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D i usive theory of spin InJection is reviewed and a num ber of new resuls is presented for the dc
and ac regin es. T hey were derived by m eans ofthe -technique allow Ing to sim plify the calculations
by choosing the spin injection coe cients through di erent interfaces as the basic variables. The
prospects for increasing spin infection by using resistive spin-selective contacts are em phasized and
soin non-conserving contacts are introduced. F inding the basic param eters of a jinction from the

ac data is discussed.

1 Introduction

Spin Iniction is believed to be the key to m any new
phenom ena and applicationg,in the eld of the spin-
polarized electron transport 2% Ferrom agneticm etals are
robust sources of spin-polarized electrons applicable In
a w ide range of tem peratures and requiring no extemal
m agnetic eld, while sem iconductor m icrostructures are
well suited for operating the transport of the injcted
soin-polarized electrons. However, the rst experim ental
studies failed to achieve a considerable spin polarization
degree of the current ingcted from m etallic ferrom agnets
into sem iconductors, and the concept of the \conductiv-
ity m ism atch" provided a naturalexplanation ofthat fail-
ure. ITargue in what follow s that for a properly designed
ferrom agnet-sam iconductor junction the di erence in the
conductivitiesofthedi erentelem entsofthe jinction be-
com es an advantage rather than an obstack fore cient
soin inction. For this purpose resistive spin-selective
contacts should be em ployed.

Spin nEction from a ferrom agnetic ) source into a
sam iconductor (m ore generally, into a nom alconductor,
N ) across a resistive tunnel or Schottky contact (T) is
controlled by three com peting resistances: w and ny ,
the e ective resistances of FF and N conductors, and &,
a contact resistance. The spin nction coe cient of
the junction is controlled by the largest of these three re—
sistances. T he resistance r. is very sm all for a \perfect"
contact, r. 0, and ¥ ry when N is a sam iconduc—
tor and F is a m etal. Under these conditions, the soin
non-polarized sem iconductor controls the Iniction and

5 =Ty 1, hence, perfect contacts are i1l t for
the rok of spin em itters. H ow ever, experin entaldata on
the soin Infction from m agnetic STM tips and sin ilar
sources show convincingly that the contact resistance is
strongly spin dependent.@ W hen r. > 1y ;1 , the contact
resistance gains controlover the spin inpction across the
Junction, and the spin selectivity of the contact becom es
the m apr factor controlling £ Recent reportson a dra—
matic increase In - py using resistive contacts have con-

m ed this concept

2 D i usive theory: FTN —junction

The theory of spin infction takes a rather di erent
form depending on the transport m echanisn across the
sam joonductor (di usive, ballistic, etc.). The di usive
approach is the basic toy m odel of the theory because (i)
it provides a general insight on the problem , (ii) is form u—
lated in tem s of the basic physical param eters, and (iii)
ism ost sin ple and results in explicit analytical form ulae.
T he conclusions listed in the Introduction and the discus—
sion that follow sbelow arebased on that approach. Som e
of the results m ay still rem ain valid even when, the cri-
teria of the di usive approach are not fiil Iled. Special
advantages of the ballistic regin e and perfect contacts
that are anticipatedt are outside of scope the this paper.

T he basic variablesofthe di usion theory are the elec—
trochem icalpotentials, »;4 (x), and the currents, jv 4 x),
of up—and down-goin electrons, respectively. T hey cbey
the standard equations juv;y (X) = 4T ny X) where ny
are the conductivities and the continuity equations for
the currents jv; ) that include spin relaxation times

s+ A1l these quantities should also bear the indeces F
or N for the F—-and N —regions. M ore attention should
be paid to the boundary condiions. W hen a contact,
at the point x = 0, is spin conserving as is usually sup—
posed then 37, 0) = 3, (0) 3, . For resistive contacts
needed to achieve an e cient soin inction the poten—
tials 4 (x) are discontinuous at x = 0 and related to
the currents as

= v (ny Q) 5, 00); )
where », are contact conductivities for up—and down-—
soins. That is Eqg. (-'!4') that m akes a critical di erence
between the spin injction and the Shockley’s theory of
P n—jnctionswhere ’sare continuous.

Soling these equations for an isolated FTN —junction
w ith unlim ited F—and N —regions is straightforward. For
the soin infection coe cient
3)=0; T= Jn+ i @)

it provides a sin ple result?

