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Following spintronics we argue that a magnet near equilibrium can be described by two magnetic
variables. One is the usual magnetization ~M , which represents equilibrium in some preparation field
and temperature ~Hp and Tp that may differ from the actual field and temperature ~H and T . The
other is the non-equilibrium quantity ~m, called the spin accumulation, by which the non-equilibrium
spin current can be transported. ~M represents a correlated distribution of a very large number of
degrees of freedom, as expressed in some equilibrium distribution function for the excitations; we
therefore argue that ~M should have a negligible diffusion rate, but should be subject to decay. On
the other hand, we argue that ~m should be subject to both diffusion and decay. We therefore argue
that diffusion from a given region occurs by decay of ~M to ~m, then by diffusion of ~m, and finally
by decay of ~m to ~M in another region. Restricting ourselves to the longitudinal variables M and
m with equilibrium properties Meq = M0 + χMH and meq = 0, we argue that the effective energy
density must include a new, thermodynamically required exchange constant λM = −1/χM . We then
develop the appropriate macroscopic equations by applying Onsager’s irreversible thermodynamics,
and use the resulting equations to study the space and time response. At fixed real frequency ω
there is a single pair of complex wavevectors ±k with an unusual dependence on ω. At fixed real
wavevector, there are two decay constants. We believe this work has implications for other systems
with highly correlated order, such as superconductors.

I. INTRODUCTION

The technologically important field of spin-
tronics uses spin currents to make magnets re-
ceive (read) or send (write) information. As-
sociated with this is the major theoretical ad-
vancement that, when out of equilibrium, a mag-
net has a second magnetic variable, called the
spin accumulation. The term accumulation of
spin appeared in the 1970 work of Dyakonov and
Perel on what are now known as the spin Hall
effect (an electric current produces a magnetiza-
tion in a non-magnetic spin-active material) and
the inverse spin Hall effect.1,2

Transverse spin currents (relative to the mag-

netization ~M) were implicit in the early work of
Monod et al,3 and were explicit in the 1979 work
of Silsbee et al,4 both of which involved magne-
tization deviations transverse to the equilibrium
magnetization. The latter work invoked an ex-
change interaction between two posited types of
magnetic electrons (s and d were spin-polarized
but only s could conduct – i.e., diffuse).5 Lon-
gitudinal spin currents were studied theoreti-
cally by Johnson and Silsbee.6,7 The 1993 the-
ory of Valet and Fert considered longitudinal
spin currents and introduced the term spin
accumulation.8

In 2002 Zhang, Levy and Fert employed an
s-d model with exchange to study (transverse)
spin transfer torque.9 It was followed in 2004 by
a non-s-d model that effectively used Fermi liq-
uid theory for the spin-polarized conducting elec-
trons producing (in our notation) ~m; it used an
exchange constant to couple to a magnetization
~M associated with core electrons and described

by the classic theory of Landau and Lifshitz.10

Both Refs. 9 and 10 emphasized the transverse
components of ~M and ~m, which are the magnetic
variables used in the area of spintronics.

Using irreversible thermodynamics we have ex-
amined the full equations of motion for this
model.11 Unlike the present work, it assumed a
single longitudinal type of magnetization. More
recently we have studied the coupled transverse
modes of ~M and ~m, as can be generated in
an ac spin transfer torque or spin pumping
experiment.12

It is well-known in electrical and thermal con-
duction that it is the non-equilibrium part of the
statistical distribution function that gives rise to
the diffusive processes leading to the electric cur-
rent and the heat current. By analogy we argue
that for a magnet it is the non-equilibrium part
of the statistical distribution function that, in
addition to ~m, also gives rise to the diffusive pro-
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cesses leading to the spin current.

In addition, we argue that because the equilib-
rium magnetization M represents a distribution
of a macroscopically large number of degrees of
freedom, it therefore cannot diffuse; it can only
grow or decay. Thus only the spin accumula-
tion m, due to the non-equilibrium part of the
statistical distribution function, can diffuse. On
the other hand, because ~m must have a source,
such as a local fluctuation of ~M , by reciprocity
~m must also be able to provide a source for ~M ,
and thus ~m can both decay and diffuse.

