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Abstract:	  We	  measured	  spin-‐transport	  in	  nonferromagnetic	  (NM)	  metallic	  
multilayers	  from	  the	  contribution	  to	  damping	  due	  to	  spin	  pumping	  from	  a	  
ferromagnetic	  Co90Fe10	  thin	  film.	  The	  multilayer	  stack	  consisted	  of	  
NM1/NM2/Co90Fe10(2	  nm)/NM2/NM3	  with	  varying	  NM	  materials	  and	  thicknesses.	  	  
Using	  conventional	  theory	  for	  one-‐dimensional	  diffusive	  spin	  transport	  in	  metals,	  
we	  show	  that	  the	  effective	  damping	  due	  to	  spin	  pumping	  can	  be	  strongly	  affected	  by	  
the	  spin	  transport	  properties	  of	  each	  NM	  in	  the	  multilayer,	  which	  permits	  the	  use	  of	  
damping	  measurements	  to	  accurately	  determine	  the	  spin	  transport	  properties	  of	  
the	  various	  NM	  layers	  in	  the	  full	  five-‐layer	  stack.	  	  We	  find	  that	  due	  to	  its	  high	  
electrical	  resistivity,	  amorphous	  Ta	  is	  a	  poor	  spin	  conductor,	  in	  spite	  of	  a	  short	  spin-‐
diffusion	  length	  of	  1.0	  nm,	  and	  that	  Pt	  is	  an	  excellent	  spin	  conductor	  by	  virtue	  of	  its	  
low	  electrical	  resistivity	  and	  a	  spin	  diffusion	  length	  of	  only	  0.5	  nm.	  Spin	  Hall	  effect	  
measurements	  may	  have	  underestimated	  the	  spin	  Hall	  angle	  in	  Pt	  by	  assuming	  a	  
much	  longer	  spin	  diffusion	  length.	  

	  

	  

The	  accurate	  measurement	  and	  control	  of	  damping	  in	  nanomagnets,	  are	  vital	  

for	  future	  device	  applications,	  such	  as	  magnetic	  random	  access	  memory	  (MRAM)	  

[1],	  spin-‐torque	  MRAM	  [2],	  spin-‐torque	  nano-‐oscillators	  [3],	  racetrack	  memory	  [4],	  

and	  energy-‐assisted	  magnetic	  recording	  in	  hard-‐disk	  drives	  [5,6].	  	  Most	  of	  these	  

applications	  require	  structures	  with	  nanoscale	  ferromagnets	  in	  ohmic	  contact	  with	  

nonferromagnetic	  (NM)	  metals.	  	  A	  significant	  source	  of	  damping	  in	  such	  metallic	  

multilayer	  (ML)	  structures	  is	  spin-‐pumping	  [7,8,9,10,11],	  whereby	  time-‐varying	  

magnetization	  generates	  a	  pure	  spin-‐current	  into	  the	  contacting	  NM.	  Indeed,	  



previous	  work	  has	  shown	  that	  spin-‐pumping	  is	  a	  major	  source	  of	  damping	  in	  high	  

anisotropy	  CoFe/Pd	  multilayers	  [11].	  While	  the	  phenomenon	  of	  spin-‐pumping	  is	  

well	  established	  [12,9,13],	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  details	  associated	  with	  

interfaces	  and	  varying	  material	  properties	  throughout	  ML	  stacks	  still	  warrants	  

further	  investigation	  to	  clarify	  remaining	  inconsistencies	  in	  reported	  data,	  e.g.,	  the	  

very	  different	  values	  for	  the	  enhanced	  spin-‐pumping	  damping	  due	  to	  the	  presence	  

of	  Ta	  in	  multilayers	  stacks	  which	  varies	  from	  a	  negligible	  to	  a	  substantial	  effect	  

[12,10].	  	  In	  addition,	  a	  common	  approach	  to	  data	  analysis	  relies	  on	  simple	  models	  

that	  employ	  an	  effective	  interfacial	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  to	  characterize	  MLs	  

[9,14].	  Such	  simplification	  comes	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  a	  detailed	  understanding	  of	  the	  

importance	  that	  diffusive	  spin	  transport	  between	  multiple	  conducting	  NM	  layers	  

can	  play	  [15].	  	  For	  example,	  we	  know	  that	  non-‐negligible	  spin-‐accumulation	  due	  to	  

spin-‐pumping	  in	  adjacent	  NM	  layers	  can	  result	  in	  a	  backflow	  of	  spin-‐current	  into	  the	  

precessing	  ferromagnet	  (FM)	  [7,8].	  While	  the	  details	  of	  this	  process	  can	  depend	  in	  a	  

complicated	  way	  on	  the	  sample	  geometry,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  bulk	  and	  interfacial	  

properties	  of	  any	  adjacent	  NM	  layers	  in	  a	  ML	  stack,	  the	  net	  effect	  is	  often	  bundled	  

into	  a	  single	  phenomenological	  parameter:	  the	  effective	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  

geff
↑↓ 	  [7,9,11,16].	  	  

Spin-‐pumping	  from	  a	  uniformly	  precessing	  ferromagnet	  (FM)	  causes	  an	  

increase	  in	  the	  effective	  Gilbert	  damping	  α 	  [7,8,17].	  	  The	  spin-‐current	  pumped	  from	  

the	  time-‐varying	  magnetization	  into	  an	  adjacent	  NM	  layer	  propagates	  diffusively,	  

subject	  to	  the	  operative	  boundary	  conditions	  in	  the	  NM	  system,	  including	  any	  NM	  

interfaces	  in	  the	  case	  of	  a	  ML	  stack.	  	  The	  net	  spin-‐current	  exiting	  the	  FM	  is	  



proportional	  to	  the	  gradient	  of	  the	  spin	  accumulation	  at	  the	  FM/NM	  interface	  [7].	  

