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A bstract

Current interest in sointronics is Jargely m otivated by a belief that soin based devices (9.
soin eld e ect transistors) w illbe faster and consum e less pow er than their electronic counter-
parts. Here we show that this is generally untrue. Unless m aterials w ith extrem ely strong spin
orbit interaction can be developed, the spintronic devices w illnot m easure up to their electronic
cousins. W e also show that som e recently proposed m odi cations ofthe originalsoin eld e ect
transistor concept of D atta and D as R ppl Phys. Lett., 56, 665 (1990)] actually lead to worse
perform ance than the original construct.
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Figure 1: Scham atic of a Spin Field E ect Transistor (or m ore aptly a spintronic analog of an
electro-optic m odulator)

A spate of device proposals have appeared over the last decade articulating soin based analogs
of conventional eld e ect or bipolar Junction transistors. The eld e ect variety is m otivated
by a sam inal concept due to D atta and D as EL:] who proposed an electronic analog of the electro—
opticm odulator. The D atta-D as device consists of a quasi one-din ensional sem iconductor channel
w ith ferrom agnetic source and drain contacts Eig. 1). Electrons are inected with a de nite
soin orientation from the source, which is then controllably precessed in the channelw ith a gate—
controlled R ashba soin-orbit interaction -Q], and nally sensed at the drain. At the drain end, the
electron’s transm ission probability depends on the relative alignm ent of its spin w ith the drain’s
( xed) m agnetization. By controlling the angle of spin precession in the channelw ith a gate volage,
one can control the relative spin alignm ent at the drain end, and hence control the sourceto-drain
current. T his realizes the basic \transistor" action . B ecause of this attribute, the D atta-D as device
cam e to beknown asthe Spin Field E ect Transistor (SPINFET ) even though isoriginal inventors
aptly temm ed it an analog of the electro-optic m odulator (not a \transistor").

There are m any incamations of the SPINFET (see, for exam ple, E_i’, :-f!, -':‘3]) . A1l of them how-—
ever rely on the basic concept of m odulating the transistor’s source to drain current by varying
the R ashba Interaction in the channelw ith a gate voltage. T herefore, the present analysis is per—
fectly general and applies to allof them . W e show that in term s of com m on perform ance m etrics
(oow er dissjpation, transconductance, uniy gain frequency, etc.), the perform ance pro Ections for



aSPINFET are below those for a conventional silicon or GaAs eld e ect transistor.

The follow ing analysis applies to a SPINFET wih a strictly onedin ensional (1-d) channel
The 1-d SPINFET is the ideal device w ith the best possble perform ance for two very In portant
reasons. The st reason was denti ed in EI:] itself; one din ensional carrier con nem ent elin Inates
the angular spread in the electron’s w avevector, which resuls in the strongest conductance m odu—
lation. In fact, only in a strictly 1-d channel, the \o " conductance of the device can f&ll to zero
resuling in no leakage current in the o state. T his is extrem ely In portant to avoid standby power
dissipation iftwo SPINFET s, one biased In the positive transconductance region and another in
the negative transconductance region, are connected In series to act lke a com plem entary m etal
oxide sam iconductor eld e ect transistor (CM O S). The present dom lnance of CM O S in virtually
all ekectronic circuits is due the property that there is no standby power dissipation because the
leakage current In a conventionalM O S transistor is virtually zero when it istumed o . T herefore,
at the very outset, it is ocbvious that only a 1-d SPINFET can have any chance of com peting w ith
present day silicon CM O S devices. The second reason to prefer a strictly 1-d channel is that the
m apr soin relaxation m echanign in the channel O 'yakonov-Perel) can be com pltely elin inated
if transport is single channeled [jG]. T herefore, a 1-d channel is always optin um .

The maxinum oconductance of a strictly 1-d channel is 2e’=h. Since the drain current in a
ballistic 1-d channel w ill saturate when the sourceto-drain bias Vgp becom es equalto Er=e Ef
is the Fermm ienergy In the channel), we have

ID jsat = 2eE F =h (l)

