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Abstract 
Energy-level	 alignment	 (ELA)	 at	 buried	 interfaces	 between	 electrode	 and	

molecular	 materials	 sets	 charge	 injection	 barriers,	 carrier	 selectivity,	 and	

ultimately	 device	 efficiency,	 yet	 it	 is	 challenging	 to	 quantify	 under	 operating	

conditions.	 Hot-charge	 emission	 spectroscopy	 (HotES)	 probes	 ELA	 by	 injecting	

ballistic	carriers	across	a	tunneling	oxide.	Yet,	the	technique	inherently	convolutes	

the	molecular	response	with	a	strong,	energy-dependent	tunneling	background,	

complicating	the	isolation	of	the	true	ELA.	We	introduce	synchronous	differential	

HotES	(sd-HotES),	defined	as	the	ratio	of	the	differential	conductance	of	the	hot-

charge	 and	 tunneling	 channels	 of	 the	 HotES.	 Physical	modeling	 and	 numerical	

simulations	validate	 that	 this	 ratio	directly	 reconstructs	 the	 intrinsic	molecular	

charge	 transmission,	 enabling	 the	 threshold-free	 and	 probe-bias-insensitive	
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extraction	of	ELA.	By	effectively	eliminating	 the	masking	tunneling	background,	

sd-HotES	 substantially	 boosts	 detection	 sensitivity;	 weak	 spectral	 features	

previously	 hidden	 in	 conventional	 HotES	 become	 clearly	 resolvable,	 as	

demonstrated	 in	 lock-in	 simulations	 including	 realistic	 noise.	 This	 study	

establishes	the	fundamental	operating	principles	of	sd-HotES	and	highlights	it	as	

a	powerful,	broadly	applicable	strategy	for	accessing	buried	interface	properties	

for	the	study	of	molecular	and	hybrid	devices.	

Introduction 
Energy-level	 alignment	 (ELA)	 at	 buried	molecule–metal	 interfaces	 is	 a	 primary	

determinant	 of	 charge-transport	 characteristics	 and	 overall	 device	 function	 in	

molecular	and	organic	electronics1–4.	By	setting	the	relative	positions	of	molecular	

frontier	 orbitals	 and	 electrode	 Fermi	 levels,	 ELA	 defines	 injection	 barriers	 for	

electrons	 and	 holes,	 governs	 carrier	 selectivity	 at	 contacts,	 and	 thus	 controls	

device	functionality	and	efficiency5.	Moreover,	ELA	undergoes	evolving	under	the	

influence	of	interface	dipoles6,7,	image-charge	screening	by	the	metal	substrate8,9,	

bias-induced	 molecular	 polarization10,	 and	 other	 non-equilibrium	 effects	 that	

emerge	 only	 under	 operating	 conditions.	 Consequently,	 accurate	 in	 situ	

quantification	of	ELA	yet	remains	a	significant	challenge.	

Established	 ex	 situ	 probes,	 including	 cyclic	 voltammetry11	 and	 ultraviolet	

photoelectron/inverse	photoelectron	spectroscopy12,13	report	redox	potentials	in	

solutions	 or	 band	 edges	 in	 films,	 referenced	 to	 different	 energy	 baselines	 and	

microenvironments14,15.	 As	 a	 result,	 they	 systematically	 misrepresent	 buried	

injection	 barriers	 in	 functioning	devices16.	 In-device	 electrical	 analyses,	 such	 as	

transition-voltage	 spectroscopy	 (TVS)17,18	 and	 I–V	 characteristics	 analysis19,20,	

typically	 rely	 on	 charge	 transport	 mechanisms	 and	 strong	 assumptions	 about	

contact	 asymmetry21,	 voltage	 division22,	 and	 channel	 multiplicity23,24.	 While	
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advanced	techniques	like	ultrafast	laser-triggered	tunneling	can	resolve	molecular	

resonances,	 they	 are	 hindered	 by	 weak	 signals	 and	 prohibitive	 instrumental	

complexity25,26.	These	 limitations	motivate	an	 in-device,	bias-free	technique	that	

directly	 and	 quantitatively	 characterize	 the	 level	 alignment	 under	 device-

operating	conditions.	

Hot-electron	 emission	 spectroscopy	 (HotES)27–30,	 along	 with	 ballistic	 electron	

emission	 spectroscopy	 (BEES)31–33,	 provides	 such	 a	 route.	 In	 this	 geometry,	 a	

tunnel	junction	injects	ballistic	carriers	with	tunable	excess	energy	across	a	base	

electrode,	while	the	collector	circuit	remains	unbiased	(Fig.	1).	Ideally,	the	emitter	

bias	directly	maps	ELA	by	driving	current	only	at	molecular	resonances,	a	principle	

validated	 in	 Au/C₆₀	 device	where	 LUMO	 and	 LUMO+1	 levels	 were	 successfully	

resolved27,34.	However,	 the	 signal	 detected	by	 the	 collector	 is	dominated	by	 the	

intense,	 energy-dependent	 transmission	 of	 the	 tunneling	 oxide	 (Fig.	 1a,	 b).	

Consequently,	 the	 measurement	 inevitably	 convolutes	 the	 molecular	 response	

with	 this	 strong	 tunneling	 background,	 obscuring	 the	 intrinsic	 molecular	

signatures	 (Fig.	 1c).	 Conventional	 extraction	 methods—whether	 based	 on	

threshold	picking	or	linear	extrapolation—yield	values	that	deviate	substantially	

from	ELA	benchmarks.	Thus,	prior	analyses	have	relied	on	heuristic	definitions	of	

"turn-on"	 voltage,	 rendering	 the	 extracted	 ELA	 inherently	 subjective	 and	

unreliable.	