= (e
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w + $r = "

= r)Fry : (3)

Here = gand g = o+ 4,
= « + 4 descrbe the total conductivities and
soin selectivities of the contact and the ferrom agnet, re—

= [rc(

spectively. The denom nator vy = 1 + .+ ny is
a sum of three e ective resistances ¥ = gLp=4 v 4,
y = Ly=y,and r. = =4 » 4 of the ferrom agnet,

the nom al conductor, and the contact, respectively. Lg
and Ly arethe spin di usion lengthsin F-and N -regions
while y isthe N -region conductivity. For a perfect con—
tact, r. = 0, this result has been known for longE

An in portant conclusion ollow s from Eq. (:_3) Ifr.=0
then % =y , hence, 1 whenever ryp =1y 1.
Because this is the case for a contact of a ferrom ag—
netic m etal and a sem iconductor, the conductivity m is-
m atch oonoept'ld and a pessin istic prognosis for such spin
sources llow Inm ediately. However, if the contact is

Rn eq = fry re(

N

! is the equilbriim part of the resistance whilke

Ry eq isitsnonequilbrium part that vanisheswhen both
Lr;Ly ! 0.Remarkably, the right hand side ofEq. ¢)
is evidently positive. T herefore, spin infction enlarges
the resistance of a junction. T his property is rather gen—
eral.

3 —technique

Solving the equations for an isolated spin-conserving
FTN—jnction is a relatively sin ple problem and there
is a com plete agreem ent between the results reported
for by di erent authors. However, when i comes to
m ore Involved system s including, eg. a Jjunction wih
two FTN -contacts, or to spin non-conserving jinctions,
the num ber of equations increases and the calculations
get highly cumbersome. Apparently, i is why there
exist controversies In the results derived for FNF - and
FTNTF-jnctions by di erent authors, and the prob-
lm of soin non-conserving jinctions has not been ap-—
proached until now . I em phasize that the equations for
these system s are still elem entary, hence, the problem is
com pltely technical. For this purpose I have developed
a soecialtechnique ( -technique) that allow s to organize
calculations in such a way that they get sinpler and,
therefore, the resuls becom e m ore reliable.

In the -technique (i) the coe cients of spin inction,

s, through the di erent interfaces (or through the kft
and right boundaries of the sam e soin non-conserving
contact) becom e the basic variables, (i) the extemal
parts of the junction are elin inated and their param e-
ters are absorbed into the boundary values of ’s at the
Interfaces, (i) these ’s are expressed through ’'s, and
(Iv) the selfconsistency condition for ’s isderived. O f

= )2+rF( =

both resistive, r. > 1y ;1r , and spin selective, ,
then isabout = and this ratio can be rather
high. T herefore, the contacts that are both resistive and
spin sekctive can rem edy the problem . The restriction
In posed on r. by this criterion is ratherm ild: r, should
only exceed the resistances i and ry that are inherent
In the system . Under these conditions the spin selectiv—
ity of the contact = ratherthan = ¢ becom es the
critical factor controlling the spin inection.

W hen a resistive contact has intemalm agnetic degrees
of freedom , then its spin selectivity can be controlled by
the spin polarized current infected from a ferrom agnetic
electrode. This idea has been elaborated in Ref. 11 for
a m agnetic ion doped quantum dot (m icrocrystal) con—
nected to the F and N leads.

Sin ilar but m ore elaborate calculations result in the
resistance ofa FN—junction R = '+ R, o4 where

)t (=) ( =p)Tg: @)

course, ’'sforasystem witha nieN-regiondi er from

's found for an unlin ied FTN—jinction, Eq. @), but
they can be expressed In term s ofthose ’s. T hese equa—
tions are concise when w ritten in appropriate notations.
The junction resistance R and the spin valve e ect R
can be expressed In the sam e tem s. A llresu s presented
below were derived by this procedure.

4 FTNTF —junction

W hen both FTN -contacts are spin conserving, the sys—
tem of equations for all (x)’s and jx)’s in F—and N—
regions, ncluding the boundary conditions, can be split
Into two system s. The 1rst system includes only di er—
ences n (X) + (%) and Jn (%) 3 ) that can be related
to 1 and R, the soin inction coe cients through the
kft and right contact, respectively. The -technique re—

sults in the follow ing equations for 1 and g :
gy @ 1 fr=shh@=Ly)g r = Gy 1/
fg=shh@=Ly)g L+ 5y @ r=1%y r; ©)

w here d is the w idth of the N —region and

LR)

@ =2 ® + £®) 4 n coth@=Ly): ®)

