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Spin relaxation in m esoscopic superconducting A 1w ires
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W e studied the di usion and the relaxation of the polarized quasiparticle spins in superconduc-
tors. To that end, quasiparticles of polarized spins were In pcted through an interface of a m eso—
scopic superconducting A 1w ire in proxin ity contact w ith an overlaid ferrom agnetic Co w ire in the
single-dom ain state. T he superconductivity was observed to be suppressed near the spin—in cting
interface, as evidenced by the occurrence of a nite voltage for a bias current below the onset of
the superconducting transition. The spin di usion length, estin ated from nite voltages over a cer-
tain length of A 1w ire near the interface, was aln ost tem perature independent in the tem perature
range su ciently below the superconducting transition but grew as the transition tem perature was
approached. This tem perature dependence suggests that the relaxation of the spin polarization in
the superconducting state is govemed by the condensation of quasiparticles to the paired state. The
soin relaxation in the superconducting state tumed out to be m ore e ective than In the nom al
state.

PACS numbers: 7225, 73234, 75254+ z
K eywords: spin di usion in superconductor, spin relaxation in superconductor, suppression of the supercon—
ductivity

R ecently the spin-dependent electron transport has been the sub Ect of intensive studies. T he key elem ent of the
phenom enon is to inct a current of spin-polarized conduction electrons nto a m esoscopic or nano-scale non-m agnetic
m etal or sam iconductor, control, and detect the resulting spin state. Spin-polarized electron can be infcted from
a ferrom agnet (F) into the system under study2@2424878 To reglize the spi-dependent electronic conductance or
\spintronics" it is essential to obtain the accurate nfom ation on the characteristic spin—+relaxation tin e or length of
the inJpcted electrons in the m etallic or sem iconducting system in the presence of spin—relaxing scattering t:22:45:8.7.8
T he spin—relaxation origihates from both scattering by m agnetic in purities and spin-orbit scattering of conduction
electrons, but the relaxation due to spin-orbit scattering is dom inant w ithout m agnetic in purities. A num ber of
studies on the spin relaxation in m etals have been done using nonlocal spin infection 222 conduction electron spin
resonance 21142 weak localizationt324 and superconducting tunneling spectroscopy 22262748 0 bserved spin relax—
ation rate using di erent technigques at room tem perature, where the electron-phonon interaction predom inates the
soin-orbit scattering, reveals reasonable consistency, but it show s a wider spread at low tem peratures around liquid
hellim tem perature. Tt has been pointed out that?, as the in purity scattering predom inates the spin-orbit scattering
at low tem peratures, the m easured spin relaxation ratesm ay depend on di erent m easurem ent technigques which are
sensitive to di erent im purity—-induced spin-orbit scattering.

R ecently, the spin relaxation in a superconductor (S), both conventiona®220:21:22:23:24 and high-T. cuprate228:27:28
has attracted m uch research interest in relation w ith the recom bination m echanian ofthe soin-polarized quasiparticles
Into the singlet Cooperpaired state. A number of studies on the soin di usion in conventional superconductors,
how ever, have revealed contradicting results. M easurem ents of spin accum ulation e ect n F/S/F+type bipolar spin
transistors? showed an increase of the spin-di usion length in superconducting Nb Insas s (T) = 4 0)=(@1
T=T.)" with 1=4 < n < 1=2, with increasing tem perature below the superconducting transition tem perature T..
But this result was in contradiction to the increase of the spin—relaxation rate w ith increasing tem perature near T,
from below In superconductingNb In s and potassium -doped fiilleride K3C¢p) com poundsm easured by the electron
spin resonance technique?®?l M ore recent theoretical studies by Yam ashita et al??2 however, indicated that the
estin ated spin-di usion length in both the superconducting state (neglecting the charge inbalance e ect) and the
nom akm etallic state should be the sam e, In plying that the soin-di usion characteristics should be independent of
tem perature In the narrow tem perature range below T..