Given	  that	  the	  resultant	  spin	  accumulation	  is	  a	  sensitive	  function	  of	  the	  electrical	  

conductivities,	  spin-‐diffusion	  lengths,	  and	  interfacial	  spin-‐flip-‐scattering	  of	  the	  

various	  NM	  layers	  in	  the	  ML	  stack,	  accurate	  determination	  of	  both	  the	  bulk	  and	  

interfacial	  spin-‐transport	  properties	  of	  the	  constituent	  materials	  is	  critical	  for	  the	  

optimized	  design	  of	  spintronic	  devices	  that	  utilize	  ML	  stacks	  of	  NM	  layers.	  	  	  

In	  this	  work,	  we	  experimentally	  assess	  the	  effects	  of	  multiple	  NM	  layers	  on	  

the	  spin-‐pumping	  contribution	  to	  damping	  of	  the	  single	  FM	  layer	  in	  the	  stack,	  and	  

model	  the	  enhanced	  damping	  with	  conventional	  diffusive	  spin-‐current	  theory	  for	  

one-‐dimensional	  transport	  of	  non-‐collinear	  spins.	  We	  find	  that	  the	  presence	  of	  a	  

material	  with	  a	  short	  spin-‐diffusion	  length	  in	  a	  multilayer	  stack	  does	  not	  necessarily	  

guarantee	  a	  large	  effective	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  or	  large	  enhanced	  damping.	  In	  

particular,	  a	  large	  mismatch	  in	  spin-‐conductivity	  between	  two	  layers	  in	  a	  multilayer	  

stack	  can	  generate	  a	  substantial	  spin	  accumulation	  in	  a	  relatively	  weak	  “spin	  

scatterer”	  (i.e.,	  long	  spin	  diffusion	  length),	  even	  though	  it	  is	  in	  direct	  contact	  with	  a	  

strong	  “spin	  scatterer”	  (i.e.,	  short	  spin	  diffusion	  length).	  

The	  standard	  theory	  for	  diffusive	  spin-‐transport	  is	  used	  to	  quantitatively	  

analyze	  the	  additional	  damping	  due	  to	  spin-‐pumping	  [7,8].	  	  Spins	  that	  are	  pumped	  

from	  the	  FM	  diffuse	  into	  the	  NM	  multilayer,	  leading	  to	  a	  steady-‐state,	  non-‐collinear,	  

spin	  accumulation	  throughout	  the	  structure.	  	  For	  uniform,	  circular,	  out-‐of-‐plane	  

precession,	  the	  pumped	  spins	  flow	  in	  a	  direction	  perpendicular	  to	  the	  interface,	  with	  

a	  polarization	  perpendicular	  to	  the	  instantaneous	  magnetization	  vector	  and	  parallel	  

to	  the	  FM/NM	  interface	  to	  first	  order	  in	  the	  precession	  amplitude.	  	  Given	  that	  the	  



ferromagnetic	  resonance	  (FMR)	  frequencies	  for	  these	  measurements	  (5-‐30	  GHz)	  are	  

much	  slower	  than	  the	  electron	  relaxation	  rates	  in	  the	  NM	  (>200	  GHz),	  the	  system	  

reduces	  to	  a	  time-‐independent,	  one-‐dimensional	  problem	  defined	  by	  the	  spin-‐

potential	   

µs x( ) 	  and	  spin-‐current	   


jx
s x( ) ,	  where	  the	  spin-‐polarization	  vectors	  are	  

parallel	  to	  −m̂ × dm̂ dt( ) ,	  and	  the	  subscript	  for	  the	  spin-‐current	  refers	  to	  the	  flow	  

along	  the	  x-‐axis,	  perpendicular	  to	  the	  layers.	  The	  FM/NM	  interface	  lies	  at x = 0 ,	  and	  

the	  NM	  stack	  extends	  in	  the	  half	  plane	   x > 0 .	  	  (Given	  the	  symmetry	  of	  our	  sample	  

system,	  we	  will	  only	  solve	  the	  spin-‐diffusion	  problem	  for	  one	  of	  the	  FM/NM	  

interfaces,	  and	  then	  multiply	  our	  results	  for	  enhanced	  damping	  by	  a	  factor	  of	  two.)	  

The	  steady-‐state	  transverse	  spin-‐potential	  is	  given	  by	  the	  solution	  to	  the	  spin-‐

diffusion	  equation	  [8,18],	  

	   d 2 µ s

dx2
=
1
λ 2

µ s, 	  	   (1)	  

where	  λ 	  is	  the	  spin-‐diffusion	  length.	  	  Eq.(1)	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  boundary	  condition	  

that	  both	  the	  spin-‐potential	  and	  the	  spin-‐current,	  defined	  by	  

	  
 


jx
s = − σ

2e2
d

µ s

dx
, 	  	   (2)	  

(σ 	  is	  the	  electrical	  conductivity),	  are	  continuous	  across	  all	  NM	  interfaces,	  where	  

 

jx
s = 0 	  at	  the	  outermost	  NM/air	  interface,	  and	  the	  spin-‐current	  and	  spin-‐potential	  

satisfy	  the	  spin-‐pumping/spin-‐torque	  source	  term	  at	  the	  FM/NM	  interface	  [7,8],	  

given	  by	  

	  

