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Quantum interference

In resonant tunneling and

single spin measurements

Shmuel A. Gurvitz

Abstract— We consider the resonant tunneling through a multi-
level system. It is demonstrated that the resonant current gplays
quantum interference effects due to a possibility of tunnehg
through different levels. We show that the interference efécts
are strongly modulated by a relative phase of states carryig the
current. This makes it possible to use these effects for measng
the phase difference between resonant states in quantum dotWe
extend our model for a description of magnetotransport thraugh
the Zeeman doublets. It is shown that, due to spin-flip trangions,
the quantum interference effects generate a distinct peakni the
shot-noise power spectrum at the frequency of Zeeman splittg.
This mechanism explains modulation in the tunneling curren at
the Larmor frequency observed in scanning tunneling microsope
experiments and can be utilized for a single spin measuremen

Index Terms— Magnetotransport, quantum interference, reso-
nant phase, resonant tunneling, shot-noise spectrum, sitggspin
measurement,Zeeman splitting.

I. INTRODUCTION

wherell = (T',+T'r)/2 is a half of the total width. We assume
thatl'; = I'g (a symmetric dot), and that the tunneling widths
are the same for both levels, yet the Breight-Wigner amgéitu
can differ in phase. We therefore introduced the fagtor @)
which denotes the relative phase of these amplitudes. It can
be shown[1] that) can take only two values1, the so-called

“in” or “out-of-phase” resonances, respectively.

ML

Fig. 1. Interference effect in the resonant tunneling thtotwo levels. Here
T'r, r denotes the partial width of each of the levels due to tungeto the
left or right reservoir.

HE RESONANT tunneling through quantum dots (or It follows from @) that, if the resonances do not overlap,
T impurities) has been investigated both theoretically add < E2 — E1, the total resonant current is a sum of the
experimentally in large amount of works, yet most investigg€Sonant currents flowing through the levels and Fo.
tions concentrated on the resonant tunneling through desinfiowever, if I' ~ E; — [Ey, the interference plays a very

guantum level. In the case of the resonant tunneling throu
many levels one usually considered the total current as a s

of currents through individual levels. In general, howeteis

portant role in the total resonant current. Indeed, orsflyea
EQQS that, in the case of constructive interferenge= 1,
the total current increases with as I ~ I' and, in the

procedure cannot be correct due to the quantum interfereg@se of destructive interference, = —1, the total current

effects. We illustrate this point with a simple example.

decreases witlh® as 1/I". Since in the case of quantum dots

Let us consider the resonant tunneling through a quantdi® tunneling widths';, » can be varied by the corresponding
dot coupled with two reservoirs with different chemical podaté voltage, one can use this interference effect in order

tentials, .z, r. We assume that two levels of the dét, o, are

to measure the relative phase of different levels. This can

inside the potential bias,, — . (see Fig[lL). Then the electricProvide an alternative method for a measurement of this
current flows from the left (emitter) to the right (CO”erorquantlty, in addition to that which utilized the Aharonowisn

reservoirs through the two levels. If we neglect the Coulonftscillations[2].

repulsion between the electrons, the total current is giwen

the Landauer formula

e

T o

I T(E)dE, (1)

The interference effects described above are related to the
stationary current. We can also anticipate the interfezenc
effects in temporal characteristics of the current. Indeed
is known that the average resonant current trouglowble-
dot system would display damped oscillations generated by

whereT(E) is the total transmission. Since any electron frofiu@ntum interference[3]. Since any double-well potertéai
the left reservoir can tunnel to the right reservoirs viasthe P& mapped to a single well with two levels, one can expect to

two levels (Fig[ll), the total transmission is given by a suppserve similar damped oscillations in the resonant ctirren

of two Breight-Wigner amplitudes:

r N r 2
E—FE+il  "E—E,+ir| °

T(E) = ’ (2)

flowing through two levels of a single dot. The presence
of oscillations in the average current is usually reflected i
the current shot-noise power spectrum densHyw). For
instance, the resonant current through a double-dot steict
would develop a dip in theS(w) at the Rabi frequency[4].

Based on work presented at the 2004 IEEE NTC Quantum Devick-Te Similarly, one can think that the current flowing through two

nology Workshop.
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levels (Figd) would develop the same structureSifw) at
w = FE, — E;. However, the result should strongly depend
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on the relative phase of two levels. This phase-dependences@M measurements. This provides us with a possibility of a
the spectral density has not been discussed in the literatwgingle nuclear spin detection. Section IV provides a surgmar
although this effect can have important applications.