The sw itching voltage Vg to tum the SPINFET from the \on" state to the \o " state is the gate
volage required to precess the spin in the channelthrough an anglke of radians. Using the result
of ref. ﬂ:], this voltage is
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wherem is the e ective m ass of the carrier In the channel, L is the channel length, and isa
proportionality constant that describbesthe gate voltage dependence ofthe R ashba coupling constant
. W e can theoretically estin ate . A coording to ref. i/ 1 8]
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where e is the electronic charge, E4 is the bandgap, is the spin orbi splitting In the valnce
band, isthe static dielectric constant and N ¢ is the surface electron concentration at the interface
of the channel (N is related to the Interfacial electric eld in the channel inducing a structural
Inversion asym m etry and the Rashba e ect). From standard M O S theory, eN ¢ = ( =d) (Vg V)
w here d is the thickness of the gate insulator, Vg is the gate voltage and Vr is the threshold voltage
to induce an inversion layer charge In the channel. U sing this result in E quation {3), we nd that
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W e will assum e an InA s channel and use m aterial param eters from ref. [:3]. To com pare w ith
experin ent {_i(j], we willassum e that d = 20 nm . This yields the theoretical valueof = 5 10 29
C-m . Equation (f!) predicts a linear dependence of on the gate volage Vg . E xperin entally, one

nds the sam e linear dependence E_L-(_If], and the experin entally cbserved value of 8 103 Ccm

E.-g]. T he theoretical value is about 60 tin es larger than the experim ental valie, indicating that
further experin ents are required.



W e willnow com pare the switching voltage ofa 1-d SPINFET w ith that of a tradiional 1d
MOSFET .At low tem peratures, the sw tching voltage of a traditional idealM O SFET (the voltage
required to deplete the channel of all carriers) is Er =e. T herefore,
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In order to m aintain single subband occupation, we w illassum e that Er is less than the energy
separation between subbands, which isabout 3m &V in InA s 1-d channels -[g]. Then,the SPINFET
w illhave a lower sw itching voltage than a traditional FET only if its channellength L > 4.88 m.
In calculating this, we assum ed the theoreticalvalie of . Ifwehad assum ed the experim entalvalie
nstead, L has to be larger than 293 m !. T herefore, it is obvious that for any sub-m icron channel
length (et alone nanoscale devices), the SPINFET will have a much higher switching voltage
than a traditional M O SFET . This Inm ediately show s that the SPINFET is not a ower power
device, contrary to popular belief (the dynam ic power dissipated during sw itching a transistor is
proportional to the square of the sw itching voltage).

Tt is of course cbvious that we can decrease the sw itching voltage ofa SPINFET by decreasing
the gate Insulator thickness d. In Si/S10 , technology, gate nsulator thicknesses approaching 1 nm
ispossble w ithout causing signi cant gate leakage, but thatm ay not be possible in system s such as
A A s/InA s Where the Iower gap sem iconductor is chosen for strong R ashba coupling) because the
barrier height between the sem iconductor and insulator is not nearly ashigh. W e m ay be 1im ited
to a gate nsulator thickness of 5 nm or larger n the A 1A s/InA s system , which still m akes the
sw tching volage of a sub-m icron SP INFET Jlarger than that ofa sub-m icron M O SFET . R educing
the gate Insulator thickness also has delkterious e ects on the uniy gain frequency since it ncreases
the gate capacitance (see E quation (-:f.) later).

N ext, we consider the transconductance ofa SPINFET . This isan In portant param eter since it
determ ines device am pli cation, as well as bandw ith or, equivalently, device speed. T he transocon-—
ductance ofthe SPINFET is

Gn  Ip darVe= 2eErpm L =(?h%) ®6)

where we have assum ed that Vg is an all enough that Er does not vary signi cantly as the gate
voltage sw ings over an am plitude of V. T he above equation yieldsg, = 6.5 10 ° L Siem ens where
L is the channel length expressed in m icrons). It is actually m ore m eaningfiil to calculate the
transconductance per unit channel w idth since In conventional M O SFET s, the transconductance
is proportional to the channel width. For a 1-d channel, we will assum e that the con nem ent
potential along the w idth is parabolic, so that the e ective w idth of the channel is given by W <¢¢
= h=@m !) [{1]. Shceh! = 3meV, Were = 22 nm . Therefre, the transconductance per
unit channelw dth is 295L m S/mm , where, once again, L is expressed in m icrons. For sub-m icron
channel lengths, g, < 295 m S/mm , which is considerably less than what is achieved wih GaA s
high electron m cbility transistors.

The unity gain frequency fr Gn =@ Cg), where C4 is the gate capacitance given by C4 =

i oLW «re=d ( ; is the relative dielectric constant of the gate insulator). A ccordingly,
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W e will assum e that the gate nsulator isA R s (relative dielectric constant ;3 8.9 [14]) and
that d = 20 nm , as before. U sing these values n E quation {7:), we nd that fr 30 GHz. Thisis
Jess than what has already been dem onstrated orGaAsM ESFET s E_1'3]