On the other hand, studies on the in uence of the spihpolarized quasiparticle njction into high-T.
cuprates?3262728 haye mainly been focused on the e ective suppression of the superconductiviy. The sensitive
dependence of the critical current on the spin injction In a low -carrierdensity cuprate hybridized with a highly
polarized colossalm agnetoresistance m aterial is expected to open a way to develop active three-term inal supercon—
ducting devicesw ith a high current gain. In addition, it is expected that the soin inction into cupratesm ay provide
key inform ation on the possible rols of the spin degrees of freedom In bringing about the high-T. superconducting
order. For these purposes also clear understanding of the spin relaxation m echanisn in the cuprates is an essential
elem ent.

In this study we in cted a spin-polarized current from a ferrom agnetic C o w ire Into a m esoscopic superconducting A 1
w ire which was in proxin iy contact w ith the C o w ire and observed the resulting suppression of the superconductiviy
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In the A lwire. In general, the superconductivity suppresses as superconducting pairs are broken by the inction of
the nonequilbrium quasiparticles into a superconductor. In our study w ith the Infction of a sopin-polarized current
nto a superconducting w ire through the F /S interface, the superconductivity wasm ore e ectively suppressed as the
tin ereversal sym m etry of the superconducting pairs In the singlkt state was easily broken in the nonequilbriim
state. W e estin ated the spin-di usion length g, from the nite voltages revealed in the A 1w ire for a bias below the
onset current of superconductivity (for convenience w e assign this as the superconducting critical current), which itself
was reduced by the weakened superconductivity due to spin-polarized current infction. T he resulting spin-di usion
length saturated at tem peratures farbelow T, but grew gradually w ith Increasing tem perature and tended to diverge
near T.. This result is consistent w ith the results of Ref. 19 but is In contradiction to the resuls of Refs. 20-22.
T he detailed tam perature dependence of 4, in our study indicated that the spin relaxation in a superconductor was
related to the condensation of quasiparticlk pairs In two opposite soin channels into superconducting electron pairs
at the Fem i level

Specin ens were fabricated using a combination of electronbeam (edbeam ) lithography, ebeam and/or them al
evaporation, A r-ion etching, and lift-o technigques. Si substrates covered w ith natural oxide layers were used. For
F /S hybrid sam ples (the sam plesA and B ) ferrom agnetic w ires designed to orm in a single-dom ain structure®? were
m ade by the ebeam evaporation of 60 65-nm -thick Co In s on pattemed layers of ebeam resist and by lifting o
subsequently to the width of about 250 270 nm . Then about 80 130-nm -thick A1 layers for both sam ples w ith
extended contact electrodes were them ally evaporated as superconducting w ires on the second pattemed resist and
liffed o to the width of about 200 nm and 270 nm , respectively. There was about 10% variation In the width of
the A 1w ire over the length under study for both sam ples. T he surface of the ferrom agnetic layers w as cleaned using
low -energy A r-ion m illing right before the A 1 deposition to enhance the transparency of the Co/A 1 interface. To
com pare the results between the spin-polarized and spin-degenerate con gurations, a controlsam ple C was fabricated
by the sam em ethod as described above, in which, however, the ferrom agnetic C o w ire w as replaced by a non-m agnetic
Au wire.

Schem atic con guration of the sam ples is shown In Fig. 1(@). The Alwire, wih multiple voltage leads, was in
crossed contact w ith a ferrom agnetic Co w ire. T he totalnum ber of segm ents ofthe Alw ireswas 6, 9, and 6 for the
sam plesA , B, and C, respectively. For the nonequilbrium spin in-ection into the superconducting A 1w ire the current
was applied between the leads A and D . But for the Inction of spin-degenerate nonequilbriuim quasiparticles the
ladsC and D wereused. Pairbreaking of superconducting electrons due to the infection ofthe spin-polarized current
wasm oniored by m easuring the I V characteristics of each segm ent ofan A 1w ire betw een tw 0 neighboring voltage

Jeads. For the sam plk A, the voltage drop In the segm ents of the A 1w ire V;, V,, ¢ Wa&sm oniored between the
leadsC and E,E and F, , ITand J, respectively, as shown in Fig. 1 ©). The sample C had the sam e nom inal
geom etry asthe sample A . For the sam pk B the voltage drop Vi, Vy, 9 was a)j3d m onitored betw een the leads
B andE,E and F, , L and M , respectively, as shown in Fig. 1(c) In detail. T he centerto-center length of the

segm ent corresoonding to the voltage drop Vi (the segm ent one) was460nm (1.6 m ) and the average centerto-center
spacing between the ad-pcent volage leads for other segm entswas 340 380 nm (1.8 m) for the ssmplesA and C