In	 this	 work,	 we	 introduce	 synchronous	 differential	 HotES	 (sd-HotES)	 as	 a	

quantitative,	 threshold-independent	 probe	 of	 ELA	 at	 buried	 molecule–metal	

interfaces	 in	 device.	 In	 sd-HotES,	 the	 spectrum	 is	 defined	 as	 the	 ratio	 of	 the	

differential	conductances	of	the	tunneling	and	hot-charge	collection	channels.	This	

derivative-ratio	 construction	 effectively	 divides	 out	 the	 strongly	 energy-

dependent	oxide	transmission	and	removes	the	large	base-tunneling	background,	

thereby	isolating	and	amplifying	the	much	weaker	molecular	transmission	signal.	
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We	elucidate	the	physical	principle	using	a	theoretical	model	of	oxide-mediated	

hot-charge	injection	convolved	with	the	charge	transport	function	of	a	molecular	

junction	 and	 established	 an	 exact	 correspondence	 under	 ideal	 conditions.	 We	

further	 derived	 the	 specific	 deviation	 between	 the	 sd-HotES	 features	 and	 the	

intrinsic	 transport	 function,	which,	under	 typical	conditions,	 is	 typically	with	 in	

chemical	 accuracy	 (~40	meV)	 and	 follows	 a	 predictable	 trend	 that	 serves	 as	 a	

correction	 basis,	 defining	 the	 ultimate	 accuracy	 boundaries	 for	 experimental	

applications.	 Together,	 this	 framework	 transforms	 HotES	 into	 a	 practical	

metrology	 for	 threshold-free,	 probe-bias-insensitive	 extraction	 of	 ELA	 under	

device-operating	conditions.	

	

Figure	1.	Schematic	illustration	of	the	principle	of	HotES	and	the	synchronous	differential	

HotES	(sd-HotES)	technique.	(a,	b)	Energy	diagrams	under	different	emitter	voltages.	The	

oxide	 layer	acts	as	an	energy-selective	 filter	 for	hot-carrier	 injection.	 (a)	At	 lower	emitter	

voltage,	 the	 large	 oxide	 barrier	 limits	 hot-charge	 injection	 despite	 favorable	 molecular	

conduction.	 (b)	 At	 higher	 emitter	 voltage,	 enhanced	 oxide	 tunneling	 provides	 more	 hot	

charges,	even	when	the	molecule	is	off	resonance.	(c)	Hot-charge	and	tunneling	currents.	The	

vertical	bars	and	marks	correspond	to	transport	behaviors	depicted	in	energy	diagrams	(a,	
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b).	 (d)	 The	 sd-HotES	 spectrum	 (red)	 is	 compared	with	 the	molecular	 transmission	 (gray	

shadow),	demonstrating	successful	isolation	of	molecular	features,	showing	that	sd-HotES	

spectrum	can	recover	molecular	transmission	features.	

Theory and Model 
HotES and Synchronous Differential Formalism 
The	 HotES	 measurement	 implements	 a	 three-terminal	 architecture,	 where	 an	

emitter–base	tunneling	junction,	with	an	insulating	dielectric	layer,	for	example,	

aluminum	oxide	(Al₂O₃)	layer	is	in	series	with	a	base–collector	molecular	device	

between	the	base	(B)	and	collector	(C),	as	illustrated	in	Fig. 1a,	b.	

The	 experimental	 configuration	 employs	 the	 base	 electrode	 as	 the	 ground	

reference	and	hold	the	collector	at	the	same	potential	(𝑉!" = 0),	ensuring	zero	bias	

across	 the	 channel	while	maintaining	 electrochemical	 equilibrium.	Under	 these	

conditions,	 all	 three	 electrodes	 share	 the	 same	 Fermi	 level	𝐸# 	at	 equilibrium.	

Applying	a	bias	𝑉$!	to	the	emitter	shifts	its	chemical	potential	to	𝜇$ = 𝐸# − 𝑒𝑉$!	

(taking	the	base	Fermi	level	as	energy	zero,	𝜇! = 𝐸# = 0).	The	emitter	voltage	thus	

acts	as	an	energy	selector	 that	 scans	 the	energy-dependent	 transmission	of	 the	

molecular	layer	without	perturbing	its	electrochemical	equilibrium.	

Both	emitter-base	tunneling	current	and	the	base-collector	hot-electron	current	

can	 be	 expressed	 as	 energy	 integrals,	 in	 Landauer	 form29,35.	 The	 emitter-base	

current	is:	

𝐼$!(𝑉$!) =
2𝑒
ℎ
- 𝑑𝐸	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	[𝑓$(𝐸; 𝑉$!) − 𝑓!(𝐸)]
'(

)(
(1)	

which	provides	a	 reference	 signal,	where	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	is	 the	energy-dependent	

transmission	probability	through	the	Al₂O₃	tunnel	barrier	under	emitter	voltage	

𝑉$!,	and	𝑓&(𝐸) = [1 + exp(𝐸 − 𝜇* 𝑘!𝑇⁄ )])+are	Fermi-Dirac	distribution	functions	
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for	electrode	K.	

Hot	 charges	 that	 have	 tunneled	 into	 the	 base	 can	 subsequently	 traverse	 the	

molecular	layer	to	reach	the	collector.	Since	electrons	must	overcome	both	barriers	

through	sequential,	independent	scattering	processes,	the	overall	transmission	is	

the	 product	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!) ∙ 𝑇,-.(E) .	 With	𝑉!" = 0 	ensures	𝜇" = 𝜇! ,	 the	 driving	

force	is	the	same	emitter-base	chemical	potential	difference,	and	the	hot-electron	

current	is	therefore	expressed	as:	

𝐼!"(𝑉$!) =
2𝑒
ℎ
- 𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!) ∙ 𝑇,-. ∙ [𝑓$(𝐸; 𝑉$!) − 𝑓!(𝐸)]𝑑𝐸
'(

)(
(2)	

where	𝑇,-.(E) 	represents	 the	 molecular	 layer	 transmission	 at	 energy	𝐸 .	 It	 is	

therefore	not	surprising	that	the	hot-charge	current	𝐼!"(𝑉$!),	which	is	the	primary	

observable	 in	conventional	HotES,	exhibits	a	 line	shape	dominated	by	the	oxide	

response,	making	threshold	picking	unreliable	and	molecular	features	difficult	to	

discern.	