The interference effects in resonant tunneling can also h¢ RESONANT TUNNELING THROUGH DIFFERENT LEVELS
anticipated in the magnetotransport[3]. Indeed, in thegmee Let us consider resonant transport in a multilevel system.
of magnetic field, all levels in quantum dot or impurity arditsp We shall treat this problem in the framework of a tunnel
(Zeeman splitting). Therefore, electrons in the left resir Hamiltonian approach. Therefore, we introduce the folfayvi
with different orientation of spin (parallel or anti-pdedlto the tunneling Hamiltonian describing the electron transpootrf

magnetic field) would tunnel to the right reservoir throug t o enitter to the collector via different levels of a quantu
different Zeeman sublevels of the dot. This alone cannmﬂtresdot (impurity) E; (Fig. 1), H = Hy, + Hg + Hp + Hy, with
J ] - J

in quantum interference, since the corresponding spirestat

are orthogonal. However, if the-factor in the dot is different Hpry = Z El(r)aj(r)al(r) , Hp = Z Ejd;dj +Uc,
from that in the reservoirs, then the spin-orbit interactio 1(r) j

enerates the spin-flip of an electron traveling through the j

guantum dot[5]. I?As ariesult, the same eIectrong from tge left Hr = (Zﬂgj)d;al tie T) +He. 3)
reservoir flows to the right reservoir through two Zeeman b
sublevels (Fidll). Similar to the previous case, one car&xpHere azr(alm) is the creation (annihilation) operator of an
that the related interference effects would be reflectedhén tgiectron in the reservoirs and (d;) is the same operator

behavior of the current spectral densliyw). In particular, it for an electron in the dot (we omitted the spin indices). The

was argued in[S] that, in this way, one can explain the puzzlgperator, = ij,(Uc/2)d}djd},dj/ denotes the Coulomb

oscillations at Larmour frequency observed in scanning tun . . G
neling microscope (STM) experiments[6], [7] and consideremteralCtlon of between electrons in the dot ‘mﬁ () is

as a promising tool for a single spin measurement[8], [9]. a coupling between the stat@(E.) and E; of the reservoir

In this paper, we investigate the interference effects and the dot, respectively. This coupling is relateg)|t20 the
Lrl

i ; i O _
resonant tunneling through multilevel systems as quaniis dsv%ré?:pondlr;g :Egnzgr;%itw'%tfh s?ziésR in_ tr?gpéélr%r'éi’ ondin
or impurities. At first sight, the treatment of these effdotsks reservcﬁrLlen the absenceyof mannetic feld. one caF;] alwags
rather straightforward in terms of single electron desiip - ( 9 ’ y

[(@ and [2)]. However, this is not the case when the eleetro%hZﬁse the g?uge fsf[fhtthat ell_” Coﬁpll'ﬁ.ﬁar%ezl)' lated
electron repulsion inside the dot is taken into account. ln parameters of the tunneling Hamiltonid (3) are relate

fact, this effect can never be disregarded, and it always the |n|t.|al ricroscopic dsscrlptlon of the syste(ﬂm) n the
nfiguration spacex). For instance, the couphn@l(r) is

plays a very important role in the electron transport. Fof.

this reason, one uses the Keldysh nonequilibrium Gree@¥yen by the Bardeen formula[16]

function technique[10], [11] for an account of the intefawct G 1 e

effect in the electron transport. These calculations, vewe Uy = 5, Tesi 0i(@) Vi i) (@)do - (4)

are rather complicated and are usually performed only in a ,

weak coupling limit. In this paper, we use a different, siexpl Where ¢;(z) and x;)(z) are the electron wave functions

and more transparent technique developed by us in Ref. [18)Sid€ the dot and the reservoir, respectively, @nds a