®).
D ata were taken by the conventional fourprobe lock—in technigque run at 38 Hz In a dilution refrigerator. The

FIG.1: (@) Schem atic geom etry of the sam ples. SEM m icrographs of (o) the sampl A and (c) the samplk B.



di usion constant D of Alwire at 42 K, determ ined from the wire residual resistivity, was 12.0 (24.8) an®/s or
the sampl A (B). To cbtal the valie of D , we used the relation®? oraAl . = 32 102 an?,where and L
are the resistivity and the elastic m ean-free path, respectively, of the A 1w ires in the nom al state. Here, the value
of the Fem ivebcity orAEL v = 2:03 16 an /s was used. The interfacial resistance Ry ©r the sampke A @,
C) wasabout 24 (24, 0.04) far below the superconducting transition tem perature T of A L. T he corresponding
interfacial transparency t of the ssmpke A B, C), 022% (015%, 11% ), was detem ined using the relation®? of
Rt1 = 2N Er ) Se’t. Here, N Er ) and v are the density of states at the Fem i leveland the Fem ivelocity ofCo
(A u), respectively, for the samplesA and B (C). S and e are the cross—sectionalarea of the interface and the electron
charge, respectively.

In Fig. 2 the resistance vs tem perature of the A lw ire of the sample A, determ ined by m easuring the volage
drop Vi p;6) between the leadsC €, I and E ', J), is shown for a spin-polarized bias current I, of1 A, applied
between the leads A and D . O ne notes that no interfacial resistance was ncluded In the data In this m easurem ent
con guration. Since the sam ple A has a defect in the lead B near the interface [see Fig. 1 (o) ] this lead was not used
In the m easurem ents. T he volage drop in the segm ent which is closest to the interface (the segm ent one), V1, show s
much am eared characteristics below the onset of the superconducting transition T. than those In other segm ents (the
segm ents two and six) such asV, orVe in the gure. T he voltage drops 4, V4, and Vs over other segm ents showed
behavior (not illustrated In the gures) very sim ilarto 3 with a few % deviation of the onset tem peratures of zero
resistance. The nite resistance corresponding to Y In the segm ent one below the onset of the superconducting
transition is m ost lkely to be due to weakening of the superconductivity n the A lw ire by the soin-polarization—
Induced pair breaking. T he open—circle sym bols are the data w ith the current bias of 1 A for the spin-degenerate
biascon guration over the segm ent one, w here the volage drop for the unpolarized soin Infction is aln ost identical
to that for the case of the spin Injction. This fact ndicates that the nonequilbrium e ect of quasiparticle inction
is supposed to bem Inin al for this low bias level.

On the other hand, the identical results between the two bias con gurations imply that, even for this quasi-
equilbriim siuation in the low spin-degenerate bias current, pair breaking com parable to the level for corresponding
sodn Infection takes place. Random interdi usion of conduction electrons even w ithout an extemalbias current can
take place crossing the interface. This, In tum, Induces spin accum ulation In the A 1w ire near the interface, because
the spin population of the two opposite polarities is inbalanced In the ferrom agnetic Co wire. The resulting spin
acculn ulation in the superconducting A 1w ire induces the pair breaking and causes the nite resistance below the
buk transition tem perature T. ofA L Thus, the nite resistancebelow T. ofthe A 1w ire isnot due to the bias-induced
pair breaking but is due to the self soin Infction near the interface. This is sim ilar to the \self ingction" e ect as
discussed n Ref. 27. Thedi erence in the nom alstate resistance fordi erent segm ents resulted from the variation in
the length aswellas in the w idth of segm ents. T he unusualpeak in the resistance corresponding to Vi is presum ably
due to nonuniform current distribbution at the junction asthe A lelectrode becam e superconducting. T hispeak feature
appeared even in the Au/A 1 junction ofthe sampl C .
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FIG .2: The resistive transition of the A 1w ire of the sample A for di erent segm ents corresponding to the volage drop Vi,
V2, and Vg In Fig. 1 for the bias current of1 A in the spin-inction con guration. O pen circles are the data corresponding
to the spin-degenerate con guration. Inset: the tem perature dependence of the A Iw ire resistance of the sam ple B for the bias
current of 1 A along the segm ents one, two, and nine in the spoin—infction con guration (solid curves) and along the segm ent
one In the spin-degenerate con guration (open circles).