T he sin ple system oftwo equations, Eq. (zd),wji:h L of
Egs. (_3) In the right hand sides, describbes com pletely the
sodn Infection through an asymm etric FTN T F —janction,
param eters of both ferrom agnets and both contacts are
com pletely independent. A sapplied to a sym m etric junc-
tion, various injction regin es have been discussed in
Ref. :_lé in the fram ew ork of the traditional approach.
Calculating the junction resistance R is a m ore chal-
lenging problem . For this purpose one should solve



the equation for the symm etric com bination of the elec—
trochem ical potentials Z (x) = [» ) + & X)F2, apply
Eqg. (_5), and take advantage of the fact that the total
drops of Z (x) and of the electrical potential’ (x) across
X+ = 7]

Rn eq(L;R)=2|:JfF( =

HereD = (r + r.)®+ & + 2y (r + 1) coth @=Ly ).

E xperim entally two basic con gurations are of inter—
est, wih the parallel and antiparallel m agnetization of
the lradswhen [ = g or p = R s Tepectively. In
both cases 3 j= JjrJ Tt is a rem arkable prop—

2, =D)I

the junction are exactly equal. For a sym m etric junction
the resistanceR = 2 '+ R, oy, and itsnonequilbrium
part equals

rpy @+ 1 rmy =shh@=Ly)l: )

[fe., the di erence n R for the antiparallel and parallel
con  gurations] com es exclusively from its very last term
proportional to the m ixed product 1 r . That is one of
the reasons why the representation of R in term s of 's
is so advantageous. W ih Eqg. (:3:) taken Into account, the

erty ofEq. Grj) thatthevalvee ect R =R ("#) R ("") explicit expression for the spin valve e ect is
2
4rN Yro— + —
R = - : (8)
= + r)? + 15 ]sinh @=Ly ) + 2y (& + r.) cosh @=Ly )
Usihg Egs. (:_3) and (rj),onecan also nd the nonequilbrium resistance R, eq (""). W hen r. = 0, it equals
ry sihh @=Ly )+ 1 fcosh( @=Ly ) 1]

Rn eq("™ =211y ( = 5)° —5— — - ©)

Both Egs. @'_d) and (:_d) arenew . To the best ofm y know -
edge, they di er from various equations available in lit—
erature. M ore general equations w ill be published else—
w here.

Tt is seen from Eq. (:9') thatR, g ("") > 0. Thisprop-
erty established in Ref. -4 has been observed experin en—
tally in Ref. :13 by changing gradually the m agnetization
of sem in agnetic electrodes.

5 M easuring basic param eters

Spin Injection coe cients depend critically on the rel-
ative values of a num ber of di erent param eters related
to the buk and the interfaces. These are the e ective
resistances (r , ry , and r.), the param eters on which
they depend lke soin di usion lengths (I and Ly ),
and the soin selectivities ( = g and = ).How can
these param eters be m easured In non-destructive exper-
Inents? The dc resistances R discussed above cannot
solve }:he 5'p]:ob]an Independent experim ental data like
othci 19 and soin em £24 have already brought a lot
of In portant nform ation, and I expect the ac electrical
data m ay also becam e a useful tool. H ow ever, ncluding
these phenom ena into the theory involves som e changes
In the techniques.

A 1l results discussed above were derived using equa-—
tions for ’a and j’sonly, and the electricalpotential’ (x)
was not involved. T herefore, the problem of the screen-

Ly (1)=Ly=@ i D)%

(2 + 2 )sih @=Ly ) + 21 ny cosh @=Ly ) -

Ly ()= Ly=@ 1! ¥\

Ing of electrical interactions did not appear, at least ex—
plicitly. This separation of the transport and Coulomb
problem s is a very specialproperty ofthe dc transport in
tw o-termm inal geom etry. Any generalization of the prob—
Jem results in involving ’ ). E g., electron concentra-—
tion n (x) is critical for optical experin ents. For snall
deviations from the them odynam ic equilbbrium the con—
centrations nn 4 (x) of up— and down-spin electrons are
related to the electrocheam icaland electrical potentials as

b ®) = Doy ®)=e vy X); 10)
where w4 are the densities of states for these electrons.
T herefore, the solutions are no m ore universal and be-
com e depending on the dim ensionality that strongly in—

uences the screening.