[15] that consists of reduction of the Schrodinger e(Ma,[i&un‘ace inside the potentlal_barrler that_separ_ates théroiot

to Bloch-type rate equations for the density matrix obttziinéhe corresponding reservoir. In one-dimensional (1'9)9035

by integrating over the reservoir states. Such a procedame ¢i(®) = ¢j(x) and i) (@) = X (), @) can be rewritten

be carried out in the strong nonequilibrium limit withoutyan as[17]

s_to_chastic assumptions apd valid beyond the vyeak coupling Ql(gr)) = —(kj/m)b; (Ta(ry) Xa(r) (Fi(r)) » (5)

limit. The resulting equations can be used straightforlyard

for evaluating the current in a multilevel system and its ppowwhere x; = /2m(V(z) — E;). The pointz;., should be

spectrum, with the Coulomb repulsion inside the dots takéaken inside the left (right) barrier and far away from the

into account. classical turning points Wherﬁl(fz) becomes practically in-
The remainder of this paper is as following. In Sectiodependent ofz[18].

Il we study the resonant tunneling through two levels of It was demonstrated in [12]-[14] that the Schrddinger equa

the quantum dot. We obtain the generalized quantum raten 0;|V(t)) = H|¥(t¢)), describing the quantum transport

equations describing the entire system, including thetétec through a multidot system, can be transformed to the Bloch-

current. Special attention is paid to effect of the relativiype rate equation for the reduced density-matrfy (1) =

phase of resonances on the average current and on the shpl{t), where|a), |5),... are the discrete states of the system

noise power spectrum. In Section lll, we concentrate on threthe occupation number representation and the number

magnetotransport through quantum dots or impurities. V@é electrons arriving at the corresponding reservoir byetim

derive the rate equations for this case and evaluate the shotThis reduction takes place after partial tracing over the

noise power spectrum. The obtained results suggest a hatueaervoir states, and it becomes the exact one in the limit

explanation of a peak at the Larmor density and the hyperfiog large biasu;, — ur > I'p r without explicit use of

splitting due to interaction with nuclear spin found in nevany Markov-type or weak coupling approximations. As a
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result, the off-diagonal im density matrix elementsr,gg’ (t), ofthe Q(Ll’)R may be the opposite one with respect to the sign
becomes decoupled from the diagonalrinterms, o,5(t), of Q(LQ)R Note that, in the 1-D case, a sign of the product

in the equations of motion[15]. Finally, one arrives at th?l(j)Q(j) . : . _ _
. . 2 . is determined by a sign of the produtt(z;)o;(Z, ),
following Bloch-type equations describing the entire spst [sée [ﬁ)]. The latter can )E)e pgsitive or Eegaﬁé ij)gst(end)'mg

[14]: the number of nodes @f'(j-(x) inside the dot[1]. Thus, for a 1-
n ) " _ n & ~ " D dot, the producﬂ(Lj)Q}%) changes its sign whep— j + 1.
Tap = 1€Balap T 1 Z TarSly—p = Z Loy 0ys The reason is that the corresponding wave functigyis) and
K K ¢,+1(z) differ by an additional node. Hence, the ratio
_Z’y,éﬂ'p(aa,yQ'yﬁé'Qé'ﬁﬁ + 07505505 5a) Q(LjH)QgH)
+ 370 (Dasop + Qo Qsa)ols (6) N G i ©
3 L **R
where 5, = Es — E, and Q.5 denotes one-electron!S —1 for a 1-D dot. However, in the case of a three-

hopping amplitude that generates— 3 transition. We distin- dimensional (3-D) quantum dot, where the corresponding
guish between the amplitud&sand2 of one-electron hopping c0UPling2 is given by [3), this condition does not hold.
among isolated states and among isolated and continuuni@King into accountl{9) one obtains frofd (6) the follow-
states, respectively. The latter transitions are of theorssbc INY quantum rate equations describing the electron trafspo

order in the hopping amplituder Q2. These transition are through two levels

produced by two consecutive hoppings of an electron across ., ol o 4 T (o™ n—1
continuum states with the density of stajes 900 = 105y + Tr(0Ty + 02 )n—l .
Solving [@), we can determine the probability of finding ‘;nFR(Um + o3 ) (10a)
electrons in the collector’,(t) = . o7;(t). This quantity 61 — _Tro™ £ T 0™ — n-B(on 4 on 10b
allows us to determine the average current 1 A1 L0 nFQ (o + o3n) (100)
. L n n o _R n n
I(t) = QZ”P(t)v @) 092 = —I'rOg +T'nogy — 1 5 (015 +031) (10c)
n . FR
o1y =ieoly — Troty + 'rofy — n—1(o74 + 05,),(10d
and the current power spectrum. The latter is given by the 2 2 o2 1200 =117 (ot 2)(100)
McDonald formula[19], [5] where oy, = (o7,)* ande = E, — E;. In these equations,
o d we assumed tha') = Q| so thaty = Q) /QP). In the
_ 9,2 . @ 2 L ’ R R
S(w) = 2e w‘/o dt SIH(CUt) dtNR(t) ) (8) case of a different gaug@’{};l) — Qg) and,,7 — Q(Ll)/Q(Lz)’ the