A s ilustrated in the inset of Fig. 2 sin ilar behavior was observed in the w ire resistance vs tem perature of the
sam ple B for the segm ents represented by Vi, V2, and Vg . For the sam ple B also the open—circle data corresponding
to V; forthe spin-degeneratebiascon guration are alm ost the sam e as those for the spin inection con guration. This
Indicates again that the bias levelof1 A used to determ ine the tem perature dependence of resistance of the sam ple
B was low enough so that the equilbbrium electron state in the A 1w ire was not disturbed even for the spin—in ection
biascon guration. T he spatial dependence of the resistance in F ig. 2 also reveals that the spin-polarized state of the
bias current was con ned w ithin the segm ent one of the A 1w ire In both sam ples.

T he behavior of the A Iw ire resistance that was alm ost Insensitive to the bias between spin-in-ction and spin—
degenerate con gurations changed for higher current biases. The Inset of Fig. 3 shows again the resistance vs
tem perature of the segm ent one of the A 1w ire of the sample A for increasing soin-polarized bias current from 1 to
15 A .Forthebiasofl1l0 A a nite resistance appeared even below the origihalvalue of T., which indicates that,
for this bias kevel, signi cant soin-polarization-induced pair breaking took place. For 15 A alm ost full pair breaking
is visble. In com parison, for the spin-degenerate bias con guration, the resistive transition of the A 1w ire for the
sam plesA and B rem alned aln ost unaltered for the current biasup to 15 A (the data are not shown). O n the other
hand, when we Infcted a current through a nonm agnetic Au w ire, no noticeabl pair breaking e ect was visble up
to 15 A forany biasm odes. Fig. 3 show s such resistive transition for the segm ent one of the A 1w ire of the sam ple
C . In this sam ple consisting of A u/A 1 junction the transition of the segm ent one of the A 1w ire ism uch sharper than
in the previous case consisting of C o/A 1interface. A pparently in this case no pair breaking due to spin accum ulation
e ect dom inated the resistive-transition characteristics of the A 1w ires.

Fig. 4 show sthe spatialdependence ofthe I V characteristicsofthe segm entsone, tw o, three, and six ofthe sam ple
A measured at 010 K in the spin-polarized bias con guration. T he voltage valie of each segm ent is nom alized w ith
respect to the nom al-state resistance. Exoept for am all variation the segm ents two, three, and six show transition
to the nom al state at corresponding critical currents w ith alm ost equal sharpness. In contrast, the transition of
the segm ent one ismuch an eared with a signi cantly reduced critical current. The appearance of the clear nite
resistance in the segm ent one below its critical current is due to the pair breaking by the soin Infction. A s cbserved
in the resistivetransition data in Fig. 2, the spatialvariation ofthe I V curve also indicates that the spin inction
e ect decaysw ithin the range com parable to the length of the segm ent one of superconducting A 1w ire.

In the Inset of Fig. 4 we also illustrate the spatial dependence of the spin inction e ect exhbited n the I V
characteristicsofthe sampleB .Di erent setsofI V characteristicswere taken from the segm entsone, two, ,and
nine®3 at 043 K .For clarity, each set iso set downward from the neighboring curve by 0.03 mV . In this sam ple also
the nite voltage below the critical current is present only for the segm ent one, which is consistent w ith the picture
that i was caused by the pairbreaking due to the nonequilbrium spin inction w ithin the spin-di usion length near
the interface.