As a consequence a non-uniform magnetic sys-
tem can be thought to relax in the following way.
Imagine that everywhere ~M takes on a uniform
value, except for a small region A where it takes a
larger uniform value. For equilibration between
the regions to occur, in region A ~M must decay
to ~m, which in turn can diffuse out of region A.
After ~m has diffused to region B it can decay to
~M , thus transferring the excess in A to region B.

Such a process is illustrated in Fig. 1.

(1) fluctuate
(3) fluctuate(2) diffuse

FIG. 1. Fluctuation-diffusion-fluctuation process for total
magnetization M = M + m as a function of position, with
a higher value to the left. Initially the distribution is a step
function. In the high density region, and within a mean free
path of the interface, there is a downward decay fluctuation,
which then diffuses across the interface and within a mean free
path of the interface undergoes an upward decay fluctuation.

In what follows we establish the near-
equilibrium thermodynamics of this system
(Sect. II), we apply Onsager’s irreversible ther-
modynamics to obtain the equations of motion
for M and m (Sect. III), where we study their
coupled response to oscillating space variations

eikx for real k and to oscillating time variations
e−iωt for real ω. We then provide a brief sum-
mary (Sect. IV), and point out the implications
for diffusion in other ordered systems, such as
superconductors (Sect. V).

II. NEAR EQUILIBRIUM
THERMODYNAMICS: LONGITUDINAL

VARIABLES

For simplicity we consider only ~M along ~H,
with ~H ·M̂ = H. Note that a paramagnet has the
same symmetry as a ferromagnet, so the present
considerations also apply to paramagnets in a
field.

Consider a collinear magnet in a field ~H with
remanence M0 and magnetic susceptibility χM ,
and an effective exchange interaction between M
and m. Then any macroscopic effective energy,
when minimized, must give the equilibrium val-
ues

Meq = M0 + χMH, meq = 0. (1)

Further, the minimization conditions for both
M and m must be consistent with one another.
This constrains the effective energy, and leads to
an exchange term that has not been considered
previously.

With µ0 the permeability of free space, in SI
units where fields and magnetization are in units
of A/m, we take the system to have an effective
energy density whose dependence on M and m
is given by

ε = −µ0(M +m)H +
µ0

2

[(M −M0)
2

χM
+
m2

χm

]
−µ0λM(M −M0)m. (2)

Here χM and χm are dimensionless suscepti-
bilities, M0 is the spontaneous magnetization,
and λM is a dimensionless mean-field coefficient
whose value is determined by the equilibrium
condition meq = 0.

We define effective fields H∗ and h∗

H∗ ≡ − 1

µ0

∂ε

∂M
= H + λMm−

M −M0

χM
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≡ −δM
χM

, (3)

h∗ ≡ − 1

µ0

∂ε

∂m
= H + λM(M −M0)−

m

χm

≡ −δm
χm

. (4)

In equilibrium we want the parameters of the
theory to ensure that H∗ = 0 and h∗ = 0.

Eq. (3) satisfies the local equilibrium condition
(1) for any λM . However, Eq. (4) does not sat-
isfy and h∗ = 0 for any λM . We ensure that
Eq. (4) also satisfies h∗ = 0 by requiring that
[see eq. (10) of Ref. 11]

λM = − 1

χM
. (5)

This value λM = − 1
χM

is thermodynamically re-

quired. It may be thought of as part of a “prepa-
ration” term −λM(M −M0)m within the ther-
modynamic distribution function that specifies
the statistical state.

We now define

∆m ≡ m−meq = m, ∆M ≡M −Meq. (6)

When the differences are differentials we may re-
place (∆M,∆m) by (dM, dm).

With the definition

ξ ≡ χm
χM

(7)

we have

δM ≡ −χMH∗
= (M −M0 − χMH) +m
≡ ∆M + ∆m, (8)

δm ≡ −χmh∗

= m+
χm
χM

(M −M0 − χMH)

= ∆m+ ξ∆M. (9)

On employing (5) in (2), and studying small fluc-
tuations of m and M , we find that thermody-
namic stability requires that ζ ≤ 0, or χm ≤ χM .