To	isolate	the	molecular	transmission	characteristics,	a	synchronous	differential	

measurement	strategy	can	be	applied.	In	a	single	continuous	sweep	of	𝑉$!,	one	can	

record	simultaneously	the	differential	conductance	of	the	emitter–base	 junction	

𝐺/011(𝑉$!) = 𝑑𝐼$! 𝑑𝑉$!⁄ ,	 and	 that	 of	 the	 hot	 current	𝐺2-3(𝑉$!) = 𝑑𝐼!" 𝑑𝑉$!⁄ .	

Differentiating	 Eq.	 1	 and	 2	 under	 the	 integral	 sign	 and	 applying	 the	 chain	 rule	

yields:	

𝐺/011(𝑉$!) =
2𝑒
ℎ
-𝑑𝐸	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!) (3a)	

𝐺2-3(𝑉$!) =
2𝑒
ℎ
-𝑑𝐸	𝑇,-.(𝐸)	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!) (3b)	

where	all	bias	dependence	is	encapsulated	in	an	energy	kernel	function	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	

that	represents	the	spectral	weighting	of	electrons	contributing	to	the	differential	
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conductance	at	a	given	emitter	bias,	and	is	explicitly:	

𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!) =
𝜕𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)

𝜕𝑉$!
[𝑓$(𝐸; 𝑉$!) − 𝑓!(𝐸)] + 𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!) E𝑒

𝜕𝑓$
𝜕𝐸

F (4)	

which	contains	two	physically	distinct	contributions:	the	first	term	captures	bias-

induced	 changes	 in	 the	 oxide	 transmission	 probability,	 while	 the	 second	 term	

arises	from	the	shifting	Fermi	distribution	of	the	emitter	with	applied	bias.	

The	ratio	of	the	differential	conductances	defines	the	sd-HotES	spectrum	as:	

𝑅(𝑉$!) ≡
𝐺2-3(𝑉$!)
𝐺/011(𝑉$!)

=
∫d𝐸	𝑇,-.(𝐸)	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!)

∫ d𝐸	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!)
(5)	

which,	 in	 essence,	 is	 a	 kernel-weighted	 average	 of	 the	 molecular	 transmission	

function.	The	kernel	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	acts	as	an	energy	window	 function	 that	 localizes	

contributions	 near	 the	 emitter	 chemical	 potential	𝜇$ = 𝐸# − 𝑒𝑉$! .	 Eq.	 5	 is	 the	

exact	theoretical	description	of	the	sd-HotES,	accounting	for	bias-induced	changes	

in	 the	 oxide	 barrier	 shape	 and	 the	 finite-temperature	 broadening	 of	 the	 Fermi	

distribution.	

In	the	idealized	limit	where	the	oxide	barrier	experiences	minimal	bias-induced	

deformation	 ( ∂T%&! ∂V$!⁄ ≈ 0 )	 and	 low	 temperatures	 sharpen	 the	 Fermi	

distribution	into	a	delta	function	𝜕𝑓 𝜕𝐸⁄ → 𝛿(𝐸 − 𝜇4),	the	energy	kernel	simplifies	

to:	

𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!) ∝ 𝑇%&!	𝛿(𝐸 − 𝐸# + 𝑒𝑉$!) (6)	

Therefore,	the	conductance	ratio	𝑅	directly	maps	molecular	transmission:	

𝑅(𝑉$!) = 𝑇,-.(𝐸 = 𝐸# − 𝑒𝑉$!) (7)	

This	relation	captures	the	core	idea	of	sd-HotES:	the	derivative	ratio	measurement	

factors	out	the	strongly	energy-dependent	oxide	transmission	and	yields	a	one-to-

one	 mapping	 between	 the	 sd-HotES	 spectrum	 and	 the	 intrinsic	 molecular	
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transmission.	It	also	establishes	a	simple	"voltage-energy"	correspondence	that	a	

negative	 emitter	 voltage	𝑉$! 	probes	 molecular	 states	 at	 positive	 energies	𝑈 ≡

𝐸# − 𝑒𝑉$! > 0	above	the	Fermi	level,	and	vice	versa.	In	this	way,	the	synchronous	

differential	 formalism	elegantly	uses	the	oxide	tunneling	barrier	both	as	energy	

filter	 and	 built-in	 reference.	 By	 simultaneously	 monitoring	 the	 total	 injected	

current	and	the	transmitted	hot-charge	current,	and	then	taking	their	differential	

conductance	ratio,	sd-HotES	effectively	divides	out	the	background	contributions	

of	the	injector.	

Transport Modeling of HotES Components 

The tunneling junction 

Electron	 tunneling	 across	 the	 Al₂O₃	 emitter-base	 junction	 is	modeled	within	 a	

classical	 one-dimensional	 Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin	 (WKB)	 approximation	 as	

shown	 in	 Eq.	 136.	 Under	 an	 applied	 emitter	 voltage	𝑉$! ,	 the	 large-gap	 Al₂O₃	

dielectric37,	 with	 a	 conduction	 band	 barrier	𝜙" 	and	 valence	 band	 barrier	𝜙5 ,	

develops	 a	 tilted	 band	 profile,	 producing	 a	 trapezoidal	 potential	 barrier	whose	

shape	and	height	depend	on	bias	(see	Fig.	1a,	b).	This	model	captures	the	evolution	

of	 the	oxide	 transmission	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	from	wide	nearly	 rectangular	barrier,	 to	

Fowler–Nordheim	 tunneling	 with	 a	 triangular	 barrier	 at	 higher	 bias.	 Detailed	

equations	 and	 simulation	 results	 are	 provided	 in	 Section	 S1	 of	 the	 Supporting	

Information.	 In	 the	 context	 of	 sd-HotES,	 this	 tunneling	 module	 sets	 the	

energy-dependent	 filter	 that	 defines	 the	 kernel	 𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!) 	entering	 the	

synchronous	differential	formalism.	