The inset 0of Fig. 5 clearly contrastswith the I =V characteristics of the segm ent one of the sam ple A m easured
at 01 K between the two di erent con gurations: the grey curve show s the characteristics for the spin-inction
con guration and the black curve is the one w ithout soin Inction. For the soin-inction con guration the I V
curve ismuch an eared wih a signi cantly reduced critical current. T he slightly peaked feature in the voltage near
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FIG . 3: The resistive transition for the segm ent one of the A 1w ire of the sam ple C , consisting of a A u/A 1 junction, for the
bias currents of 1 and 15 A . Inset: the resistive transition of the segm ent one of the A 1w ire of the sam ple A for Increasing
spin-polarized bias current from 1 to 15 A .



the critical current above the nom alstate value in the spin-inction con guration is not well understood. But the
feature appeared only in the segm ent one so that onem ay assum e it was caused by nonuniform current distribution
at the junction.

W e took the nonequilbrium conduction properties of the A 1w ire in a sam ple w here the ferrom agnetic Co w ire was
replaced by non-m agnetic nom alw ire, ie:, the sam ple C . In this case the In ected current was spin degenerate in any
biascon gurations. In them ain panelofFig. 5, I V characteristics of the segm ent one ofthe controlsam ple C are
com pared between biasing through ladsA and D as denoted by I, and biasing through leadsC and D as denoted
by In 1, which would correspond to the soin-polarized and spin-degenerate m ode, respectively, for the sam ples A and
B.I V characteristicstum out to be aln ost identical in both bias con gurations, because pair breaking due to soin
Infection was absent In both cases. Slight discrepancy between the two curves arose from the possble di erence In
the e ective length of the segm ent one betw een the two con gurations and/or the nonuniform current distribution at
the Interface for the bias current of I , . Even for this spin-degenerate con guration, however, pair breaking by the
nonequilbrium current inection m ay have sn eared the superconducting transition of the A 1w ire near the critical
current as seen In the gure.

One may argue that the seam ing spin-nfction e ect was caused by sin ple Joule heating generated by a bias
current in the ferrom agnetic w ire or at the interface. In fact, the control sam ple C where the seem ing soin-in fction
e ect was absent had a interfacial resistance m uch lower than the samplesA and B with Co/A linterfaces. In order
to interpret the suppression of superconductivity describbed above In term s of spin-related pair breaking one need to
rule out the possbility of them ally induced pair breaking e ect. To exam ine the possbility of Joule heating at the
Interface conduction properties of A 1w ire in a sam ple w ith m uch higher Interfacial resistance were m easured. Fig. 6
show s the di erential resistance m easured in another test sam ple at tem peratures far below T, over three di erent
distances from the interface. The junction area of this sam ple was sin ilar to that of the rest of the sam ples and
the interfacial resistance of this samplewas 174 , aln ost an order ofm agniude higher than the samplesA and B.
O ne notices that all the curves, ncluding the one for the segm ent one that is closest from the interface, have sin ilar
sharpness of the transition w ith alm ost the sam e values of the critical current. If there were signi cant contribution
ofheating at the interface the segm ent one should show m uch an eared characteristicsw ith a reduced critical current.
T he behavior of the curves In this gure indicates that the heating e ect is supposed to be insigni cant even for a
Junction w ith resistance m uch higher than those ofthe sam plesA and B .0 n the other hand, in this test sam ple w ith
higher Interfacial resistance, the soin Inection is supposed to be ine ective because of the spin I scattering at the
Interface. Thus, the spin Infection e ect was not present In the data of Fig. 6. This argum ent indicates that the
appearance of nite voltages below the critical currents in the soin—-ingction con guration, in the sam plesA and B,
resulted from pair breaking due to spin Inection to the A 1w ires both w ith the relatively low interfacial resistance of
24

W e estin ate the e ective spin di usion length o, from the nite voltages below the critical current by adopting
a phenom enological m odel. Suppose a superconducting w ire is placed along the x axis with the F/S interface at
x= 0. In the m odel, Iocal superconducting gap s &;T ), In the presence of the soin accum ulation near the interface
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FIG.4: I V characteristics of the sam ple A taken at 0.10 K, along the segm ents one, two, three, and six of the A 1w ire for
the soin—infction bias con guration. Inset: the spatial dependence ofthe I V characteristics taken from the segm ents 1, 2,
..... , 9 ofthe Alwire of the sample B at 043 K . For clarity each curve is o set downward from the nearest neighbor by 0.03
mV.