III. LONGITUDINAL DYNAMICS

We now derive the equations of motion
for the longitudinal magnetic response of M

and m. We employ Onsager’s irreversible
thermodynamics.16,17

In the thermodynamic relation for the differ-
ential of the energy density dε we employ H∗ and
h∗ to write

dε = Tds− µ0H
∗dM − µ0h

∗dm. (10)

Since in equilibrium H∗ = 0 and h∗ = 0, ε is
minimized on varying M and m.

As already noted, because M characterizes a
distribution function for a macroscopic number
of excitations, we consider that it cannot diffuse;
a structure with 1023 variables is not expected to
diffuse. That is not true of the excitations, which
yield m. With this in mind, we now write down
the “conservation laws” for ε, s, M , and m.

With unknown source terms R and flux terms
j as appropriate, we take the “conservation laws”
to be

∂tε+ ∂ij
ε
i = 0. (11)

∂ts+ ∂ij
s
i = Rs ≥ 0. (12)

∂tM = RM . (13)

∂tm+ ∂ij
m
i = Rm. (14)

Using these equations we find that the time-
derivative of (10) can be rewritten as

0 ≤ TRs = T∂ts+ T∂ij
s
i

= ∂tε+ µ0H
∗∂tM + µ0h

∗∂tm+ T∂ij
s
i

= −∂i(jεi − Tjsi + µ0h
∗jmi )

−jsi ∂iT + µ0j
m
i ∂ih

∗

+µ0RMH
∗ + µ0Rmh

∗. (15)

Using the principle of non-negative rate of en-
tropy production, or Rs ≥ 0, and observing the
space and time properties of the R’s and j’s,
we obtain linear relations between the unknown
fluxes and the unknown sources:

jsi = − κ
T
∂iT, (16)

jmi = Cm∂ih
∗ = −Dm∂i(δm), (17)

RM = LMMH
∗ + LMmh

∗, (18)

Rm = Lmmh
∗ + LmMH

∗. (19)

There is an Onsager relation that

LmM = LMm ≡ −L, (20)

so there are only three independent constants
associated with the sources. (The minus sign is
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expected for cross-decay.) We also neglect the
thermomagnetic Onsager constants that relate
entropy flux jsi to ∂ih

∗, and spin accumulation
flux jmi to ∂iT .
RM and Rm may be rewritten in a more trans-

parent way by introducing four (related) relax-
ation times. Thus we may rewrite RM and Rm

as

RM ≈ −δM(
1

τMm

+
1

τML

) +
δm

τmM
, (21)

Rm ≈ −δm(
1

τmM
+

1

τmL
) +

δM

τMm

. (22)

Using Eqs. (3) and (4), Eqs. (18) and (19) can
be written as:

RM = −δM LMM

χM
− δmLMm

χm
, (23)

Rm = −δmLmm
χm
− δM LmM

χM
. (24)

Comparing with Eqs. (21) and (22), we have

1

τMm

+
1

τML

=
LMM

χM
, −LMm

χm
=

1

τmM
,(25)

1

τmM
+

1

τmL
=
Lmm
χm

, −LmM
χM

=
1

τMm

. (26)

The Onsager constant of (20) takes the form

L ≡ χm
τmM

=
χM
τMm

. (27)

A. Linearized Equations of Motion

By (13) and (21) we have

∂M

∂t
= RM = −δM(

1

τMm

+
1

τML

) +
δm

τmM
. (28)

By (14), (17), and (22) we have

∂m

∂t
− Dm∇2δm = Rm

= −δm(
1

τmM
+

1

τmL
) +

δM

τMm

. (29)

We now introduce the difference in inverse sus-
ceptibilities χ̃−1

χ̃−1 ≡ (χ−1m − χ−1M ), (30)

where by ξ = χm/χM ≤ 1 we have χ̃ ≥ 0.

There are a natural exchange-driven rate r (be-
tween M and m) and a natural wavevector kM
given by

r ≡ L

χ̃
=

1

τmM
− 1

τMm

, k2M ≡
r

Dm

. (31)

Since L ≥ 0 and χ̃ > 0, we have r ≥ 0. Thus m
decays to M more rapidly than M decays to m
(τmM ≤ τMm). Such decay is expected to be due
to the microscopic exchange interaction, and is
likely to be the fastest of the decay times in the
system.