Charge transmission function of the molecular layer 

To	further	illustrate	the	sd-HotES	principle	and	validate	its	efficacy,	we	model	the	

actual	 charge	 transmission	 function	 of	 the	molecular	 layer,	𝑇,-.(𝐸) ,	 using	 two	

canonical	transport	mechanisms	widely	established	in	molecular	electronics.	It	is	
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important	 to	 note	 that	 these	 specific	 models	 serve	 primarily	 to	 parameterize	

numerical	simulations	of	the	sd-HotES	spectra,	allowing	us	to	demonstrate	how	

the	technique	enhances	sensitivity	and	to	quantify	the	correspondence	between	

the	measured	signal	and	the	 intrinsic	molecular	transmission.	As	derived	in	the	

theoretical	framework	above,	the	sd-HotES	signal	is	effectively	a	kernel-weighted	

average	of	the	actual	molecular	transmission;	therefore,	while	we	select	specific	

models	 here	 for	 demonstration,	 the	 validity	 of	 the	 sd-HotES	 methodology	 is	

general	and	independent	of	the	specific	form	of	𝑇,-.(𝐸).	

We	examine	single-state	 transport	via	 two	 limiting	mechanisms19,38,39:	 coherent	

tunneling	 through	 discrete	 molecular	 orbitals	 and	 incoherent	 hopping	 via	

sequential	electron	transfer.	

For	coherent	transport,	we	employ	the	Landauer-Büttiker	formalism40,	where	the	

transmission	 function	 through	 a	 single	 molecular	 orbital	 is	 described	 by	 a	

Lorentzian	line	shape	arising	from	molecule–electrode	coupling:	

𝑇,-.(𝐸) =
𝛤6

(𝐸 − 𝜀)6 + (𝛤 2⁄ )6 (8)	

where	𝜀 	represents	 the	 energy	 alignment	 of	 the	molecular	 orbital	 (e.g.,	 LUMO)	

relative	to	the	Fermi	level,	and	Γ	denotes	the	broadening	of	the	energy	level	due	to	

hybridization	 with	 the	 electrodes.	 This	model	 captures	 the	 resonance	 features	

typical	of	rigid	molecular	junctions	at	low	temperatures.	

For	 incoherent	 hopping,	 transport	 is	 governed	 by	 thermally	 activated	 electron	

transfer	coupled	to	nuclear	reorganization41.	We	apply	the	semi-classical	Marcus	

theory,	where	the	transmission	probability	is	approximated	by	a	Gaussian	function,	

dominated	 by	 the	 rate	 of	 electron	 injection	 from	 hot-charge	 states	 into	 the	

molecule	or	extraction	from	the	molecule	to	hot-charge	states42:	
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𝑇,-.(𝐸) = 𝑘7
1

\4𝜋𝜆𝑘!𝑇
exp _−

(±(Δ𝐸 − 𝐸) + 𝜆)6

4𝜆𝑘!𝑇
b (9)	

Here,	𝜆 	is	 the	 reorganization	 energy,	𝑇 	is	 the	 temperature,	𝑘! 	is	 the	 Boltzmann	

constant,	𝑘7	is	the	quantum	transition	rate	prefactor	quantitatively	related	to	the	

interfacial	coupling	parameter	in	the	Landauer	picture	through	𝑘7 = 2Γ/ℏ,	and	Δ𝐸	

is	the	energy	difference	between	the	reduced	and	oxidized	state	of	the	molecular	

system.	The	±	sign	accounts	for	hot	electron	(+,	LUMO-mediated	transport)	and	

hole	 (− ,	 HOMO-mediated	 transport)	 injection	 processes.	 This	model	 describes	

broadened	 transport	 features	 significantly	 influenced	 by	 the	 vibrational	

environment	and	temperature.	

By	substituting	 these	explicit	 forms	of	𝑇,-.(𝐸)	into	 the	synchronous	differential	

formalism	(Eq.	5)	and	integrating	with	the	tunneling	kernel	derived	from	the	oxide	

model,	we	can	numerically	simulate	the	resulting	sd-HotES	spectra.	This	approach	

allows	 us	 to	 rigorously	 evaluate	 the	 deviation	 between	 the	 extracted	 sd-HotES	

features	 and	 the	 intrinsic	 transport	 function,	 thereby	 establishing	 the	 accuracy	

limits	and	correction	factors	required	for	experimental	analysis.	

Inelastic scattering in base electrode 

Hot	charges	 injected	 into	 the	metal	base	undergo	 inelastic	energy	 losses	before	

they	can	cross	into	the	subsequent	molecular	layer.	The	base	thus	acts	as	an	energy	

redistribution	 medium,	 where	 non-equilibrium	 charges	 lose	 energy	 and	 relax	

towards	 the	 Fermi	 level	 through	 electron–electron	 and	 electron–phonon	

scattering	over	characteristic	inelastic	mean	free	paths	(IMFP)29,43,44.	The	strong	

energy	 dependence	 of	 IMFP	 fundamentally	 determines	 what	 fraction	 remains	

sufficiently	energetic	to	probe	molecular	states.	

We	describe	this	process	using	an	energy-redistribution	kernel	𝑠(𝐸, 𝐸8)29,	which	

gives	the	probability	for	a	carrier	injected	at	energy	𝐸	to	arrive	at	energy	𝐸′	while	
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remaining	non-thermal	population.	The	kernel	accounts	for	both	stepwise	energy	

loss	 via	 inelastic	 scattering	 (characterized	 by	 energy-dependent	 IMFP)	 and	

catastrophic	thermalization	events.	Detailed	equations	are	provided	in	Section	S2	

of	the	Supporting	Information.	Incorporating	this	base	scattering,	the	hot	current	

generalizes	to	a	double	integral:	

𝐼!" =
2𝑒
ℎ
-d𝐸	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	[𝑓$(𝐸; 𝑉$!) − 𝑓!(𝐸)]-d𝐸8 	𝑠(𝐸, 𝐸8)	𝑇,-.(𝐸8) (10)	

This	 convolution	of	 oxide	 filtering,	 base	 scattering,	 and	molecular	 transmission	

shows	how	inelastic	processes	broaden	the	sharp	energy	selection	imposed	by	the	

tunnel	barrier,	thereby	setting	the	intrinsic	energy	resolution	limit	of	sd-HotES.	