	  
 


jx
s x = 0( ) =

Re G↑↓
⎡⎣ ⎤⎦
2e2


dm̂
dt

× m̂ − 2 µ s x = 0( )⎡
⎣⎢

⎤
⎦⎥
	  	   (3)	  



where e 	  is	  the	  electron	  charge,	    	  	  is	  the	  reduced	  Planck’s	  constant,	  and	  G↑↓ 	  is	  the	  

spin-‐mixing	  conductivity	  with	  units	  of	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2.	  The	  conversion	  between	  the	  G↑↓ 	  

used	  here	  and	  the	  oft-‐used	  alternative	  form,	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  the	  spin-‐mixing	  

conductance	   g↑↓ ,	  with	  units	  of	  m-‐2,	  is	  the	  von	  Klitzing	  resistance	  of	  ≅ 26 	  kΩ,	  i.e.,	  

 
g↑↓  h e2( )G↑↓ .	  	  We	  refer	  to	  G	  as	  the	  spin	  mixing	  conductivity,	  as	  opposed	  to	  

conductance,	  because	  it	  relates	  a	  spin-‐current	  density	  to	  a	  potential	  drop.	  	  In	  the	  

formulation	  of	  Eq.	  (3),	  the	  spin	  accumulation	  in	  the	  NM	  is	  assumed	  to	  be	  purely	  

transverse,	  i.e.,	   

µ s ⋅ m̂ ≅ 0 ,	  and	  the	  transverse	  spin-‐potential	  in	  the	  FM	  is	  zero	  such	  

that	   

µ s x = 0( ) 	  is	  equal	  to	  the	  interfacial	  spin-‐potential	  drop	  at	  the	  FM/NM	  

interface.)	  Rewriting	  Eq.	  (3)	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  torque	  acting	  on	  the	  FM	  due	  to	  spin	  

current	  at	  the	  FM/NM	  interface,	  the	  spin-‐pumping	  component	  of	  the	  damping	  Δα 	  

for	  each	  FM/NM	  interface	  is	  [7,8]	  

	  

 

Δα =
γ 2

2Msδe
2

Re G↑↓
⎡⎣ ⎤⎦

1+
Re G↑↓

⎡⎣ ⎤⎦
Gext

⎡

⎣
⎢
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥
⎥

	  ,	   (4)	  

where	  
 
Gext  2e2 ⎡⎣ ⎤⎦


jx
s x = 0( ) 2


µ s x = 0( )⎡⎣ ⎤⎦ 	  	  is	  the	  effective	  one-‐dimensional	  spin-‐

conductance	  of	  the	  NM	  stack,	  which	  acts	  as	  a	  parallel	  spin-‐conductor	  (or	  series	  spin-‐

resistor)	  to	  the	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance,	   γ 	  is	  the	  gyromagnetic	  ratio	  assuming	  the	  

experimentally-‐determined	  Landé	  g-‐factor	  g=2.15,	  Ms 	  is	  the	  saturation	  

magnetization,	  with µ0Ms = 1.8 	  T	  for	  Co-‐Fe	  [11],	  	  and	  δ 	  is	  the	  ferromagnetic	  layer	  

thickness.	  The	  ratio	  Re G↑↓
⎡⎣ ⎤⎦ Gext 	  in	  Eq.	  (4)	  is	  usually	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  spin-‐



current	  “backflow	  factor”	  [7],	  and	  the	  factor	  Re G↑↓
#$ %& 1+ Re G↑↓

#$ %& Gext
#$ %&

#
$

%
&< Re G↑↓

#$ %& 	  is	  

sometimes	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  “effective”	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance.	  We	  note	  that	  each	  

layer	  in	  the	  NM	  stack	  cannot	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  separate	  parallel	  spin-‐resistor	  as	  part	  of	  

a	  simplified	  lumped-‐circuit	  analysis	  because	  the	  steady-‐state	  spin-‐transport	  

properties	  of	  the	  aggregate	  ML	  stack	  depend	  non-‐trivially	  on	  the	  thickness	  of	  each	  

NM	  layer,	  as	  will	  be	  shown	  below.	  For	  purely	  diffusive	  systems,	  we	  generally	  

assume	  [7,8]	  that	  
 
Im G↑↓

⎡⎣ ⎤⎦Re G↑↓
⎡⎣ ⎤⎦ .	  Thus,	  Re G↑↓

⎡⎣ ⎤⎦ 	  will	  be	  replaced	  with	  G↑↓ 	  for	  

the	  rest	  of	  our	  analysis.	  

The	  homogeneous	  solution	  to	  Eq.	  (1)	  in	  NM	  layer	  i	  is	  

	   µi
s x( ) = Ai exp

x
λi

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
+ Bi exp − x

λi

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
, 	  	   (5)	  

where	  λi 	  is	  the	  spin	  diffusion	  length	  in	  layer	  i,	  and	   Ai ,Bi( ) 	  are	  coefficients	  to	  be	  

solved	  by	  use	  of	  the	  boundary	  conditions.	  	  For	  a	  FM/NM1/NM2	  multilayer,	  	  

	   Gext =
G1
NM

2

G1
NM coth L2

λ2

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
+G2

NM coth L1
λ1

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟

⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥

G1
NM coth L1

λ1

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
coth L2

λ2

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
+G2

NM⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥

	  ,	   (6)	  

where	   Gi
NM σ i λi ,	  σ i 	  	  and	   Li 	  	  are	  the	  electrical	  conductivity	  and	  the	  thickness	  of	  

the	  ith	  layer,	  respectively.	  Gi
NM 	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  an	  effective	  spin-‐conductivity	  for	  

the	  ith	  layer.	  	  In	  the	  limit	  where	  the	  second	  layer	  is	  much	  thicker	  than	  its	  spin	  

diffusion	  length	  ( L2  λ2 ),	  Eq.	  (6)	  reduces	  to	  



	   Gext =
G1
NM

2

G1
NM tanh L1

λ1

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟
+G2

NM⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥

G1
NM +G2

NM tanh L1
λ1

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟

⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥

	  .	   (7)	  