In a sin ilarway, In the ac regin e the continuiy equa—
tions for the spinpolarized currents jry (X;t) Include
the tine derivatives @nwy (x;t)=Q@t that, quite sim ilar
to Eq. (10), bring ’ (x) into the game. M oreover, for
tin e dependent currents the equations forthe di erences

v (%;1)  # (X;0) and thesum sZ (x;t) ofthe electrochem i~
calpotentials do not separate any m ore. In what ollow s,
the equations for the ac response to a tin e dependent
potential proportionalto exp ( 1i! t) are presented. T hey
were derived under the assum ption that the quagheu-
trality condition, n» &;t) + ng &;t) 0, ds il Iedl

The com plex in pedance of a FTN —junction Z (!) can
be found from Eqg. @) forthe dc resistance R by changing
the di usion lengthsIrz and Ly to

11)



Here f and [ are the spin relaxation tines in the F

and N regions, respectively. As a result, Z (! ) aounJ:es

a reactive part having a capacitive sign. Eq. (lL) show s
that two characteristic frequencies, !y = (5 1 and
2
Cqi = ng ro— + »n — + SFrF

F

Tt is controlled by the relaxation of nonequilbrium spins
and, therefore, is sim ilar to the di usive capacitance
In the theory of p n—junctions. However, the exis-
tence of the resistance r. changes the dependence of
Cqi on the relaxation tines. The square root depen-
dence, Cq; / 2, typicalof p  n—junctions is vald
for spin Inection only when r. = 0. In the opposie
Iim it o 1+ ; Iy ,that isofm a:prmterestﬁ)rq)m npec
tion devices, it ©llows from Eq. {12) that Cq; / 372.
D epending from the relative m agnitude of § and [,
di erent combinations of them can appear in Cy; , apd
a large ) typical of sem iconductor heterostructuredt?
can enlarge C4; oonsiderably. However, it is a general
reqularity that a large r. > 1y ;% reducesCgj .

T he frequency dependences ofCq4; (!) and of the ac—
tive resistance R, g (! ) are sensitive to the relativem ag-
nitude of the basic resistances 1 , . and ry . T herefore,
these dependences are a prom isihg tool for m easuring
these resistances. Frequency dependence is also a key for
separating the di usive capacitance Cy; (!) from the ge—
om etric capacitance Cgeom = "=4 X that is expected to
be frequency independent under the conditions ofthe 3D
screening, X being the contact thickness.

Sin ilar equations can be applied to the optical exper-
In ents on the recombination of holes w ith electrically
Inected spinpolarized electrons.

Eq, {) Hr i nfction is applicable also to the spin—
em f19 at a spin selective contact
where | isthe di erence of the potentials »,; in the
N —region far from the contact. This ’ry includesboth
the contact (\valve") and the D em ber contributions.

’ — N _
FN - 1_21

5 Spin non-conserving junction

If son is not conserved in a FTN —junction, because of
the soin dynam ics or ofthe soin relaxation, then the gen—
eralized Eqg. ('_]:) ncludesam atrix that isnondiagonal
in the spin Indeces and . The element describes
the transfer of an electron from the spin state in the
ferrom agnet to the spin state in the N-conductor. In
the dissipative regin e and w ith the tin e inversion sym —
m etry violated by the spontaneousm agnetization in the
F-region, the only restriction inposed on these coe -
cients is > 0. In addition to increasing the num ber
of param eters, the problem becom esm ore di cult tech-
nically also because the symm etric and antisym m etric
variables, Z2 (x) and « (X) # x), do not separate any

'y = (¥) !, should manifest them selves in Z (! ). Ex—
perin ental observation of these frequencies should allow
m easuring the spin relaxation tim es. The low frequency
capacitance Cq; fund from Egs. 64) and Ill ) equals

2

re—  (+ ny)—  =2R?r%, (12)

F

m ore even In the dc regin e. N evertheless, the equations
of the -technique for the soin Inction coe cients at
the keft and right boundaries of the contact, r and y ,
can be derived and solved.

Spin non-conserving Jjunctions possess a num ber of pe—
culiar properties that di er them from the spin conserv—
ing janctions discussed above. E g., R, ¢q can change
sign. This behavior is absolutely incom patible wih the
properties of the spin conserving Jjunctions established
above. This possibility is clearly seen in a special case
when = 4y ny = #my and = 0 (what
does not exclide strong bulk m agnetization). Then
Rp eq = wg=2 wn( wn+ wy) < 0, hence, Ry oq Is
negative. T his result show s that the m agnitude and even
the sign of R, g is controlled by a delicate balance of
the processes In the buk and at the interfaces.
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