Results and discussion 
We	present	a	step-by-step	validation	of	the	sd-HotES	framework,	advancing	from	

fundamental	 theoretical	 verification	 to	 realistic	 performance	 modeling.	 Our	

examination	starts	with	the	exact	mapping	of	molecular	transmission	under	ideal	

conditions,	 verifying	 the	 theoretical	 core	 of	 the	 method.	 We	 then	 introduce	

physical	 non-idealities,	 specifically	 scattering	 and	 barrier	 deformations,	 to	

demonstrate	 how	 sd-HotES	 effectively	 suppresses	 background	 signals	 where	

conventional	 methods	 fail.	 This	 is	 followed	 by	 a	 quantitative	 assessment	 of	

precision	 limits	 governed	 by	 oxide	 features.	 Finally,	 the	 study	 culminates	 in	

realistic	 lock-in	 simulations,	 confirming	 the	 method's	 practicality	 even	 in	 the	

presence	of	thermal	noise.	

Analysis under ideal conditions 
Fig.	2	presents	comparisons	across	three	levels	of	kernel	approximation	derived	

before	for	both	tunneling	and	hopping	transport	at	energies	spanning	HOMO	and	

LUMO	states,	listed	from	top	to	bottom	panels	with	transmission	functions	shown	
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as	 colored	 shadows	 for	 reference.	 A	 consistent	 voltage–energy	 correspondence	

emerges	 across	 all	 situations.	 HOMO	 states	 (𝜀 < 0)	 appear	 at	 positive	 emitter	

voltages,	while	LUMO	states	(𝜀 > 0)	manifest	at	negative	voltages.	Moreover,	peak	

positions	align	well	with	transmission	resonances,	confirming	the	spectroscopic	

capability	 of	 sd-HotES.	 Notably,	 ratio	 peaks	 associated	 with	 the	 LUMO	 exhibit	

greater	 prominence	 due	 to	 the	 energy-asymmetric	 barrier	 profile	 of	 the	 oxide	

layer	and	its	bias-induced	deformations,	which	favor	more	the	hot	electron	flux	at	

negative	bias.	

	

Figure	 2.	 Progressive	 convergence	 of	 sd-HotES	 spectra	 toward	 molecular	 transmission	

functions	under	different	approximations	for	LUMO	and	HOMO	conducting	channels	in	both	

tunneling	 (a,	 b)	 and	hopping	 (c,	 d)	 transport.	 Solid	 curves	 depict	 the	 sd-HotES	 ratio	𝑅 =

𝐺!"# 𝐺$%&&⁄ 	as	 a	 function	of	 emitter	 voltage	𝑉'( 	(bottom	axis),	whereas	 the	 shaded	peaks	

represent	the	molecular	transmission	𝑇	as	a	function	of	energy	𝐸	(top	axis),	plotted	on	the	

on	the	same	vertical	scale	as	𝑅	and	included	for	reference.	In	each	panel	the	three	stacked	

subplots	show,	from	top	to	bottom:	full	analytical	solution	with	complete	kernel	formalism	

(Eqs.	 4-5),	 analytical	 solution	 under	 the	 frozen	 barrier	 approximation	 (bias-independent	

oxide	transmission),	and	analytical	solution	with	thermal-only	kernel,	respectively.	

The	full	analytical	solution	(top	panel),	employing	complete	kernel	formalism	(Eq.	
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4),	 yields	well-defined	peaks	 and	whose	positions	 correspond	 to	 the	molecular	

orbital	 energies,	 though	 broader	 and	 with	 different	 intensities	 than	 ideal	

transmission.	 This	 validates	 that	 our	 kernel	 formalism	 captures	 the	 underlying	

physics	 of	 synchronous	 detection	 and	 provides	 direct	 experimental	 access	 to	

molecular	electronic	structure.	The	frozen	barrier	approximation	(middle	panel)	

treats	 oxide	 barrier	 transmission	 as	 bias-independent	 ( 𝜕𝑇%&! 𝜕𝑉$!⁄ = 0 ),	

reducing	 the	 kernel	 to	 its	 second	 term	with	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$! = 0).	 This	 retains	 the	

energy	 selectivity	 of	 the	 oxide	 barrier	while	 taking	 a	weighted	 average	 of	𝑇,-.	

through	a	fixed	𝑇%&!	profile .	 The	 spectrum	 therefore	 dramatically	 converges	

toward	the	transmission	function.	Finally,	the	thermal-only	kernel	(bottom	panel)	

further	 assumes	 𝑇%&! 	as	 a	 constant	 scale	 factor,	 leaving	 only	 the	 finite-

temperature	Fermi	window	to	weight.	Sd-HotES	now	nearly	perfectly	matches	the	

molecular	 transmission,	 with	 correspondence	 that	 becomes	 exact	 in	 the	 low-

temperature	 limit.	 This	 progressive	 convergence	 elegantly	 demonstrates	 that	

successive	 kernel	 simplifications	 remove	 extrinsic	 broadening,	 establishing	 the	

one-to-one	connection.	The	primary	remaining	deviation	source	 is	bias-induced	

oxide	barrier	distortion,	which	redistributes	the	charge	flux	energy	dependence	

away	from	ideal	transmission	profiles.	

In	addition,	sd-HotES	also	offers	richer	physical	 insights	 in	 the	hopping	regime.	

Effective	transmission	and	sd-HotES	spectra	exhibit	peaks	shifted	from	the	defined	

energy	difference	(the	charge-transfer	driving	force)	by	the	reorganization	energy,	

corresponding	 to	Δ𝐸 + 𝜆	for	 hot	 electron	 (negative	 emitter	 voltage)	 and	Δ𝐸 − 𝜆	

for	the	hot	hole	(positive	emitter	voltage),	in	other	words,	vertical	electron	affinity	

or	 ionization	potential,	 respectively.	This	 indicates	 that	single	charge	 transfer	 is	

governed	 by	 IP	 and	 EA	 rather	 than	 bare	 energy	 differences,	 consistent	 with	

Marcus–Gerischer	theory.45,46	This	connection	between	charge-transfer	energetics	

and	molecular	 orbital	 structure47,48,	while	 noteworthy,	 lies	 beyond	 the	 primary	
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scope	of	this	study	and	will	be	explored	in	detail	elsewhere.	