	  

Illustrating	  the	  spin	  accumulation	  expected	  for	  the	  kinds	  of	  metallic	  

multilayers	  considered	  here,	  Fig.	  1(a)	  shows	  a	  plot	  of	   

µ s 	  as	  a	  function	  of	  position	  

for	  the	  three	  cases	  of	  σ 2 = 3σ 1 ,	  σ 2 =σ 1 ,	  and	  σ 2 = 0.06σ 1 ,	  with	  2L1 = L2 = λ1 = λ2 ,	  

	  
Figure	  1:	  (a)	  Theoretically	  predicted	  spin	  accumulation	  as	  a	  function	  of	  distance	  from	  the	  interface	  for	  
a	  bilayer	  with	  thicknesses	  L1=0.5L2,	  for	  a	  differing	  conductivities	  in	  layer	  two:	  σ2=3σ1	  (blue),	  σ2=σ1	  
(red)	  and	  σ2=0.06σ1.	  	  Simply	  changing	  the	  electrical	  conductivity	  of	  Layer	  2	  can	  greatly	  affect	  the	  
reabsorbed	  spin	  current	  due	  to	  accumulation	  at	  the	  ferromagnet	  boundary.	  Inset	  shows	  a	  schematic	  
of	  the	  trilayer	  structure.	  (b)	   	  as	  a	  function	  of	   	  for	   	  (blue)	  and	  

	  (red),	  as	  calculated	  by	  use	  of	  Eq.	  (7).	  	  As	  expected	  by	  inspection	  of	  Eq.	  (7),	  

	  for	   ,	  and	  asymptotically	  approaches	   	  with	  increasing	   .	  	  	  



calculated	  by	  use	  of	  Eq.	  (6).	  In	  the	  limit	  of	   Gext G↑↓ ,	  we	  see	  from	  Eqs.	  (2)	  and	  (4)	  

that	  Δα ∝Gext ∝ dµ s dx⎡⎣ ⎤⎦x=0 µ s x = 0( ) .	  Thus	  Δα can	  be	  strongly	  affected	  by	  

changes	  in	  the	  electrical	  conductivity	  of	  the	  outermost	  NM	  layer,	  even	  though	  the	  

spin	  diffusion	  lengths	  of	  both	  NM	  layers	  are	  identical.	  	  

Fig.	  1(b)	  shows	  a	  plot	  of	  Gext 	  vs.	   L1 λ1 	  calculated	  from	  Eq.	  (7)	  for	  different	  

relative	  spin	  conductivities	  in	  the	  two	  layers.	  This	  example	  demonstrates	  how	  Gext 	  

can	  either	  be	  an	  increasing	  or	  decreasing	  function	  of	  layer	  thickness,	  with	  a	  strong	  

dependence	  on	  the	  spin-‐conductivity	  of	  the	  second	  NM	  layer.	  Thus,	  by	  measuring	  

Δα 	  as	  a	  function	  of	   L1 ,	  both	  λ1 	  and	  the	  dimensionless	  ratio	   σ 1λ2[ ] σ 2λ1[ ] 	  can	  be	  

determined	  via	  nonlinear	  fitting.	  Additional	  measurements	  of	  the	  conductivities	  for	  

the	  two	  NM	  layers	  then	  allow	  for	  determination	  of	  λ2 .	  

We	  investigated	  spin-‐pumping	  into	  metallic	  MLs	  by	  depositing	  stacks	  of	  Ta(3	  

nm)/	  NM( LNM 	  )/Co90Fe10(2	  nm)/NM( LNM 	  )/	  Ta(3	  nm),	  as	  shown	  schematically	  in	  

Fig.	  2(a),	  where	  the	  NM	  is	  either	  Pd	  or	  Cu.	  (Subsequently,	  we	  will	  refer	  to	  the	  alloy	  

Co90Fe10	  with	  the	  abbreviation	  “Co-‐Fe”.)	  The	  samples	  were	  magnetron	  sputter-‐

deposited	  in	  a	  chamber	  with	  a	  base	  pressure	  of	  1.3×10-‐7	  Pascal	  (10-‐9	  Torr).	  	  The	  

thicknesses	  were	  calibrated	  by	  means	  of	  X-‐ray	  reflectometry	  with	  an	  uncertainty	  of	  

approximately	  ±5%.	  	  The	  high	  symmetry	  of	  this	  structure	  allows	  for	  simplified	  

characterization	  of	  spin-‐transport	  because	  the	  contributions	  of	  both	  Co-‐Fe	  

interfaces	  to	  the	  spin-‐pumping	  component	  of	  damping	  are	  presumably	  identical.	  

Figure	  2(b)	  shows	  a	  schematic	  of	  spin	  pumping	  from	  the	  driven,	  precessing	  

magnetization	  of	  the	  Co-‐Fe	  layer,	  where	  spins	  of	  opposite	  orientation	  are	  emitted	  



and	  absorbed.	  	  The	  effective	  damping	  is	  measured	  by	  use	  of	  an	  FMR	  spectrometer	  

that	  employs	  a	  vector	  network	  analyzer	  (VNA)	  [11,19].	  The	  damping	  parameter	  α 	  

is	  extracted	  from	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  field	  linewidth	  ΔH 	  versus	  frequency	   f 	  [20,21].	  