factorn would appear only in front of the width;, in (I0d).
2 — 2
where Np(t) = 3, n°Pa(t). This of course does not affect the final result.

Consider again the resonant tunneling through the two . . : Wm o
) . Equations[[I0a)EI0d can be interpreted in terms of “loss
levels, (Fidl). Let us assume that the Coulomb repulsion of q P

o . and “gain” terms, and, therefore, they represent the gmantu
electrons inside the dd¥¢ is large such that two electrons 9 y rep q

. rate equations. For instance, the first (loss) term[in](10a)
cannot occupy the dot. Then, there are only three availa . . .
states of the system, shown in Fig. 2. tfﬁg.scrlbes decay of state (0) in IEig.2 due to tunneling of one

electron from the left reservoir to the dot. The second (gain
term of the same equation describes decay of states (1) and (2

Hp B @ to state (0). The last (gain) term describes decay of thaline
QL Ep QR HR superposition of states (1) and (2). It is given by the produc

of the corresponding hopping amplitudes from the levels

(0) to the collector reservoir. Since these amplitudes caediff

a sign, this term is proportional the relative phasbetween

Hepeml | @ ML .- @ the statest; and Es.
e Hp | [T HR It is important to note that all transitions ifi{10) take

place through available continuum states. Therefore dhad

@ @ oy and o%, in (I0B) and [I0c) can couple with the off-
Fig. 2. Three available states of the system. Herenotes the number of diagonal mamx _elemem@& thrOUgh_ the right reservoir only.
electrons arriving at the collector by tinte The coupling via the left reservoir would be possible for

noninteracting electrons through a new stajecprresponding
Let us apply[(B) by assigning, 5 = {0, 1,2}, in an accor- to two electrons occupying the levels; and E,. The rate
dance with the states shown in [Eig.2. Since the sthi@sd2 equations in this case would be totally symmetric with respe
are not directly coupled, the corresponding hopping ammdéit to an interchange of ;, andT'x, and the result will coincide
2 =0in (@). However, these states can be connected throughh that of the single electron description, [s€& (1) dj. (2
the reservoirs [the third and the forth terms[df (6)]. We assu Note also that, in the case gf= —1, the two-level system,
that the corresponding couplings are weakly dependent®n #hown in Figs[I[]2, can be mapped to a coupled-dot system.
energy, so thath(71T)| = |Ql(2)| = |Qr r|. However, the sign Then [ID) turn into the system of quantum rate equations,

,T
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found earlier for a description of electron transport ttyiou lh ! n= 1
the coupled-dot system[12], [20]. 0.8 ‘
On can find that the facto = +1, in Q) has the (a)
same meaning as the relative phas®f two Breit-Wigner 0-6
amplitudes in Eqg.[2). Indeed, it is always1 for two 0.2 r]:_]_

subsequent resonances in one dimensional case. However, in . !
a 3-D quantum dot, the two subsequent resonances can be 0.2 It TS
found in the same phase, depending on particular properties r
of the quantum dot. One even predicts a whole sequence ) 1 2 s 4 5 F\itl
of the resonances with the same phases[l], [21]. Thus, a |h
measurement of the resonance phasmuld supply us with 0.8
additional information on a quantum dot (impurity) struetu
complementary to spectroscopic measurements.
Consider first the total currenf,(t) = alL(t) + bIg(t), 0.4
where I} r(t), [see [F)] are the currents in the left or in the
right reservoirs. The coefficientsandb with a+b = 1 depend 0.2 n - 1
on each junction capacitance[22]. For simplicity we coasid B |t|
only a case where the current in the right reservoir dom#ate 1 2 s 4 s 'L

b . One easily obtains froni{ILO) that
> a y ) Fig. 3. Total current through two resonance levels (a) asnation of

I(t) _ eFR[Ull(t) + 022(t) +2n Realg(t)] , (11) ;b; :lthEFR for ', = 0.5¢ and (b) as a function of the width';, for

0.6

whereo,s(t) =3, 005(t).