Analysis under scattering conditions 
Having	 established	 the	 formal	 principle	 of	 sd-HotES,	 we	 now	 demonstrate	 its	

performance	under	more	realistic	conditions	where	inelastic	scattering	in	the	base	

electrode	redistributes	hot-carrier	energy	and	population,	severely	degrading	the	

bias–orbital	 correspondence	 that	 underpins	 conventional	 threshold-based	

analysis	on	hot-charge	currents.	

Fig.	3a-d	presents	hot-charge	currents	for	both	tunneling	and	hopping	transport.	

Traces	 are	 normalized	 to	 their	 respective	maxima,	with	 emitter-base	 tunneling	

current	overlaid	on	a	dual	y-axis	as	a	reference	for	shape	comparison.	We	examine	

LUMO-	and	HOMO-dominated	transport	across	several	parameter	combinations:	

varying	molecular	energy	level	alignment	and	coupling	strength	for	tunneling,	and	

adjusting	 charge-transfer	 energy	 differences,	 reorganization	 energies,	 and	

interfacial	coupling	strengths	for	hopping.	

	

Figure	 3.	 Hot-charge	 currents	 (a-d)	 and	 sd-HotES	 spectra	 (e-h)	 under	 base	 scattering	

conditions	with	varied	parameter	combinations	for	LUMO	and	HOMO	conducting	channels	

in	tunneling	(left	panels)	and	hopping	(right	panels)	transport.	Hot-charge	currents	(colored	
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lines	with	scatters,	left	y-axis)	are	normalized	to	their	respective	maxima	for	clarity.	Emitter–

base	tunneling	current	and	its	derivative	(gray	 lines,	right	y-axis)	serve	as	references.	For	

tunneling	 transport,	 varied	 parameters	 include	 molecular	 energy	 level	 alignment	 and	

molecule–electrode	 coupling	 strength.	 For	 hopping	 transport,	 varied	 parameters	 include	

charge-transfer	energy	difference,	reorganization	energy,	and	interfacial	coupling	strength.	

For	LUMO-dominated	tunneling	transport	(Fig.	3a),	only	a	shallow	current	plateau	

appears	around	the	resonance	bias	when	the	molecular	levels	lie	near	the	Fermi	

energy	with	weak	coupling.	This	feature	rapidly	washes	out	as	levels	move	away	

from	𝐸#	or	the	coupling	increases,	rendering	onsets	happen	together	with	Fowler–

Nordheim	 transport	 of	 the	 oxide	 junction	 and	 molecular	 signatures	 nearly	

indistinguishable	 from	 the	 oxide	 background.	 For	 HOMO-dominated	 tunneling	

(Fig.	3b),	hot-charge	and	tunneling	currents	are	almost	identical,	consistent	with	

a	 larger	 valence-band	 barrier	 in	 the	 base	 oxide	 that	 suppresses	 hot-carrier	

collection	 at	 positive	 bias.	 The	 hopping	 transport	 regime	 (Fig.	 3c,	 d)	 exhibits	

analogous	behavior.	When	driving	 forces	 are	 small	 and	 reorganization	energies	

low,	modest	inflections	appear	around	molecular	charging	thresholds	(Fig.	3c),	but	

higher	bias	 invokes	Fowler–Nordheim	tunneling	that	obscures	these	signatures.	

HOMO-like	 hopping	 (Fig.	 3d)	 exhibits	 even	 weaker	 signatures.	 Across	 both	

mechanisms,	 inelastic	 scattering	 smears	 molecular	 fingerprints	 into	 a	 broad	

background	that	closely	tracks	the	smooth	oxide	tunneling	profile,	making	genuine	

molecular	 features	 nearly	 impossible	 to	 distinguish	 from	 oxide	 artifacts	 using	

current	measurements	alone.	

By	 contrast,	 the	 sd-HotES	 approach	 (Fig.	 3e-h)	 resolves	 this	 issue	 by	 removing	

oxide	 background	 contributions.	 Spectra	 demonstrate	 pronounced	 peaks	 at	

molecular	resonance	voltages,	with	molecular	signatures	emerge	distinctly	across	

all	parameter	sets,	where	LUMO	scenarios	exhibit	sharper,	more	prominent	peak	

profiles	than	HOMO	cases	due	to	asymmetric	energy	barrier	of	the	oxide	layer.		



	 16	

Besides	that,	spectrum	characteristics	encode	the	underlying	transport	physics.	In	

the	 tunneling	 scenario,	 the	 peak	 width	 correlates	 with	 molecule–electrode	

coupling	 strength,	 whereas	 for	 hopping,	 it	 corresponds	 to	 the	 reorganization	

energy	 associated	 with	 charge-transfer	 events.	 Quantum	 transition	 rates	 in	

hopping	mainly	modulate	 peak	 intensity	 rather	 than	 line	 shape.	 Peak	 position	

tracks	molecular	 level	 alignment,	 orbitals	 closer	 to	𝐸# 	produce	 larger	 peaks	 at	

lower	bias,	while	more	distant	levels	yield	broader,	weaker	peaks	at	higher	bias.	

Notably,	even	when	energy	levels	lie	far	from	𝐸#	or	broadening	is	substantial,	i.e.	

conditions	 under	 which	 molecular	 transmission	 signatures	 are	 essentially	

invisible	in	raw	hot-charge	current	traces,	sd-HotES	still	reveals	discernible	peaks.	