Representative	  spectra	  and	  simultaneous	  fits	  to	  the	  real	  and	  imaginary	  part	  of	  the	  

susceptibility	  for	  the	  ML	  with	  NM	  =	  Pd,	  LPd	  =	  3	  nm,	  measured	  at	  10	  GHz,	  are	  shown	  

in	  Figs.	  2(c)-‐(d),	  while	  Figs.	  2(e)–(f)	  are	  plots	  of	  ΔH 	  and	  the	  resonance	  field	  Hr 	  

versus	   f ,	  along	  with	  linear	  fits	  to	  the	  data.	  We	  clearly	  see	  the	  linear	  dependence	  of	  

	  

	  
	  
Figure	  2:	  (a)	  Schematic	  of	  the	  multilayer	  stacks	  for	  studying	  spin-‐pumping.	  (b)	  Schematic	  of	  
the	  spin-‐pumping	  phenomenon.	  	  An	  oscillating	  field	  Hac	  excites	  precession	  of	  the	  CoFe	  
magnetization,	  which	  induces	  a	  steady-‐state	  spin-‐accumulation	  and	  spin-‐current	  in	  the	  NM	  
layers.	  	  (c)	  and	  (d)	  Representative	  plots	  of	  the	  real	  and	  imaginary	  parts	  of	  the	  FMR	  spectrum	  
(blue	  points)	  with	  fits	  to	  the	  Polder	  susceptibility	  (red	  lines).	  	  (e)	   	  versus	  Frequency	  
(blue	  points)	  with	  linear	  fit	  (red	  line),	  yielding	   	  and	   .	  	  (f)	  Resonance	  field	  versus	  
frequency	  (blue	  points)	  with	  fit	  to	  the	  Kittel	  equation	  (red	  line),	  yielding	   	  and	   .	  



ΔH 	  on	   f ,	  which	  also	  permits	  explicit	  separation	  of	  α 	  from	  any	  inhomogeneous	  

contribution	  to	  the	  linewidth.	  	  

Fig.	  3(a)	  shows	  the	  measured	  α 	  as	  a	  function	  of	  Pd	  thickness	   LPd .	  	  For	  

LPd >1 	  nm,	  α 	  increases	  by	  a	  factor	  of	  two	  with	  increasing	   LPd ,	  with	  a	  characteristic	  

length	  scale	  of	  2-‐3	  nm,	  indicating	  that	  the	  spin-‐impedance	  of	  Ta	  is	  much	  smaller	  

than	  that	  of	  Pd	  (Fig.	  1(b)).	  We	  measured	  the	  conductivity	  of	  our	  Ta	  to	  be	  

σ Ta = 4.1×10
5 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐1,	  and	  we	  assumed	  a	  bulk	  conductivity	  of	  σ Pd = 9.5 ×10

6 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐1	  

[22].	  	  The	  low	  conductivity	  of	  the	  Ta	  is	  consistent	  with	  X-‐ray	  diffraction	  data	  that	  

indicate	  an	  amorphous	  structure.	  	  To	  be	  consistent	  with	  previously	  reported	  data	  

for	  similar	  structures	  with	  a	  fixed	  Ta(3	  nm)/Pd(3	  nm)	  seed	  layer	  with	  no	  Ta	  on	  top,	  

the	  data	  in	  both	  Fig.	  3(a)	  and	  that	  of	  Fig.	  5	  in	  Ref	  [11]	  were	  simultaneously	  fitted	  

with	  Eqs.	  (4)	  and	  (6).	  	  The	  fitting	  results	  areλPd = 2.6 ± 0.1 	  nm,	  λTa = 1.0 ± 0.2 	  nm,	  

and	  G↑↓
CoFe = 1.26 ± 0.17 ×1015 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2,	  as	  summarized	  in	  Table	  1.	  In	  all	  of	  the	  fits,	  

α =α 0 + Δα ,	  with	  an	  intrinsic	  damping	  value	  of	  α0 = 0.00462± 0.00004 ,	  as	  

established	  by	  previous	  measurements	  [11].	  The	  imprecision	  in	  the	  fitted	  values	  is	  

primarily	  attributable	  to	  the	   ±5%	  uncertainty	  in	  the	  film	  thickness.	  	  Additional	  

physical	  effects	  not	  contained	  in	  Eq.	  (6)	  were	  also	  accounted	  for.	  	  Because	  

approximately	  1	  nm	  of	  Pd	  is	  ferromagnetically	  polarized	  when	  in	  direct	  contact	  with	  

Co-‐Fe	  [11],	  we	  subtracted	   t0 = 1 	  nm	  from	   LPd 	  ,	  such	  that	  Gext LPd( )→Gext LPd + t0( ) ,	  

while	  also	  adding	  0.2	  nm	  to	  the	  total	  effective	  Co90Fe10	  thickness	  δ 	  in	  Eq.	  (4)	  to	  

account	  for	  the	  magnetization	  of	  the	  polarized	  Pd	  equal	  to	  one-‐tenth	  that	  of	  Co-‐Fe.	  	  

Nevertheless,	  the	  data	  clearly	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  poor	  conductivity	  of	  the	  Ta	  



layer	  can	  lead	  to	  weak	  spin	  pumping	  when	  the	  intermediate	  Pd	  layer	  is	  thinner	  than	  

the	  spin	  diffusion	  length,	  even	  though	  the	  spin	  diffusion	  length	  of	  Ta	  is	  almost	  one-‐

third	  that	  of	  Pd.	  