of F/S, isassumed to be ¢ (T) AP x;T)jbor ¢T)> AP x;T)jand zero otherwise. Here, (T ) is the local
superconducting gap in the absence of the soin accum ulation, P x;T )Jjis the absolute density ofthe spin Imbalance,
and A isa param eterde ned as (@ din ensionless constant) 1=N,, where N, is the density of states per unit volum e
In the nom al state. The local critical current I. (x;T ) isassumed to be B 5 (xX;T ), where B is another param eter
de ned as (@ din ensionless constant) New  (the cross section of a superconducting w ire) . T hen, the voltage drop
V over a region ofA lwire of length L from the Interface for an applied current I is given by

Z . v
vV o= dx—o
0 X
Z L
= dxIR,— (I L &;T))
0
1 21
= IR,— dx I ELE&;T))
L o
Leff
= IR, ; ; 1)

where (y) is the step function, which is 1 ory > 0 and 0 otherwise. Here, R, and L% are the resistance of the

Alwire and the e ective spin di usion length in the nom al state, respectively. The total voltage drop V is the
sum of the bcalvoltage drop V overan n niesinalsegment x. The localvoltage drop V appearswhen the
applied bias current I exceeds the local critical current I. X;T) ofan In nitesin al segm ent x located at x. From

the assum ption above, the critical current T, (LEEF ;T ) is determ ined by the relation .= B [ o (T) AP @&F5;T)1.

If the Jocal density of spin accum ulation is assum ed to relax exponentially asP (x;T) = Po (T )exp[ x= g, (T)] the

e ective spin di usion length Hllows the relation, §f = IbgRBPy=B , I)]. Hence, the voltage drop V is
obtained as

V = 0; for0< I<B ABPy
= IRy; PrI>B |
ABPy

Sp . .
I log[B - I], otherw ise: )

IRy

This relation is satis ed for a strong superconducting state wih large ((T) in the tem perature range su -
ciently below T.. In this case the goatial distrdbbution of the superconducting strength m ay look like the one as
lustrated in the nset 0ofFig. 7 (@). A s the tem perature approaches T, however, a certain range over the length L,
of the Alwire from the interface loses the superconductivity w ith vanishing s &;T) as ( becom es an aller than

055 0 15
L(nA)

100 ————————
100 T T .
ok Sample A
S r=0ak
—_~ Z ob |
> ; spin degenerate
3 50F 9 spin injected \I 4
; Au

Sample C

RN .
0 10 20 30 40 50
I(uA)

FIG.5: I V characteristics for the segm ent one in the control sam ple C (consisting of A u/A 1 junction), taken at 0.10 K for
the bias current fed from Au lead (solid circle) and from A llead (open square), which would correspond to spin-polarized and
soin-degenerate con gurations, regpectively, In the samples A and B . In the inset the I V characteristics for the segm ent
one in the sampl A at 010 K In the spin—infction con guration (the grey curve) In com parison w ith the spin-degenerate bias
con guration (the black curve).



AP x;T)jnear T, [see the inset of Fig. 7()]. Then, the soatial dependence ofP (x;T) for x > L, ismodi ed as
Py T)expl[ Lpn= 5, (T)exp[ & L)= 5 (T)]. Here, L, and , arethe length ofnomalregion or o< AP x;T)J
and the soin di usion length in the nom al state, respectively. T he ratio of I;;=L is assum ed to be proportional to
the ratio between the zero-bias1im it resistance and the nom alstate resistance near T.. In this case, the voltage drop
V isalsomodi ed as
V o= IR,E2D 4 ﬁlogﬂ]g- oro< I< B
"L L 9 o T 0
= IR, ; otherw ise: @)

where, P¢ = Po (T)exp[ In= , (T)I].