Systematic Accuracy and Detection Precision 
Establishing	 the	practical	utility	of	 sd-HotES	requires	careful	examination	of	 its	

quantitative	reliability	and	systematic	accuracy.	Even	under	ideal	conditions,	our	

earlier	 analysis	 in	 Fig.	 2	 revealed	 slight	 deviations	 in	 the	 sd-HotES	 peak	 shape	

relative	to	transmission	function	of	the	molecular	layer.	This	residual	discrepancy	

arises	directly	from	the	synchronous	differential	formalism	defined	in	Eq.	5.	The	

measured	signal	is	not	a	direct	readout	of	𝑇,-.(𝐸),	but	rather	its	weighted	average	

with	 the	 energy	 kernel	𝐾(𝐸; 𝑉$!).	 As	 detailed	 in	 the	 theoretical	 derivation,	 this	

kernel	incorporates	not	only	the	thermal	Fermi	window	but	also	a	term	governing	

the	 bias-induced	 deformation	 of	 the	 oxide	 barrier	 (Eq.	 4).	 Because	 the	 oxide	

tunneling	probability	𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!)	is	inherently	energy-dependent	and	sensitive	

to	emitter	bias,	it	introduces	an	asymmetric	weighting	to	the	integration.	While	the	

sd-HotES	 technique	 effectively	 divides	 out	 the	 bulk	 tunneling	 background,	 this	

varying	 spectral	 weight	 prevents	 the	 total	 elimination	 of	 barrier-induced	

distortions.	Consequently,	quantifying	this	systematic	error,	and	understanding	its	

dependence	 on	 device	 configuration	 and	 energy	 level	 position,	 is	 crucial	 for	

defining	the	precision	limits	and	ensuring	accurate	interpretation	of	experimental	
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spectra.	

To	this,	we	scan	the	conduction	band	barrier	𝜙"	and	valence	band	barrier	𝜙5	while	

maintaining	the	oxide	bandgap	within	7-9	eV	(typical	for	Al2O3),	monitoring	how	

the	 ELA	 extracted	 from	 the	 sd-HotES	 peak	 voltage	𝑉9: 	derivates	 relative	 to	 the	

molecular	 transmission	resonances.	The	corresponding	TVS	summit	voltage,	an	

indicator	of	nonlinear	 current	 characteristics,	 is	 simultaneously	determined	 for	

each	configuration.	

	

Figure	4.	Numerical	accuracy	of	sd-HotES	extraction	under	base	scattering	conditions.	3D	

plots	of	deviation	between	sd-HotES	peak	positions	and	preset	ELA	(defined	as	𝑉)* + ε	for	

tunneling,	𝑉)* + (Δ𝐸 ± 𝜆)	for	hopping)	as	a	function	of	oxide’s	band	barrier	heights	for	(a)	

tunneling	(molecular	energy	levels)	and	(b)	hopping	(energy	differences).	Color	bar	indicates	

the	TVS	peak	voltage	at	each	band	barrier	combination.	Peak	deviation	versus	(c)	molecular	

energy	 level	 for	 tunneling	 and	 (d)	 energy	 difference	 for	 hopping	 at	 fixed	 oxide	 barrier	

configurations.	 Other	 parameters	 are	 fixed	 at:	 interfacial	 coupling	 strength	 of	0.3	eV 	for	
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tunneling;	reorganization	energy	of	0.3	eV	and	interfacial	coupling	of	0.005	eV	for	hopping.	

The	3D	surfaces	in	Fig.	4a,	b	reveal	the	sensitivity	of	sd-HotES	detection	to	oxide	

barrier	 configuration.	 For	 the	 shallow	 ELA	 near	𝐸# ,	 the	 surfaces	 exhibit	 strong	

fluctuations	 with	 error	 maintained	 within	 chemical	 accuracy,	 i.e.,	 ~40	meV.	 In	

contrast,	 for	 deep-lying	 levels	 farther	 from	 𝐸# ,	 the	 surfaces	 flatten,	 and	

measurement	accuracy	becomes	less	sensitive	to	specific	barrier	configurations.	

HOMO	and	LUMO	 levels	 show	opposite	 deviation	directions,	 each	with	 optimal	

detection	regimes.	LUMO	detection	achieves	minimal	deviations	when	𝜙"	is	small	

and	𝜙5	is	large,	as	hot	electrons	traverse	the	conduction	band	with	higher	flux	and	

reduced	energy	 redistribution.	Conversely,	HOMO	detection	 favors	 large	𝜙" 	and	

small	𝜙5 ,	 enabling	 efficient	 hot-hole	 injection	 through	 the	 valence	 band	 with	

earlier	resonance	alignment.	

Fig.	 4c,	 d	present	 cross-sectional	 analyses	 at	 fixed	oxide	barrier	 configurations,	

quantitatively	demonstrating	that	sd-HotES	detection	accuracy	decreases	as	ELA	

moves	 away	 from	 𝐸# .	 This	 trend	 stems	 primarily	 from	 enhanced	 inelastic	

scattering	 in	 the	 base,	 which	 strongly	 broadens	 and	 redistributes	 the	 energy-

resolved	hot	charge	population.	For	frontier	orbitals	(HOMO	and	LUMO)	located	

within	 1	 eV	 of	𝐸# ,	 deviations	 remain	 minimal	 at	 about	 0.05	 eV	 across	 most	

configurations,	 demonstrating excellent	 precision	 for	 the	 device-relevant	

electronic	states that	govern	charge	injection	efficiency	and	transport	properties.	

Despite	reaching	deviations	of	0.15	eV	for	ELA	at	2	eV	from	𝐸#	(HOMO1/LUMO+1	

or	beyond)	sd-HotES	provides	a	practical	pathway	for	in-device	characterization	

of	 multi-level	 electronic	 structure	 through	 bias-free,	 threshold-insensitive	

detection—capabilities	challenging	to	existing	methods,	and	Fig.	4c	and	d	can	be	

used	as	a	correction	map	for	practical	sd-HotES	measurement.	
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Noise Resilience and Lock-in Simulation 
Real-world	laboratory	measurements	inevitably	contend	with	noise	sources	that	

can	 obscure	weak	 spectral	 features,	 particularly	 in	 high-impedance	 hot-carrier	

circuits.	 To	 evaluate	 the	 robustness	 of	 sd-HotES	 against	 these	 constraints,	 we	

explicitly	 incorporated	 Johnson–Nyquist	 noise	 into	 our	 transport	 models,	

simulating	 the	 dominant	 thermal	 fluctuations	 that	 scale	with	 conductance	 and	

bandwidth.	As	 illustrated	 in	Fig.	5a	 for	a	representative	 tunneling	case,	 the	raw	

noise	buries	the	subtle	onsets	and	plateaus	of	the	hot-charge	current,	rendering	

conventional	threshold	extraction	and	direct	numerical	differentiation	of	the	DC	

current	impossible.	