Previously	  reported	  values	  of	  G↑↓
CoFe/Pd = 4.15 ± 0.50( )×1014 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2	  and	  

λPd = 8.6 ±1.0 	  nm	  were	  also	  derived	  from	  spin-‐pumping	  measurements	  with	  similar	  

multilayer	  structures	  [11].	  While	  these	  earlier	  results	  compared	  favorably	  with	  

values	  reported	  by	  Foros	  et	  al.	  [14]	  and	  Mizukami	  et	  al.	  [12],	  the	  analysis	  used	  in	  

both	  Refs.	  [11]	  and	  [14]	  was	  based	  upon	  the	  assumption	  that	  Δα 	  exhibits	  a	  simple	  

exponential	  dependence	  on	   LPd λPd ,	  which	  is	  now	  known	  to	  be	  an	  

oversimplification.	  The	  quantitative	  analysis	  presented	  here,	  based	  upon	  Eqs.	  (4)	  

and	  (6),	  takes	  into	  account	  the	  well-‐known	  proximity-‐induced	  polarization	  of	  Pd	  

and	  has	  greatly	  improved	  the	  accuracy	  of	  the	  fitted	  parameters.	  	  

	  

NM	   G↑↓
CoFe/NM 	  (1015 Ω-‐1	  m-‐2) λ 	  (nm) σ 	  (Ω-‐1	  m-‐1) σ λ (1015	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2) 

Pd 1.26±0.17 2.6±1.2 9.5×	  106	  [22]	   3.65±0.49 

Ta N/A	   1.0±0.18 4.1×	  105 0.41±0.074 

Cu >2.6	   170	  [23]	   5.8×107	  [22]	   0.32 

Nb	   N/A	   8.0±2.5	   6.6×106	  [22]	   0.26	  

Pt	   N/A	   0.5±0.3	   9.4×106	  [22]	   19	  



Table	  1.	  Summary	  of	  fitted	  and	  tabulated	  parameters.	  Citations	  are	  provided	  for	  tabulated	  
parameters	  that	  were	  used	  as	  part	  of	  the	  fitting	  process.	  	  

	  

	   We	  speculate	  that	  the	  large	  value	  for	  α 	  for	   LPd = 0 	  (Ta	  (3	  nm)/	  Co-‐Fe	  

(2nm)/Ta	  (3	  nm))	  is	  the	  consequence	  of	  a	  magnetic	  	  “dead	  layer”	  at	  the	  Co90Fe10/Ta	  

interface	  that	  further	  reduces	  the	  effective	  thickness	  of	  the	  Co-‐Fe	  [24].	  	  

Enhancement	  of	  G↑↓ 	  for	  the	  Co-‐Fe/Ta	  interface	  relative	  to	  that	  of	  the	  Co-‐Fe/Pd	  

interface	  cannot	  account	  for	  the	  large	  α 	  value	  because	  it	  is	  already	  the	  case	  that	  

 GTa G↑↓
CoFe/Pd .	  	  Eq.	  (4)	  shows	  that	  the	  spin-‐pumping	  contribution	  to	  α 	  is	  insensitive	  

	  

	  
Fig.	  3:	  (a)	  Measured	   	  (blue	  points)	  vs.	  Pd	  thickness,	  with	  self-‐consistent	  fits	  (red	  lines)	  to	  Eq.	  (4),	  for	  
the	  symmetric	  multilayer.	  Inset	  shows	  the	  simultaneous	  fit	  to	  data	  contained	  in	  Fig.	  5	  of	  Ref.	  [11].	  	  (b)	  
Same	  as	  (a)	  but	  with	  Cu	  instead	  of	  Pd.	  	  Shaded	  regions	  indicate	  regions	  below	  t0,	  where,	  due	  to	  
polarization	  of	  the	  normal	  metal	  and	  inconsistent	  growth	  the	  theory	  breaks	  down.	  Only	  data	  outside	  
of	  the	  shaded	  regions	  in	  (a)	  and	  (b)	  are	  fitted	  to	  Eq.	  (4).	  



to	  G↑↓ 	  in	  the	  limit	  of	   Gext G↑↓ .	  Based	  on	  the	  measured	  value	  of	  α 	  when	  the	  Co-‐Fe	  

and	  Ta	  are	  in	  direct	  contact,	  and	  assuming	  G↑↓
CoFe/Ta ≅G↑↓

CoFe/Pd ,	  the	  dead	  layer	  thickness	  

is	  estimated	  to	  be	  ≈	  0.45	  nm	  per	  interface.	  This	  is	  in	  reasonable	  agreement	  with	  a	  

previously	  reported	  value	  of	  0.66	  nm	  for	  a	  sputtered	  Co/Ta	  interface	  [25].	  

As	  a	  control	  study,	  we	  repeated	  our	  measurements	  with	  similar	  samples,	  but	  

with	  NM	  =	  Cu.	  Cu	  has	  very	  similar	  spin	  conductivity	  to	  that	  of	  Ta,	  as	  indicated	  in	  

Table	  1,	  even	  though	  Cu	  has	  an	  exceptionally	  long	  spin	  diffusion	  length.	  Fig.	  3(b)	  

shows	  measured	  values	  of	  α 	  as	  a	  function	  of	  Cu	  thickness	   LCu .	  	  For	  all	  of	  the	  

measured	  samples,	   LCu  λCu .	  Over	  the	  entire	  range	  of	  1	  nm	  < LCu ≤ 	  10	  nm,	  α 	  is	  

effectively	  constant,	  with	  a	  value	  of	  ≅ 0.01,	  nearly	  identical	  to	  the	  minimum	  value	  

obtained	  for	  the	  samples	  with	  NM	  =	  Pd,	   LPd = 1 	  nm.	  This	  is	  consistent	  with	  both	  the	  

fact	  that	  σ λ 	  is	  very	  similar	  for	  Cu	  and	  Ta,	  and	  that	   G↑↓ GCu,Ta 	  for	  both	  the	  Co-‐

