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Interpreting the field emission equation for large area field emitters
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Both single emitters and large area field emitters (LAFE) are generally characterized using the slope and
intercept of a Murphy-Good (or Fowler-Nordheim) plot which are used to extract the field enhancement
factor and the emission area. Using a shielding model that has been developed recently for a LAFE, the
validity of the underlying assumption is investigated. It is found that in case of a LAFE, the slope has
contributions from the enhancement factor as well as the rate at which the effective number of super-emitters
changes with the applied field. As a consequence, the emission area is related to both the slope and the
intercept in a LAFE. When the mean spacing in a LAFE is much larger than the height of emitter, the usual
interpretation of the slope and intercept are recovered.

I. INTRODUCTION

A typical large area field emitter (LAFE) consists of a
multitude of protrusions or emitting sites packed together
in a small area which acts as a source of cold electrons on
application of a moderate electric fieldl™. These emit-
ting sites influence each other in a process referred to as
shielding. Thus, even when all such emitters are iden-
tical in all respects, the local electric fields at their tips
can vary enormously®12. Sites which are under relatively
weaker influence of neighbouring emitters have higher lo-
cal fields and are considered active as they emit electrons
readily while others that are more severely affected by
shielding remain passive until the applied electric field
is increased sufficiently for measurable currents to flow.
Thus, sparse or non-uniform emission is more likely to
be seen in a glow pattern at lower fields while a more
uniform emission may be observed at higher fieldst3™5,

It has recently been shown numerically that randomly
distributed emitting sites or random LAFEs, display scal-
ing properties and can therefore be characterized by the
emission dimension? which captures the degree to which
the emission is sparse or uniform at a given field strength.
This is significant departure from the usual approach to
LAFE characterization which assumes a certain empiri-
cal form of the field emission equation inspired by single
emitters. For single curved emitters, the net field emis-
sion current may be expressed aglf22:24

I = A(E,)Juc(E,) (1)

where A(F,) is a notional emission area and Jyg(E,) is
the Murphy-Good (MG) current density

A
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evaluated at the emitter-apex where the local field E,
is maximum. In the above, n = Bpn¢*/?/E, =~
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9.836 (e\/)l/2¢_1/2 where Ey = (47eo/q)¢? is the local
field necessary to lower the barrier height (relative to the
Fermi level) to zero, Apx = 1.541434 x 1076 A eV V2
and Bpny = 6.830890 eV ™32V nm~! are the first and
second Fowler-Nordheim constants, ¢ is the local work
function of the emitting surface and ¢ is the magnitude
of the electron charge.

For an axially symmetric emitter with a smooth curved
tip and a large aspect ratio, the current I may be explic-
itly evaluated by integrating over the emitter surface2327

I~ / Juc(E(6))2rR? sind o (3)

costd

where 6 is a generalized angle defined by

z/h
V(z/h)? + (p/Ra)?

with h denoting the height of the emitter, R, the apex
radius of curvature and z = z(p) describing the shape of
the emitter. The integration in Eq. (3] is possible in most
cases if the apex electric field is known since generic end-
caps obey the approximate relation®™2 for the local field
E(0) ~ E, cosf. Thus, the notional emission area can be
determined accurately and it is known that it increases
approximately linearly?#25530 with the apex electric field
(ie. A ~ E,) for sharp tips®®. The linear behaviour
of A together with the expression for the Murphy-Good
current density?# allows Eq. to be expressed as?2ié3

(4)

cost =

I =CEke B/Be (5)

For an axially symmetric single emitter with a generic
end-cap, k = 3 — /6, B = Bpn¢>/? while

_ A A
E, ¢
where A is the notional emission area. Note that since

A increases linearly with the applied field, C is a con-
stant. If the apex radius of curvature R, is known and the

C "B (6)
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end-cap is generic25 26 A~ 27R2E,/[Brned®/?(1— £/6)]
where f= /d) , Cs is the Schottky constant with
2~ 1.44 eVZV

The net emission current in Eq. (5) is in fact better
expressed in terms of a measurable quantity such as the
applied or macroscopic field Ey or the applied voltage
Vy. The apex electric field E, can thus be written as
E, =v.Ep or E, = BV,. The quantity v, is referred to
as the apex field enhancement factor and for a parallel
plate setup § = ~,/D where D is the distance between
the plates. Thus, for an emitter obeying Eq. . a power-
k MG plot (1n(I/E0) vs 1/Ey) with k = 3 — n/6 has a
slope equal to Bpn¢?/ 2 /~,. Thus, if the work function
¢ is known, the apex field enhancement factor v, can be
extracted from the slope while the intercept gives In(A~¥)
which can be used to extract the notional area A or the
apex radius of curvature R,.