Performing summation over in [Id) and solving these |(t)/ €
equations in the stationary limit,— oo, one easily finds for
the stationary current = I(t — co) 0.2

2€2FLFR
TR +20[e2 + (1 —n)T%]

(Note that the stationary current is independent on thecapa

itance of junctionsg andb). 0.1
As expected, when the resonances begin overlap, the curregt g75

becomes very sensitive on a sign of the relative phaskhis

is illustrated Fig[B(a), where we plot the stationary caotre

I as a function of the width§ ;. One finds that the current 0- 025

I decreases witi'y if » = —1 and increases with'y if 5 5 70

n = 1. However, the dependence of the total currémin the t [m units of 1¢ ]

width T';, [Figl3(b)] is rather unexpectable. One finds that the

current increases for both values @f This is very different Fig. 4. Time dependence of the resonant current flowing titrawo resonant

from the case of non-interaction electrord [(1) ddd (2)] iehelevels E1 and E», for 'z, = e andT'g = 0.1e. The solid line corresponds

the current is symmetric under an interchangd gfandT' .  [© the resonances in phasg, = 1, and the dashed line to the off-phase

. . : . resonancesy = —1. The dot is empty fot = 0.
Such an asymmetry in the case of interacting electrons is a
result of the Coulomb blockade effect[12], [20]. Indeed, an

electron enters the dot from the left reservoir with the pdtg. I . .
However, it leaves it with the ratEp, since the state where Phase; on the quantum oscillations is very substantial. Indeed,

the two levelsE, » are occupied is forbidden due to electrontﬁhﬁfoicwat'ontc‘ :jelatgd to d|fferenthvalues @fareds_hﬁt?jd by_
electron repulsion. These results can be verified expetatign alf of the period and, moreover, the corresponding dansping

in the case of a quantum dot, where the widlth  can be are quite different.

Varied by Changing the Corresponding gate Voltage' Then theThe OSCi||ati0nS in the aVerage current are I‘eﬂected il’l

relative phasey can be obtained from observing the behavidh€ shot-noise power spectrum given Byw) = aSi(w) +

of the resonant current with z [Fig. B(a)]. bSr(w) — abSg(w)[5]. Here St g is the current power spec-
The quantum interference effects appear as well in the tinf6um in the left (right) reservoir, [i8)] and (w) is the charge

dependent current. Let us calculafét) [([I)] by solving corrglation function of thg quantum dot. 'I_'he I.a'.[ter can &lso

[@D)] with the initial conditionss; (0) = §;08,/0 correspond- obtained from[(Z0). Again, we take for S|m_pl|c!ty the case of

ing to the empty dot. The time-dependent average currentig> @, SO thatS(w) = Sg(w). Then one easily finds fror(8)

shown in Fig[% forl, = ¢ andT i = 0.1¢ for two values of and [ID) that

the relative phase; = +1. One finds from this figure that the

current displays strong oscillations in contrast with reset  S(w) = 2e*wTrIM [Z11(w) + Zaa(w) + Z12(w) + Zo1 ()],

tunneling through a single level. The influence of the reati (13)

0.175"
(12) 0.15!

0. 125}

I/e=

10 3 50
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where Zeeman splitting (Figldl6). Then an electron with spin-up can
oo tunnel only through the upper level (Fig. 6). Respectivaly,
Zap(w) = / 2(2” +1ogs(t) exp(iwt)dt . (14)  electron with spin-down tunnels only through the lower leve
O n No interference takes place in this case. Howevey;fdctors
These quantities are obtained directly frdml(10) by redgicinn the quantum dot and in the reservoirs are different, the
them to the system of linear algebraic equations. tunneling transitions are accompanied by the spin flip[fe
Using [I3), we calculate the ratio of the shot-noise powgtie same electron can tunnel from the left to the right reserv
spectrum to the Schottky nois&w)/2el (Fano factor), where via two level (cf. with Fig.[ll). This process would generate
I is given by [IP). This quantity is shown in Fi§l 5 foroscillations in the resonant current in the same way as was
', = e andT'r = 0.1¢, which are the same parameters agiscussed in the previous section.
in Fig.[, andy = 1. As expected, the quantum interference | ot ;s evaluate the corresponding tunneling amplitudes,

is reflected in the shot-noise power spectrum. We find that tWﬁich we denote a$); » and 69, i, respectively, for no