In the next sections we will use (28) and (29)
obtain the time-response of an otherwise uniform
system subject to a spatially-oscillating distur-
bance, and the spatial-response of an otherwise
uniform system subject to a time-oscillating dis-
turbance.

B. Temporal Response

Consider small deviations from equilibrium
dMand dm. Then (8) and (9) give δM =
dM + dm and δm = dm + ξdM , so eqs. (28)
and (29) can be put in the form of the eigen-
equations

∂t

dM
dm

 = Γ

dM
dm

 . (32)

We now introduce an inverse decay rate γ (not

the gyromagnetic ratio) and wavevector ~k, where
the latter is real. For space and time variation

of dm and dM given by exp(−γt + i~k · ~r), the
matrix Γ is given by

Γ =

 −τ−1ML −τ−1ML + r

−ξ(τ−1mL +Dmk
2) −r − (τ−1mL +Dmk

2)

 .

(33)
When τML → ∞ and τmL → ∞, i.e. the mag-
netizations do not decay to the lattice, we have
∂t(M +m) = 0 when k = 0, a result of conserva-
tion of magnetization. Expanded, the equations
of motion can be written as

(−γ +
1

τML

)dM
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= (− 1

τML

+ r)dm, (34)

(−γ +
1

τmL
+Dmk

2 + r)dm

= −ξ( 1

τmL
+Dmk

2)dM. (35)

If the wavevector ~k is known, then the unknown
decay rate γ(k) as a function of wavevector k can
be obtained by diagonalizing the matrix Γ.

1. Slow Lattice Decay

We first work in the limit that τML, τmL →∞.
This is appropriate to spin-aligned nuclear sys-
tems, with small magnetic moments and there-
fore weak interactions with the lattice, if |γ−1| is
longer than these times. Then the eigenrates are

γ± =
r

2

[
(1 +

k2

k2M
)±

√
(1 +

k2

k2M
)2 − 4

k2ξ

k2M

]
.

(36)
For each mode, by substituting each decay rate

in either of the mode equations we can deter-
mine that mode’s ratio of dm to dM . The initial
conditions on dm and dM then determine the
amplitude of each mode.

Let γ+ and γ− be the decay rates for the fast
and slow decay modes. In the long wavelength
limit, we have

γ+ = r, γ− = ξDmk
2. (37)

The fast decay mode is basically that of M alone,
with dM+ ≈ −dm+. The slow decay mode is a
diffusion mode with dM− ≈ −ξdm−, with effec-
tive diffusion constant the m-only diffusion con-
stant multiplied by the factor ξ = χm/χM .

Figure 1 presents γ/r for no decay to the lat-
tice, as a function of k2/k2M , for ξ = 0.1, 0.3, 0.9.
The upper values are γ+ and the lower values
are γ−.

2. Significant Lattice Decay

With lattice decay included, the results are a
simple quadratic with complicated coefficients.
To display it, we employ the rates

wm =
1

τmL
, wM =

1

τML

, (38)

where wm, wM → 0 as the lattice decay rates go
to zero. Then

γ =
r

2

(
(
wm
r

+
wM
r

+
k2

k2M
+ 1)±

[
(
wm
r
− wM

r
+
k2

k2M
+ 1)2 − 4ξ(1− wM

r
)(
k2

k2M
+
wm
r

)
]1/2)

. (39)

Note that as wm, wM → 0, (39) goes to (36).
We believe it is a realistic simplification is

to take the lattice decay rate relatively small
compared to the exchange driven cross-decay
between M and m. Using this approximation
and taking τmL/r = 0.05, we present results for
ξ = 0.1 in Figure 2 and for ξ = 0.9 in Figure 3.
The curve for ξ = 0.3 (not shown) is very sim-
ilar to that for ξ = 0.1. When lattice decay is
included the lower mode for small k is no longer
purely diffusive.

When there is only a single degree of freedom
(normally taken to be M), with relaxation time
τ and diffusion constant D, the single decay rate

γ is

γ =
1

τ
+Dk2. (40)

This is to be contrasted with the predicted be-
havior with both M and m.