Fe/Cu	  and	  Co-‐Fe/Pd	  interfaces.	  We	  attribute	  the	  enhanced	  damping	  for	  0	  < LCu <1.5 	  

nm	  to	  discontinuous	  Cu	  growth	  at	  these	  small	  thicknesses.	  By	  use	  of	  the	  minimum	  

value	  of	  Δα 	  for	   LCu ≥ 2 	  nm,	  and	  the	  previously	  measured	  value	  λCu ≅ 	  170	  nm	  [26],	  

fitting	  of	  the	  data	  yields	  G↑↓
CoFe/Cu > 2.6 ×1015 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2.	  Establishment	  of	  an	  upper	  

bound	  for	  G↑↓
CoFe/Cuwas	  not	  possible,	  given	  the	  finite	  precision	  of	  the	  measurements	  

and	  the	  relative	  insensitivity	  predicted	  by	  Eq.	  (4)	  when	   G↑↓
CoFe/Cu GCu .	  Nevertheless,	  

by	  use	  of	  the	  lower	  bound	  for	  G↑↓
CoFe/Cu 	  and	  the	  other	  fitted	  parameters	  in	  Table	  1,	  

and	  with	  the	  assumption	  G↑↓
CoFe/Cu ≅ G↑↓

NiFe/Cu ,	  we	  were	  able	  to	  quantitatively	  reproduce	  

the	  dependence	  of	  Δα 	  on	   LCu 	  as	  reported	  in	  Ref.	  [10]	  for	  multilayers	  with	  the	  



structure	  Ni80Fe20	  (5	  nm)/Cu	  ( LCu )/Ta	  (5	  nm)	  and	  Ni80Fe20	  (5	  nm)/Cu	  ( LCu ),	  where	  

LCu 	  was	  varied	  between	  <	  5	  nm	  to	  >	  1	  µm.	  

As	  an	  additional	  control	  measurement,	  we	  grew	  samples	  with	  Ni	  layers	  of	  

thickness	  δNi 	  between	  the	  Pd	  and	  Ta	  (see	  diagram	  in	  Fig.	  4).	  The	  FMR	  conditions	  for	  

Ni	  are	  sufficiently	  different	  from	  those	  for	  Co-‐Fe	  that	  the	  Ni	  magnetization	  is	  

approximately	  static	  over	  the	  Co-‐Fe	  resonance	  peak.	  The	  Ni	  is	  an	  absorber	  of	  

transverse	  spin	  ( 

µ s ⋅

MNi ≅ 0 )	  via	  the	  spin-‐torque	  effect,	  as	  described	  quantitatively	  

by	  the	  second	  term	  in	  Eq.	  (3).	  The	  efficiency	  of	  the	  spin	  absorption	  by	  Ni	  is	  

proportional	  to	  both	  the	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  of	  the	  Ni/Pd	  interface	  G↑↓
Ni/Pd 	  and	  a	  

factor	  of	  the	  approximate	  form	  1− sech −δNi λNi( ) ,	  where	  λNi ≅ 1 	  nm	  is	  the	  

	  

	  
	  
Figure	  4:	  (a)	   	  vs	   	  with	  Ni	  layer	  of	  thickness	   	  inserted	  between	  Pd	  and	  Ta,	  with	  schematic	  
showing	  the	  layer	  structure.	  Ni	  absorbs	  the	  pumped	  spin-‐current	  via	  spin-‐torque,	  causing	  an	  increase	  
in .	  	  (b)	   for	  different	  NM	  capping	  materials	  of	  Ta,	  Nb,	  and	  Pt,	  with	  schematic	  showing	  the	  layer	  
structure.	  	  The	  Pt	  capping	  layer	  is	  a	  good	  spin-‐conductor,	  whereas	  the	  Ta	  and	  Nb	  capping	  layers	  are	  
poor	  spin-‐conductors.	  



transverse	  spin	  dephasing	  length	  in	  Ni	  [27].	  In	  the	  limit	  of	   LPd  λPd 	  and	   δNi  λNi ,	  

the	  damping	  due	  to	  spin	  pumping	  should	  simply	  be	  that	  predicted	  by	  Eq.	  (4),	  but	  

with	  Gext = G↑↓
Ni/Pd 	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  net	  transverse	  spin	  current	  pumped	  out	  of	  

the	  Co-‐Fe	  relaxes	  entirely	  at	  the	  Ni/Pd	  interface.	  Assuming	  that	  

 G↑↓
Ni/Pd ≅ G↑↓

CoFe/Pd GPd ,	  as	  expected	  by	  theory	  [14]	  and	  prior	  experiments	  [13],	  the	  

inclusion	  of	  a	  sufficiently	  thick	  Ni	  layer	  should	  significantly	  enhance	  Δα 	  for	  

LPd < λPd .	  This	  is	  seen	  in	  Fig.	  4(a),	  where	  we	  present	  the	  data	  for	  Δα 	  with	  varying	  

LPd 	  and	  several	  values	  of	  δNi .	  Thus,	  the	  measured	  dependence	  of	  Δα 	  on	  δNi 	  is	  

consistent	  with	  the	  theory	  of	  spin-‐pumping/spin-‐torque	  summarized	  in	  Eq.	  (3).	  	  