‘(‘:_orresporlding Fano factor ShOW_S apeakat cin the case of ¢ in-flip and spin-flip transitions (Fifl 6). This can be dduye
in-phase” resonances and a dip for out-of-phase resosanuigmg [3). Consider for the definiteness the electron ttiamsi
Although Fig.[® displays the Fano factor for an asymmetric,

) tween the dot and the right reservoir. The corresponding
quantum dotI';, > I'g, such a strong influence of the phas?eservoir wave functionyz(r) of @) is represented by a

on the shot-noise power spectrum pertains in a general Ca8Emers doublet r(x) = ur(r)| 1) + vr(r)| 1), whereur

The effect IS merely more pronounced for the asymmetric dot, 4 vg are functions of spatial coordinateonly. Therefore,
The reason is the Coulomb repulsion that prevents two ellezctrthe tunneling matrix elements corresponding to the tramst

from occupying the dot (c.f. with Fidl :_3)' For noninteragfin from the resonant level to the right reservoir without spip fl
electrons Uc = 0), however, the effect is mostly pronounceqmd accompanied by spin flip are[5]
for a symmetric casd,; = I'g.

saa (30) =m0 (1) 0

For relatively small deviations af factor in the right reservoir
from 2, |v| ~ O(|Agu|), Ag = g — 2,[24], and so the two
transition amplitudes are related @82 r| ~ O(|AgQr|). For
- Ag > 1, the two components, andwv, are of the same order
of magnitude and séQ2r ~ Q. The corresponding tunneling
amplitudes from the resonant level and the left reservar ar
evaluated in the same way.

0.5 1 15 2 25 WI/E

Fig. 5.  Fano factor versus for the resonant current through two levels. “
The parameters are the same as in Hig. 4. L 1 Q L ‘ Q R @

_ | s 0
Obviously, the shot-noise spectrum of resonant current . o0 $* e ®) u
through a double-dot system should be similar to that shown L i R

in Fig. @ forn = —1. Indeed, such a system is mapped to

a single dot with two levels, corresponding to the symmetrkig. 6.  Electron current through an impurity in the presentenagnetic

(nodeless) and antisymmetric (one-node) states. Therdier field. Heree denotes‘Zeeman sp_llttlng andis the number of electrons that
. . have arrived at the right reservoir (collector) by time

corresponding shot-noise power spectrum would always show

a dip at Rabi frequency (cf.[4]), in contrast with earlier

evaluations, which predicted a peak[23]. ~ Now we can obtain the quantum rate equations for magne-
Our results suggest that the measurement of shot-nojggansport through the Zeeman doublet (Fly. 6). We denote
spectrum can be used for a measurement of the relatmL r = ar r r, Where the coefficienta; » are of the
phaser. Technically, it would be more complicated than thgqer ong/g. One finds that, although Sigiﬂl’L Rl=+1, the
measurement of the total current as a functiod gf(Fig.[3), productdQ;6Qr > 0. Thus, the resonances bélonging to the
which also determines, yet the measurement df(w) does  zeeman doublet are always in phage=( 1). It is convenient
not distort the dot, and the phagecan be determined eventy \yrite rate equations separately for electrons polarized
for non-overlapping resonances; r < e. and down in the emitter and collector. Let us consider the
polarized up current in the emitter and the collector (Ely. 6
IIl. I NTERFERENCE EFFECTS IN MAGNETEIRANSPORT  Using [B), we obtain the following rate equations for the
Consider now the electron transport through a quantum detluced density matrix;,;(¢) described the spin-polarized
or impurity in the presence of magnetic field. In this cas#ansport throgh the Zeeman doublet (the indestenotes the
all of the levels of the quantum dot are doubled due to thmumber of electrons with spin up that have arrived at thetrigh
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reservoir by timet): We argued in[5] that the interference effect in the resonant
tunneling through impurities, considered in the presemd\st
o0 = —Lr(l+al)ag, can explain coherent oscillations with Larmor frequency in
+ Tr(o 4+ o) + akTr(oly +oby ") the STM current. These oscillations were observed in a set
— aglR(o™ 4+ ot — oy — o) (16a) Of STM experiments as a peak in the tunngling current power
67 = —Tr(l +a2)o?y +Trom (16b) spectrum|6], [7], probably in the spin-polarized compadna

o o, 5 . the current[9]. In fact, there have been several attempts to
635 = —I'r(1+ag)ogs + arl'Log (16¢)  explain the experiments[6], [25]-[28]. All these explanat
o7y, =iealy —Tr(1 +a%)oly — arl'Log, (16d) were based on an assumption that the oscillations of the