While Eq. and @ serve well to describe electron
emission from a single emitter in the presence of weak
or negligible space charge?®31532 the situation becomes
somewhat complex for a large area field emitter even from
a theoretical point of view. As mentioned earlier, the
presence of a large number of emitters leads to shielding
of field lines and a lowered apex field enhancement factor
for each of the individual emitters. Importantly, the ex-
tent to which the apex field is lowered is not uniform and
there may exist a wide variation so that not all emitters
may contribute at a given applied field. The net current
can be formally expressed as a sum over single emitter
currents®:

N N .
IL=Y TLi=Y JycA
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where the super(sub)-script S refers to the super-emitter
with the maximum field enhancement factor, Ag is the
notional area of the super-emitter, A; the notional area
of the i*" emitter, and Aj, is the notional area of the
entire LAFE. As such, the term in the curly bracket in
Eq. @ should denote the effective number of emitters
Nog that contribute at the level of the super-emitter at
a given field.

The formal expression contained in Eq. is however
unsuitable for analyzing experimental data. For purposes
of characterizing a LAFE experimentally, the net emis-
sion current is expressed empirically ag>>

I = CLEg e Br/Fo, (8)

a form similar to the single-emitter case with By, =
Bpn¢®? /v and O, a constant. While it is difficult
to connect Eq. and , Fowler-Nordheim (FN) plots
(In(I,/EZ) vs 1/Eyp) are often approximately linear and
the occasionally observed nonlinearity>% may be ascribed
to the lack of knowledge about kr, or to the distribu-
tion of emitter enhancement factors. A 2-component
model with two distinct field enhancement factors and
effective emission areas, has for instance been used to
reproduce the non-linearity by adjusting the parameters
appropriately32:36,

The aim of this paper is to take a fresh look at the
interpretation of the various terms in Eq. using a
model that is fairly accurate in determining {7;} using
the emitter locations on the LAFE. In particular, we are
interested in knowing about the value of ky,, the inter-
pretation of veg (or By,), the nature of Cr, and finally the
field dependence of the notional emission area and its re-
lationship with C1, and Br,. The interest in the present
work thus lies beyond the parametric modeling of non-
linearity in an FN plot.

It is clear that J| contributes Eg_"/ﬁ while Ag ~ Ej.
Thus, the value of the exponent k;, must be at least
3 —n/6 since the effective number of emitters is also ex-
pected to increase with Fy and can have an additional
contribution to kr, if Neg has a power law behaviour. In
the following, our focus will on the quantity Neg and we
shall study its variation with the applied electric field.
We shall surprisingly find that Neg increases much faster
than a power law and that gives rise to the question of in-
terpreting 7es. In section [T} we shall describe the model
used to arrive at the field enhancement factors of emit-
ting sites in a random LAFE followed by an evaluation
of Neg in section [ITI}

Il. OBTAINING APPROXIMATE FIELD
ENHANCEMENT FACTORS IN A LAFE

A LAFE typically has tens of thousands of emitting
sites placed randomly. Simulating such a configuration
using finite or boundary element methods is a daunt-
ing task even on a parallel machine. An approximate
method is thus useful provided errors are small. The hy-
brid model provides a useful and handy alternative. It
is based on the (nonlinear) line charge model™ 5% and
can be used to determine enhancement factors within 3%
accuracy when the mean inter-pin separation c is greater
than or equal to the height h of individual emitters, in-
creasing to about 8% when the mean separation is about
2h/3. We shall restrict ourselves to identical hemiellip-
soidal emitters and provide an outline of the main results
that can be used to determine the spectrum of apex field
enhancement factors.

Consider a LAFE comprising of N identical hemi-
ellipsoidal emitters, placed at {(x;,v:)}, ¢ = 1, N. The
apex enhancement factor v of an it emitter in the LAFE
is given ag®?



N 2h/R,
7 10 (4h/R,) — 2+ as,

where as; & )., as,; and

1
— / 2 2
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with &i; = h/pij, pij = [(zi — 2)* + (yi — y;)*]"/* be-
ing the distance between the i*" and j'" emitter on the
cathode plane. The value of ag, holds so long as the
emitters are not too close and under this approximation,
the shielding factor, aug, can be well approximated by a
purely geometric quantity (3_,,; as,; ) which depends
only on the relative positions of the emitters.