C. Spacial Response

Now consider that the system is subject to
oscillation at a known real frequency ω, so
dM, dm ∼ e−iωt. This can be done, e.g., by in-
jecting an ac spin current into the system. The
spatial response of dM and dm can be obtained
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FIG. 2. Eigenrates γ relative to exchange-driven rate r, versus
wavevector ratio (k/kM )2, for three susceptibility ratios ξ.
Lattice decay rates wm and wM are neglected. For r and ξ
see (7); for wavevector kM see (31). The respective upper and
lower values are γ+ and γ−.

FIG. 3. Eigenrates γ relative to exchange-driven rate r, versus
wavevector ratio (k/kM )2, for three M → L lattice decay
rates wM relative to r. We take susceptibility ratio ξ = 0.01
andm→ L lattice decay rate wm relative to r of wm/r = 0.05.
For rate r and ξ see (7); for wavevector kM see (31). The
respective upper and lower values are γ+ and γ−.

by inverting the dispersion relation with γ re-
placed by iω. In general there will be a pair of
complex values k+ = k−, with a simple depen-
dence on ω but with complicated coefficients.

FIG. 4. Eigenrates γ relative to exchange-driven rate r, versus
wavevector ratio (k/kM )2, for three M → L lattice decay
rates wM relative to r. We take susceptibility ratio ξ = 0.09
andm→ L lattice decay rate wm relative to r of wm/r = 0.05.
For rate r and ξ see (7); for wavevector kM see (31). The
respective upper and lower values are γ+ and γ−.

1. Slow Lattice Decay

For τML, τmL →∞ we get

k2

k2M
= i

ω

r

ω + ir

ω + iξr
. (41)

This is a pair of complex values ±k, one expo-
nentially growing and one exponentially decay-
ing, with associated oscillations. Simple as this
is, it is more complex than for a single degree of
freedom, given in (37).

For ω � ξr we have

k2

k2M
→ iω

ξr
, (42)

and for ω � r we have

k2

k2M
→ iω

r
, (43)

Once the eigenvalues are found, the eigen-
modes, which give the relative amounts of dm
and dM , can be determined. As usual, the
physics is in the eigenmodes.
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2. Significant Lattice Decay

For completeness we present k2 when lattice
decay is included, where wm and wM are defined
in (38). Other than the dimensionless ξ, all sym-
bols are rates:

k2

k2M
= −wm

r
− (iω + r)(iω + wM)

r(iω − ξwM + wM + ξr)
. (44)

Figure 4 presents the wavevector k; the solid line
is the real part (oscillation) and the dashed line
is the imaginary part (decay).

FIG. 5. Wavevector k: real part is solid line and imaginary
part is dashed line. We take m → L lattice decay rate wm

relative to r of wm/r = 0.05. We take three M → L lattice
decay rates relative to r, or wM/r.

IV. SUMMARY

We have argued that a ferromagnet has two
longitudinal variables: the usual magnetization
M — due to a statistical equilibrium distribu-
tion that cannot diffuse; and the spin accumu-
lation m — due to a statistical non-equilibrium
distribution that can diffuse.

By requiring that the phenomenological en-
ergy density be minimized for Meq = M0 +χMH
and meq = 0, we find a new phenomenological

exchange term between M and m, of the form
−λM(M −M0)m, that satisfies λM = −χ−1M .

Using the methods of Onsager’s irreversible
thermodynamics, we have found the equations
of motion for M and m, and have related the
spin current to gradients of the deviation from
local equilibrium δm.

We then studied the time decay for this sys-
tem subject to an imposed real wavevector k,
finding two rather than one decay mode; and
the spatial decay of such a system subject to an
imposed real frequency ω, finding a single modes
(as for a single one magnetic variable), but with
a more complex frequency dependence than for
simple diffusion. The single degree of freedom
theory has only one time-decay mode γ, and a
space-decay mode with a simpler dependence on
frequency.

It would be of great interest to have experi-
mental studies of these predictions.

V. IMPLICATIONS

Other ordered systems may have this property.
For example, a superconductor has a non-zero
pair order parameter ∆; we argue that it can
decay (as is known) but cannot diffuse; but the
non-equilibrium pair order parameter δ can both
decay and diffuse. Of course there are strong
non-dissipative restoring forces acting when ∆ is
out of equilibrium, and these will tend to mask
the effect analogous to what we have studied for
M and m.
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