Using Egs. ) and [), the spin di usion lengths farbelow T, and near T, are extracted, respectively. W e adopted
three tting parameters o,, ABPg and B ( forthebest ttoEq. (2). ABR should be lss than B o and the
valieB ¢ ABP; isthemaxinum bias current ofthe zero—resistance state in the tem perature regin e arbelow T..
On the other hand, we adopted two param eters 4, and AB POO forthebest ttoEqg. 3). The value ofABER must
be arger than B ( iIn the tem perature range near T.. In the t the value ofABDPB) near T, is extracted from the
value of the quantiy for T T. asobtained n the ttoEqg. 2), whilke assum Ing a linear tem perature dependence.
B ( near T, is also detemm ined from isvalue arbelow T. Incorporated w ith the BC S-type tem perature dependence
ofthe energy gap, o (T )32

Asdiscussed In relation with Eq. 2),I V curvesat 010K In the ssmple A show the threedi erent characteristic
regin es of voltage drop V for a range of bias current I: the zero resistance regin g, the nitevolage regin e below
the critical current and the nom al resistance regin e above the critical current. In the niewvoltage regin e, the three

tting param eters, s, = 340 nm,ABPy = 14 A andB = 20 A at 010 K, are determ ined from the best t

(solid line) tothe I V curvesin Fig. 7 (a). It tums out, however, that the quality of the best- t curve isnot m uch
sensitive to the tting param eter values within 10 $ of variation. The resulting best— t param eter values give the
relative m agnitudes am ong param eters that are consistent w ith the assum ptions given above. In com parison, In F ig.
7T0),thel V curvesatl 3K show two regin esofvoltagedrop V : the nitevoltage regin e below the critical current
and the nom alresistance regin e above the critical current. The features in Figs. 7 @) and 7 (o) are consistent w ith
the assum ed variation of the superconducting strength as illustrated in their insets in relation with Egs. 2) and @3),
regpectively. The length of nom alstate region L, at 1.3 K, as estim ated from the zero-biaslim it resistance, is 48
nm . Thebest- tvalies (solid line) of the param eters tum out tobe o, = 410 nm and ABPJ= 11 A.Inthis twe
used the localgap value, corresponding to B ¢ = 13:7 A , obtained from the BC S behavior.

ThevalieABPy= 112 A at 13K, which is obtained by linearly extrapolating the low -tem perature-lim i values
as obtained from the t In reltion wih Fig. 7@), is not In agreem ent with the assumption ofABEB > B 4.
This contradiction presum ably originates from the naive assum ptions of step finction in Eq. (1) and/or the linear
dependence betw een the critical current and the energy gap. O nem ay believe that the existence ofthe zero-biaslim it
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FIG .6: The di erential resistance m easured In a test sam ple consisting of C o/A 1 interface at tem peratures far below T. over
three di erent distances from the interface.



resistance mplies s = 0 at the interface, but the tting omula ofEqg. @) may hold only approxin ately in the
Interm ediate tem perature range between 0 and T.. The t, ollow ing the sam e procedure, to I V characteristics far
below T. and near T. for the sam ple B gave sin ilar quality ofthe t (not shown).

In Fig. 8 we plot the tem perature dependence of ¢, extracted from thebest- ttoI V characteristics. It show s
that the spin di usion length ¢, is aln ost tem perature independent in the tem perature range farbelow T., which is
16K (156K) forthesample A (B ). T he zero-tem perature-Iim it value of 4, (0) orthe sasmplke A (B ) was 340 nm
(400 nm ). The em piricalvalue of 4, Increasesw ith T and tends to diverge near T.. T his tem perature dependence of

sp ums out to be In rem arkable agreem ent w ith that observed In the caxis spin-polarized quasiparticle tunneling
in YBa,Caz07 thin In#’ The tem perature dependence of ¢, is also in qualitative agreem ent w ith the resuls
obtained in Nb*? but in clear contradiction w ith result in Refs. 20 and 21, where ., decreases for tem peratures
approaching T.. T he tem perature dependence of 4, also contradicts to the theoretical results of Ref. 22, where the
soin-di usion length ispredicted to be the sam e both In the nom aland in the superconducting states, in plying that
the spin di usion length in a superconductor should be aln ost Independent of tem perature In the range of our study.