To	 overcome	 this	 signal-to-noise	 limitation,	 we	 numerically	 simulated	 a	

synchronous	lock-in	amplification	(LIA)	protocol	applied	directly	to	the	noisy	data.	

Rather	than	simple	differentiation,	we	mathematically	replicated	the	full	LIA	signal	

chain:	a	small	sinusoidal	AC	modulation	(𝑉;" sin𝜔𝑡)	was	superimposed	onto	the	

DC	emitter	bias	in	the	model,	and	the	resulting	current	response	was	demodulated	

and	 low-pass	 filtered	 to	 extract	 the	 differential	 conductance.	 This	 process	 is	

schematized	 in	 Fig.	 5c.	 The	 result	 of	 this	 simulation	 (Fig.	 5b,	 solid	 line)	

demonstrates	that	the	LIA	processing	effectively	rejects	the	broadband	noise	floor.	

The	sd-HotES	peak	is	recovered	with	high	fidelity,	displaying	position	and	width	

consistent	with	the	noise-free	idealization.	This	numerical	validation	confirms	that	

synchronous	 lock-in	detection	 is	not	merely	an	enhancement,	but	a	 critical	and	

effective	experimental	protocol	for	implementing	sd-HotES	in	practical	laboratory	

settings.	
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Figure	 5.	 (a)	 Hot-charge	 and	 tunneling	 currents	 under	 base-scattering	 conditions	 with	

Johnson-Nyquist	thermal	noise	for	a	LUMO-conducting	tunneling	transport	case.	Parameters:	

molecular	energy	level	at	1.0	eV	and	interfacial	coupling	strength	of	0.3	eV,	oxide	barrier	of	

3.5	eV	for	conduction	band	and	-4.5	eV	for	valence	band.	(b)	Sd-HotES	spectra	obtained	via	

direct	 numerical	 differentiation	 (open	 circles)	 and	 lock-in	 modulation	 (solid	 trace),	

compared	with	 the	 ideal	molecular	 transmission	 function	 (shaded	profile).	 (c)	 Schematic	

workflow	of	lock-in	modulation	protocol	for	sd-HotES.	

Conclusion 
This	study	establishes	synchronous	differential	HotES	(sd-HotES)	as	a	quantitative	

metrological	framework	for	probing	the	energetics	of	buried	interfaces,	advancing	

the	 technique	 beyond	 its	 traditional	 reliance	 on	 qualitative	 threshold	

determination.	 The	 central	 innovation	 lies	 in	 the	 synchronous	 differential	 ratio	

formalism,	which	utilizes	the	base	tunneling	response	to	suppress	the	strong,	non-

linear	background	of	the	oxide	injector.	By	effectively	"normalizing"	the	hot-carrier	

signal	 against	 this	 dynamic	 reference,	 sd-HotES	 reconstructs	 the	 characteristic	

spectral	features	of	the	interface,	effectively	overcoming	the	subjectivity	inherent	

in	conventional	turn-on	voltage	analysis.	This	approach	successfully	resolves	the	
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challenge	 of	 isolating	weak	 interfacial	 signatures	 from	 high-background	 device	

currents,	providing	a	direct	and	robust	window	into	energy-level	alignment	under	

operating	conditions.	

Beyond	 theoretical	validation,	we	have	demonstrated	 the	practical	utility	of	 sd-

HotES	 as	 a	 rigorous	 experimental	 protocol.	 Our	 error	 analysis	 defines	 the	

systematic	 accuracy	 limits,	 confirming	 that	 the	 technique	 can	achieve	 sufficient	

precision	to	resolve	fine	electronic	features	(<	40	meV)	relevant	to	device	function.	

Furthermore,	the	implementation	of	synchronous	lock-in	detection	ensures	that	

this	sensitivity	is	maintained	even	in	the	presence	of	thermal	noise,	offering	a	clear	

roadmap	for	standard	laboratory	deployment.		

Looking	 forward,	 further	 research	 must	 focus	 on	 the	 rigorous	 experimental	

validation	of	this	framework,	particularly	in	complex	systems	where	the	intrinsic	

molecular	transmission	is	unknown.	A	critical	aspect	of	practical	implementation	

remains	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 oxide	 layer.	While	 sd-HotES	 relaxes	 the	 stringent	

requirement	 for	 high-barrier,	 highly	 linear	 tunneling	 oxides	 mandated	 by	

traditional	HotES,	the	oxide's	spectral	features	are	not	entirely	eliminated	from	the	

measurement.	 Consequently,	 careful	 control	 of	 oxide	 quality	 and	 preparation	

conditions	 is	 imperative;	 comparative	 studies	 of	 molecular	 variations	 should	

employ	identical	oxide	baselines	to	minimize	background	artifacts.	For	absolute	

quantification,	 the	 systematic	 deviation	 curves	 derived	 in	 this	work	 serve	 as	 a	

necessary	 correction	 tool	 to	 mitigate	 residual	 barrier	 effects.	 Ultimately,	 while	

obtaining	the	exact	transmission	function	of	the	oxide	layer	remains	a	challenge,	

future	 advances	 in	 characterizing	 𝑇%&!(𝐸; 𝑉$!) 	could	 enable	 the	 complete	

mathematical	 deconvolution	 of	 the	 background,	 paving	 the	 way	 for	 absolute,	

artifact-free	spectroscopy	of	buried	interfaces.	
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