W e will conclude this Letter by exam ining two recently proposed m odi ed versions of the
SPINFET that clain ed to provide better perform ance than the original proposal of ref. b';l:]. The



rst version E_S’] purportsto replace a strictly 1-d channel, w here only the low est subband is occupied,
w ith a quasi 1-d channelw here two subbands are occupied, In order to provide better soin control.
W e ndthistobe com plktely counterproductive form any reasons. F irst, m ultichanneled transport
(where two subbands are occupied) w ill not elim inate D ‘yakonov-Perel’ spin relaxation; that can
happen only In strictly single channeld transport f_é]. T herefore, a two-subband device is m ore
vulherabl to soin I scattering, which results in degraded device perform ance. Second, the
presence of two occupied subbands can result in spin-m ixing e ects Ig.-f}'] that are ham ful for the
SPINFET .Third, m uliple gates are required in the proposalofref. B] for conductance m odulation,
and these gates have to be synchronized precisely In order to tum the device o . This is an
additional engineering challenge that was not required in the original proposal of ref. ﬂ.'].

AnothertypeofSPINFET that clain stobeable to release the requiram ent ofballistic transport,
which is necessary in the originalD atta-D as device, has recently been proposed @;]. T he idea here
is to balance the Rashba interaction ] with the D ressehaus interaction [[4] usihg a gate to
tune the Rashba interaction). W hen they are exactly balanced, the eigenspinors in the channel
are [I; exp@ =4)] which are spIns polarized on the x-y plane subtending an angke of =4 wih
the x—or y-axis. In the convention of M iller indices, we call this axis the [L 1 0] axis. Then, by
using a ferrom agnetic source contact that ism agnetized in the [L 1 0] direction, one can ingct all
soins into one of the eigenstates. Such a spin w ill traverse the channel w ithout Iping (unless
there are m agnetic scatterers) since it is an eigenstate in the channel. However when the gate
voltage is detuned to unbalance the Rashba and D ressehaus interactions, the eigenspoinors are no
Ionger [I; exp(@d =4)], but becom e wavevector dependent. T herefore, any non-m agnetic scatterer
(in puriy, phonon, etc.) which changes the electron’s wavevector, can also ip the spin. A soin
Inected In the [L 1 0] direction is no longer an eigenstate and will i in the channel. The drain
is also m agnetized in the [L 1 0] direction, which w ill not tranam it the ipped soin. T herefore, the
device conductance w ill decrease. T his device is \on" when the gate voltage exactly balances the
R ashba and D ressehaus Interactions, and b " otherw ise.

Tt isdi cul to caloulate the o conductance ofthis device since that depends on the frequency
and nature of spin ip scatterings that occur when the R ashba and D ressehaus interactions are
unbalanced . H owever, it is obviousthat the o -conductance isnot zero. In fact, ifthe device is long
enough, then a spin arriving at the drain contact is equally likely to be parallel or antiparallel to
the drain’s m agnetization. T herefore, the m Inin um value of the o -conductance in a long-channel
device is onehalf of the on-conductance. In a short-channel device, the m Inimnum value of the
o -oonductance is even larger. Such a device is not suiable as a transistor In digital applications
(since the on—and o -states are not well separated) and even for analog applications, the device is
Jess preferabke to the original D atta D as proposal since the transconductance of this device w illbe
roughly one-half of the transconductance of the D atta-D as device. M ost in portantly, this device
has a large lakage current during the o -state (at least one-half of the on-current). T herefore,
such devices w i1l lead to unacceptable standby power dissjpation.

R ecently, we have proposed a di erent type of spiIn eld e ect transistor based sokly on the
D ressehaus interaction E_l-_G] W hilke it m ay have som e slight advantages over other renditions of
soIn eld e ect transistors, it is also not lkely to be superior to an ideall-d M O SFET in tem s of
speed or pow er dissipation.

In conclusion, we have show n that present versions of soin based eld e ect transistors are not
likely to be com petitive w ith their electronic counterparts in tem s of speed or pow er dissipation.
W e have also shown that som e recently proposed in provem ents over the originalD atta-D as device
of ref. Q}] are actually counterproductive. It is therefore unlikely that present versions of spintronic

eld e ect transistors w illl play a signi cant role in com binational digital, analog or m ixed signal
circuits. H owever, they certainly can play a role in m em ory (W here high gain, high frequency, etc.
are not necessary). Spintronic devices m ay also have better noise perform ance since goin does not



easily couple to stray electric elds (unlessthe host m aterialhas very strong spin orbit interaction).
Tt is also possble that spintronics can outpace electronics in non-conventional applications such as

single spin Jogic fL7, 18, 119], spin neurons P0] and using spin in a quantum dot to encode qubits
b1, 22,23, 24).

N ote added: A fter the subm ission ofthis paper for publication, we becam e aw are of a paper by
M .D yakonov that questions the prom ise of spintronics www arX iv.org/cond-m at/0401369). O ur
conclusions In this paper however are only speci c to spin eld e ect transistor.
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