] o N _ tunneling current are generated by precession of a lochlize
Here we took into account that the spin-flip transitions amp'spin 1/2, interacting with tunneling electrons. In contraith

tudes €2, from the upper and lower levels of the quantum dqhese models, we suggest that it is not the impurity spin but
(Fig.[d) are of the opposite sign. Similar [2110) of the poeii he current itself that develops coherent oscillations thie
section, the quantum interference is generated by transiti tunneling of electrons with via the resonant levels of iniyyr
between the states of the Zeeman doublet via the reservoiggt by the magnetic field. Indeed, these oscillation would
Using [1) and[(16), one obtains for the spin-up polarizqgok fike those generated by a single spin precession, since
current in the right reservoir the Zeeman splitting coincides with the Larmor frequency.
. However, there is no precessing spin in our explanation, but
I(t) = Trloa (t) + 022(t) — arowa(t) — aroa(®), (A7) only the interference effect of electrons moving througlo tw
where o,4(t) = >, 0n5(t). The corresponding shot-noisedifferent states[5].
power spectruns(w) is given by the McDonald formul{X8). An essential requirement for our explanation should be a
Using [I8), we obtain sizable spin-orbit coupling effect. This would imply thatet
g-factor near impurity is different from those inside thekoul
S(w) = 2e*wT'gIM {Z11(w) + 0} Z22(w) and in the tip. This might be due to low space symmetry of
— ag[Zia(w) 4+ Z21(w)]},(18) an impurity on the surface[29]. Also, the nature of the tip ca
play a major role, so that thefactor of the tip would depend
whereZ,3(w) is given by [I#). The corresonding Fano factostrongly on the tip radius[30].
S(w)/2el, wherel = I(t — o0), is therefore determined by |t follows from our arguments that the peak in the STM
(I2) and [IB). current spectrum is not an evidence of a single spin detectio
We display in Fig[l the Fano factor as a functionwf put rather an effect of coherent resonant scattering (limg)e
for an asymmetric quantum dot, with the parameters= ¢, on impurity. Nevertheless, the above described spin-estuer
I'r = 0.1¢e anday = ag = 0.2. This quantity shows a clear mechanism can be used for a single nuclear spin detection, as
peak at frequency close to the Zeeman splitting[5]. Simiar was suggested in[5]. Indeed, due to the hyperfine coupling,
the previous case, discussed in Section II, the effect igljnoseach electronic level will be split into a number of sub-
pronounced for an asymmetric dot due to the influence Rivels. Then, according to our model, the peak in STM current
Coulomb repulsion. Also, we would like to emphasize thajpectrum would be split in a number of peaks corresponding to
the two resonances of the Zeeman doublet are “in phase”,tfgnsitions between various hyperfine levels. Such a isjjtt
thatn = 1. Therefore, the shot-noise power spectrum cannigtfact, has already been observed in recent measuremgnts[9
be compared with that of the current through a couple-dphe data clearly displays different peaks in the currentgrow
structure. The latter corresponds o= —1 and, therefore, spectrum — evidence of hyperfine splitting. These experiaien
the corresponding current spectrum would always displayr@sults strongly supports our explanation and opens a ngw wa

dip[4], as shown in Fig5. for a measurement of single nuclear spin[5], [9], [30].
300)/2@ IV. CONCLUSION
! In this paper, we studied the interference effects in quan-
0.95 tum transport through quantum dots or impurities, where the
transport is carried via several levels. In our investgyatiwe
0-9 used a new method of quantum rate equations which is mostly
0.85 suitable for treatment of this type of problems and accotinas
Coulomb repulsion in a simple and precise way. We found that
0.8 the interference effects strongly affect the total curastvell
0 75 as the current power spectrum and depend on the relative phas