It is clear that if the emitter locations are randomly
distributed, g, are distinct. The presence of anode in
close proximity can also be accommodated within the
hybrid model? %29 Tn the present case, we shall consider
the anode to be far away without any loss of generality.

The field enhancement factors {~;} together with the
apex radius of curvature R, can be used to determine
the total LAFE current, I;, as®®

N
Iu~ Y 2mR2gi T (10)

i=1

where the area factor g; is

viLEo 1
Bend™ (1= 1,0 -
Eq. can be used to determine the current from a
collection of N-emitters and is well suited for determining
the variation of Neg with Ejy.

I1l. RESULTS

We shall consider a LAFE with N = 360000 identical
hemiellipsoidal pins of height h = 1500um and base ra-
dius b = 12.5um. These are distributed uniformly on a
square area with their centres located at {(z;,v;)} and
having a mean separation c. The side-length of the square
LAFE is thus v Ne. Eq. @) allows computation of each
enhancement factor. The distribution of enhancement
factors is unimodal as observed in Figs. 1 and 6 of Ref.
[12] for an identical LAFE with ¢ = 1000um and 1500um
respectively. The individual enhancement factors can be
used to compute individual currents I;. The sum of these
add up to be the total current Iy, while the current of the
super-pin having the largest enhancement factor is de-
noted by Is. The effective number of superpins at any
applied field Ey is Neg(Eo) = Ir,(Ep)/Is(Eyp).
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FIG. 1. The power-k MG plot shows nonlinear behaviour for
¢ =1000um and ¢/h = 2/3. Here ks =3 — /6.

Consider first the case where the mean separation ¢ =
1000pum. A power-k MG plot is shown in Fig. [1] with
ks = k = 3 — n/6 being the pre-exponential exponent
of the super-emitter. The plot is clearly nonlinear and
such behaviour is often observed in experiments32*40%1]
The corresponding behaviour for Neg is shown in Fig.
again plotted against 1/Fy. The plot has a similar trend
with a smaller slope at low field and a larger slope at
high fields.
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FIG. 2. The corresponding plot of Neg for ¢ = 1000pum and
¢/h = 2/3. The nonlinearity in the power-k MG plot of Fig.
can be ascribed to the nonlinear behaviour of Ncg.

Clearly, Neg can be expressed as

Neg = Noe~ /o (12)

where « is in general dependent on Fy and expected
to vary only weakly as ¢ increases. The quantity Nj is
greater than 1 since N.g must at least be 1 even at low
field. The net LAFE current may therefore be expressed
for a LAFE with emitters having smooth end-caps as
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while, the notional area Ay, is
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AL TRy No  vsEo —a/EBy. (17)
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Note that even though fs = ¢?(vsEp)/¢* depends on the
applied field Fy, fs/6 is a small quantity compared to
unity, so that the dominant pre-exponential field depen-
dence in Iy, is Eo "% = Eks.

A plot of In(Ir,/ EF®) vs 1/Ey must have a (local) slope
—S& and intercept Z with

Brn¢?/? ) 1 da(Ey)
S=|——+a|+—= 18
( s Ey dE;? (18)
1 da(Eo)
IT=InCyL+ — 19
nery, EO dEo_l ( )
It follows from Eq. that
_ Bpno¢?/? (20)
s S—a—d/E
where o = 3;@10) Thus, ~g is related to the slope
0

S, a and o' and hence cannot be accurately extracted
from the slope and intercept. In fact there are more un-
knowns (v, o, vs and R2Np) than the number of measur-
able quantities and hence extraction of LAFE character-
istics such as g and the notional area poses a challenge.

Before we proceed to discuss the extraction of approx-
imate LAFE characteristics, it is important to explore
whether such a behaviour is limited to a dense LAFE such
as at ¢ = 1000um or exists in general. Fig.[3|shows a com-
parison for three different mean spacings, ¢ = 1000um,
1500pm and 2500pum. While, ¢ = 1000pum displays non-
linearity, ¢ = 2500um is nearly linear as testified by the
closeness of the high and low field fits.