Solving	  for	  the	  spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  using	  the	  value	  of	  α 	  for	   LPd = 1 	  nm	  and	  

δNi = 2.5 	  nm,	  with	  the	  substitution	  Gext = G↑↓
Ni/Pd 	  in	  Eq.	  (4),	  we	  obtain	  

G↑↓
Ni/Pd = 4.7 ± 0.7( )×1015 	  Ω-‐1	  m-‐2.	  

	   We	  also	  investigated	  whether	  the	  overall	  trend	  of	  small/large	  Δα 	  and	  

small/large	  GNM 	  for	  thin	  Pd	  was	  reproducible	  for	  other	  NM	  capping	  layers.	  For	  this	  

final	  study,	  multilayers	  were	  grown	  consisting	  of	  Ta	  (3	  nm)/Pd	  (1	  nm)/	  CoFe	  (2	  

nm)/Pd	  (1	  nm)/NMcap	  (11nm),	  where	  NMcap	  =	  Nb	  or	  Pt.	  	  The	  data	  are	  shown	  in	  Fig.	  

4(b).	  The	  contribution	  of	  the	  bottom	  interface	  to	  Δα 	  was	  calculated	  by	  use	  of	  the	  

previously	  determined	  fitting	  parameters	  in	  Table	  1.	  Any	  additional	  contribution	  to	  

Δα 	  by	  the	  upper	  Co-‐Fe/Pd	  interface	  was	  fitted	  to	  the	  data	  by	  use	  of	  Eq.	  (4).	  While	  

Nb	  and	  Pt	  have	  similar	  conductivities	  to	  that	  of	  Pd,	  others	  have	  reported	  that	  they	  

have	  very	  different	  values	  for	  the	  spin	  diffusion	  length	  	  [28,29],	  although	  there	  is	  

some	  disagreement	  in	  the	  literature	  on	  the	  value	  of	  λPt ,	  which	  varies	  between	  14	  



nm	  [16,30]	  to	  1.4	  nm	  [29].	  Our	  data	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  notion	  that	  Nb	  is	  a	  poor	  

spin	  conductor,	  with	  GNb ≅ GTa ,	  whereas	  Pt	  is	  a	  good	  spin	  conductor,	  with	  GPt ≅ GPd .	  

As	  such,	  these	  data	  would	  indeed	  appear	  to	  reinforce	  the	  contention	  in	  Ref.	  [25]	  that	  

λPt ≅ 1 	  nm.	  Solving	  for	  the	  spin	  diffusion	  length	  with	  Eq.	  (4),	  using	  the	  bulk	  values	  of	  

the	  conductivity	  listed	  in	  Table	  1,	  we	  obtain	  λPt = 0.5 ± 0.3( ) 	  nm	  and	  λNb = 8.0 ± 0.3( ) 	  

nm.	  

Note	  that	  the	  spin-‐impedance	  for	  a	  given	  element	  could	  be	  highly	  variable,	  

depending	  on	  the	  phase	  of	  the	  material.	  The	  sputtered	  amorphous	  Ta	  used	  for	  these	  

samples	  is	  a	  poor	  conductor,	  thereby	  resulting	  in	  a	  relatively	  poor	  spin-‐conductivity.	  

Similarly,	  β-‐Ta,	  which	  was	  recently	  reported	  to	  exhibit	  a	  giant	  spin	  Hall	  angle	  [31],	  is	  

also	  a	  poor	  conductor.	  However,	  α-‐Ta	  is	  a	  much	  better	  conductor,	  which	  implies	  a	  

much	  larger	  spin-‐conductivity.	  Thus,	  it	  is	  possible	  that	  the	  very	  different	  values	  for	  

the	  spin-‐pumping	  effect	  in	  multilayers	  that	  utilize	  Ta	  seed	  and/or	  cap	  layers	  could	  

possibly	  result	  from	  sample	  growth	  conditions	  that	  produce	  different	  phases	  of	  Ta.	  

In	  summary,	  we	  measured	  the	  spin-‐pumping	  efficiency	  of	  2	  nm	  Co-‐Fe	  for	  

sandwich	  structures	  with	  encapsulating	  multilayers	  consisting	  of	  a	  variety	  of	  NM	  

and	  FM	  layers.	  Interpretation	  of	  the	  data	  was	  facilitated	  by	  conventional	  diffusive	  

spin	  transport	  theory.	  By	  self-‐consistent	  fitting	  of	  the	  data	  for	  samples	  with	  varying	  

NM	  and	  FM	  layer	  thicknesses,	  we	  could	  accurately	  determine	  the	  intrinsic	  spin-‐

mixing	  conductance	  of	  both	  Co-‐Fe/Pd	  and	  Ni/Pd	  interfaces,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  spin	  

diffusion	  lengths	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  normal	  metals.	  We	  rarely	  found	  that	  the	  effective	  

spin-‐mixing	  conductance	  was	  a	  good	  approximation	  for	  the	  intrinsic	  spin-‐mixing	  

conductance.	  Instead,	  we	  generally	  needed	  to	  properly	  account	  for	  the	  details	  of	  



diffusive	  spin-‐current	  flow	  between	  the	  various	  interfaces	  to	  accurately	  fit	  the	  data.	  

The	  values	  for	  G↑↓
CoFe/Pd 	  and	  λPd 	  reported	  here	  should	  prove	  valuable	  in	  the	  successful	  

modeling	  of	  damping	  behavior	  in	  more	  complicated	  systems,	  such	  as	  perpendicular	  

anisotropy	  multilayers	  for	  spintronics	  applications.	  	  
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