of the levels, carrying the current. For instance, in theeazfs
0.75% i 5 3 00/8 out-of-phase resonances, the total current drops down when

the coupling with the collectoincreases. This contraintuitive

Fig. 7. Fano factor versus for the spin-polarized magnetotransport currenf€Sult represents an effect of the destructive interfere@mn

through the Zeeman doublet, shown in Hij. 6. the other hand, no destructive interference effect wouftkap
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when one increases the coupling with the emitter. Such gn] S.A. Gurvitz and Ya.S. Prager, “Microscopic derivatiof rate equations
unexpected asymmetry between the emitter and the collectgrfor quantum transport’Phys. Rev. v. BS3, pp. 15932-15943, 1996.

does not appear in the case of non-interacting electrons ] S.A. Gl_Jrvitz, “Measurements with a noninvasive deteend dephasing
pp g : mechanism” Phys. Rev. v. B56, pp. 15215-15223, 1997.

We have also demonstrated that the interference effects ps S.A. Gurvitz, “Rate equations for quantum transportnialti-dot sys-
reflected in the shot-noise power spectrum of the resonant ems”, Phys. Rev. v. BS7, pp. 6602-6611, 1998.

. . 15] S.A. Gurvitz, “Quantum description of classical apgas: Zeno effect
current. We found that this quantity depends very strongﬁy and decoherence’Quantum Information Processing, vol. 2, pp. 15-35,

on the relative phase of the resonances. It shows a peak for2003.
in-phase resonances and a dip for out-of-phase resonanBés.J. Bardeen, “Tunneling from a Many-Particle Point ofeWf, Phys.

) - - . Rev. Lett., v. 6, pp. 57-59, 1961; S.A. Gurvitz, “Two-potential appeba
This opens a pOSSIblllty for StUdy'ng the internal struetur to multi-dimensional tunneling”, iMichael Marinov Memorial Volume,

of quantum dots or impurities by measuring the shot-noise Multiple facets of quantization and supersymmetry, (Eds. M. Olshanetsky

. . . 17] S.A. Gurvitz, “Novel approach to tunneling problem#hys. Rev., v.
Finally, we applied our method for study the interferencd A38, pp. 1747-1759, 1988.

effect in magnetotransport. We showed that, due to the spjme] S.A. Gurvitz, P.B. Semmes, W. Nazarewicz and T. Vertsodified
orbit interaction, the electric current would display tmger- two-potential approach to tunneling problem#tys. Rev. v. AG9, pp.

f ffects of th ¢ in the t lina th 042705(1)-042705(8), 2004.
erence efrects o € same nature as in thé tunneling rOLfQQ] D.K.C. MacDonald, “Transit-time deterioration of sgacharge reduc-

two levels, separated by the Zeeman spitting. We suggesttion of shot effect”,Rep. Prog. Phys. v. 12, pp. 561-568, 1948.

that this phenomenon can explain the modulation of STl T.H._Stoof and Yu.V. Nazarov, “Time-dependent resdrtanneling via
. . . . two discrete states’Phys. Rev., v. B53, pp. 1050-1053, 1996.

current found in different experiments and attributed te t|]21] G. Hackenbroich and H.A. Weidenmiiller, “Transmissithrough a

Larmor precession of the localized spin. Yet, accordingdob 0 Quantum Dot in an Aharonov-Bohm RingBhys. Rev. Lett., v. 76, pp.

model, these experiments display the interference efféut. ~ 110-113, 1996; G. Hackenbroich, W.D. Heiss, and H.A. Weniéer,

hvoerfine solittina of the sianal into several peaks. found i Deformation of Quantum Dots in the Coulomb Blockade Redinfhys.

yp plitting g p s Rev. Lett., v. 79, pp. 127-130, 1997.

recent experiments, confirms our model and gives a po$gibili22] Y.M. Blanter and M. Biittiker, “Shot noise in mesosopmionductors”,

to use the interference effect as a new effective tool fonglsi Phys. Rep., v. 336, pp. 1-166, 2000. _ _

. [23] A.N. Korotkov, D.V. Averin, and K.K. Likharev, “Stattical properties
Spin measurements. of continuous-wave Bloch oscillations in double-well seamductor
heterostructures”Phys. Rev., v. B49, 7548-7556, 1994.
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