The corresponding behaviour of the N.g is shown in
Fig. The nonlinearity is large for ¢ = 1000pum but
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FIG. 3. The power-k MG plot with ks = 3 — /6 shows
nonlinear behaviour for ¢ = 1000um but is nearly linear for
¢ = 2500pm. Also shown are the low-field and high-field
straight line fits. The difference in slope is negligible for ¢ =
2500pm.
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FIG. 4. The corresponding plot of Neg for ¢ = 1000um,
1500pum and 2500pum with A = 1500um.

decreases considerably at ¢ = 2500um. Clearly the ex-
ponential behaviour persists at ¢ = 2500um as evident
from the straight line fits signalling a non-zero value of
a. Note however that the overall slope («) decreases at
larger spacing as expected since the large ¢ limit must
correspond to o — 0 since the emitters behave inde-
pendently as NN single emitters, each having the same
enhancement factor.

The exponential dependence of Neg on Ej ! makes in-
terpretation of the slope and intercept of an power-k MG
plot, a nontrivial matter. Traditionally, the slope has
been used to extract vyog or s while the intercept has
been linked to the notional emission area and the area
efficiency of a LAFE. It is clear from Eq. and
that o and its derivative o’ with respect to Ej 1 plays a
crucial role in the determination of vg and Ar,.



Since, o and o are small at very low fields (large E; '),
an approximate evaluation of yg and C1, can be made by
setting & = 0 and o’ = 0 in Eq. (20)). Thus,

B 3/2
o~ DO (21)
lo

In CL ~ Ilo~ (22)

In the above, the subscript ‘lo’ refers to the low field
region. The value of In C7, can in turn be used to estimate
R2Ny. Having extracted approximate values of vg and
R2 Ny from the low field region, the value of a(Ep) at any
higher range of field can be extracted as

a(Eo) = S(Eo) — Sio — Eo [Z(Eo) — L] (23)

The estimates of vs, In Cf, (hence R2Ny) and a(FEjp) de-
termined through Eqns. (21)), (22)), and are only ap-
proximate. They can be in turn be used to determine the
notional area Ar,(Ey) using Eq. (I7). The initial errors
in determining ~s and In C, will no doubt propagate in
evaluating a(Fy) and hence A, (Ep). The notional area is
thus prone to larger errors due to the exponential depen-
dence on a(Fy)/Ey. For the systems considered here, 7g
can be determined using this procedure to within 4-7%
error using a linear fit in the low field region.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this paper has been to highlight some
of the pitfalls in analyzing and characterizing a large
area field emitter. To this end, we have considered an
ideal LAFE consisting of 360000 identical hemiellipsoidal
emitters with smooth endcaps, and used an approximate
model to determine the individual apex field enhance-
ment factors. The total LAFE current was then de-
termined by summing over the current from each emit-
ter and subsequently expressed as the product of cur-
rent from a super-emitter and the effective number of
super-emitters (Neg) at any applied field. On analyzing
the data, it was found that Ng increases as Nge~@/Fo,
thereby contributing an additional term to the slope of
a power-k MG plot and posing difficulties in its inter-
pretation. An approximate method for extraction of the
apex field enhancement factor of the super-emitter was
suggested using the low field limit where o may be ne-
glected. The notional area and its increase with applied
field can then be estimated using the slope and intercept
at higher field values.

One of the most striking features of this study has
been the behaviour of the notional emission area with ap-
plied field. The exponential dependence Ay, ~ Ege/Fo
stands in sharp contrast to the common assumption that
the area depends only weakly on the applied field and
may be ignored as a first approximation for a LAFE.
This sharp increase in the notional area with the applied

field, makes a LAFE distinct from a single emitter where
the increase is linear for generic smooth end-caps.

The distribution of field enhancement factors gives rise
to the nonlinearity in power-k MG plot especially when
the mean separation is less than the height of the emit-
ters. For identical emitters and large mean separations,
it is expected that all emitters will have nearly identical
enhancement factors so that a linear behaviour should
ensue. In that case, the field enhancement factor can be
directly extracted from the slope of the power-k MG plot.
If, however, the emitters have a distribution in height or
apex radius of curvature, there will be a distribution of
enhancement factors even when the mean separation is
large. Thus, the slope of the In Neg plot need not fall
off to zero at larger separation and the power-k MG plot
may continue to display nonlinearity. The predictions for
the approximate field enhancement factor of the super-
emitter or the notional area, using Eqns. (21)), (22)), and
, will have larger errors even for this simplest non-
ideal case. At the moment, it is hard to predict the be-
haviour of graphene or carbon-film based LAFEs but it
is likely that the change in active emitting sites with ap-
plied field makes the connection between the slope of a
power-k MG plot and the effective enhancement factor
somewhat dubious.

Finally, the question of orthodoxy in field emission
may need to be revisited since even for an ideal LAFE,
the scaled barrier field is not directly related to the slope
of an IV curve.
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