sst-up 13 fr the m easurem ent of
soin current correlations, w ith ferrom agnetic leads. In a fully sym m etric device, the net current

ow Ing through the SET isnot goin polarized. Yet it is In principle possble to m easure the noise
correlations Sy,11,1, St.in2r ST1rR1r S11R 2s €LC... Ifeach tem inal generates a fully spin-polarized
current, the analysis of this set-up can be m apped onto the above m odel. If polarization is not
perfect, the above m easurem ent should m ix spn noise w ith charge noise. Ifthose are su ciently
di erent (strong repulsive correlations), they could still be distinguished, allow iIng to probe the
Coulom b correlations by the m ethod of soin current noise.
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