The soin di usion length in the nom alstate In our study is estin ated to be , 1 m from the ratio between the
extrapolated value of Py (T ) and the tting param eter ofP(?(I ), with 50 $ variation in is valie in the tem perature
range near T, where the assum ption ofABPy > B ( is satis ed. Thus, the tam perature dependence of , cannot
be accurately determm ined near T.. The soin relaxation tin e In the nonnalEneta]ch state , Ih the samplke A B) is
calculated to be about 450 (1170) ps at 14 K using the relation of , = D ,, which is in com parison w ith the
previous results® or , of 100 psat 42 K cbtained using the nonlocal spin—in fction m easurem ents.

Emplying the picture of the relaxation of charge-imbalanced nonequilbrium quasiparticle states in a
superconductor;>® the spin relaxation tin e has been suggested to Hliow the relation 2’

sp exkp Te= (T'): 4)

Here, the energy-relaxation tin e or the inelasticscattering tine o4 is de ned in tem s of the spin exchange as

V/Ra (UA)

0 10 20 30

V/Rn (I-LA)

[ (nA)

FIG.7: I V characteristics (open circles) of the segm ent one for tem peratures @) farbelow T (T = 01 K) (o) and near T,
(T = 13K) in the sampl A, wih the best- t curves (solid curve) using Egs. (2) and (3).



ex ~=hy (hex is the exchange energy Inside the superconductor) and (T ) is the superconducting energy gap. In
thispicture, the nonequilbrium spin in balance is set by the characteristic energy-relaxation or inelastic scattering tim e
but only the fraction ofquasiparticles =kp T. just abovethegap ise ectively J'mip]yed in relaxing the spin in balance3®

Then tem perature dependence of the spin di usion length, expressed as g = D p, should be determ ined by the
tem perature dependence of  as 1= (T). Thebest t to this tem perature dependence is shown for the sam ples
A and B in Fig. 8 by solid curves. In the t we use the empirical Hrmuld? ()=  (O)tanh (174 T.=T 1)

for the tem perature dependence of the gap, which is supposed to be valid in all the tem perature range below T,
El6 (1.56) K], with T, as the tting parameter for the sasmple A B). Combining g, (0)= 340 (400) nm wih
D=12.0 (24 .8) an ? /sec for the samplke A (B), the spin relaxation tine in the Alwire or T T, is estin ated to be
o 9% (65) 10*! sec Hrthe samplk A @®). The corresponding exchange energy hey=kpz forthe ssmplkeA ®)
was 91 mK (95 mK ), which is Jarger than the valuie of 11 mK ©r Nb:2 The fast spin relaxation, corresponding to
the large exchange energy, In A lwas discussed In Ref. 9, in tem s of the pseudopotential band calculation resuls
by Fabian and D as Sam a3% Tt is theoretically suggested that the sm all spin hot spots at the Jarge Fem i surface of
polyvalent m etals like A 1 give excessive contrbution to the spin I scattering, m aking the spin relaxation faster by
up to a factor of 100. The nice t of the tem perature dependence of ¢, on the other hand, indicates that the spin
di usion In superconductors is govemed by the energy relaxation between the opposite soin channels as well as the
pair condensation over the superconducting gap.

T he spin-relaxation length m easured previously in the nom alstate ofA £ at 4 2K was 1200 nm , which isthus longer
than that In the superconducting state by a factorof 4 asm easured in this study. A Ithough the direct com parison
ofthe spin di usion lengths in system sw ith di erent electron di usivity ism eaningless the above trend m ay indicate
that the spin di usion length in the nomm al state is, in general, longer than that in the superconducting state. O ne
may explain this trend in tem s of plausbl soin-relaxation processes in superconducting system in the follow ing
way. An inbalanced nonequilbrium state of the soin-polarized quasiparticles between the opposite spin bands in
the superconductor, caused by the soin Inpction, relaxes to a non-equilbriuim spin-balanced state, which n tum
relaxes to the equilbriim condensed C ooperpaired state. The (second) recom bination process in a superconductor
depopulates the quasiparticles n the nonequilbrium state, which expedites the ( rst) soin— I process m ediated by
the spin-orbit interaction. W e believe that is why the spin—relaxation in the superconducting state ism ore e ective
than that in the nom alstate. W e thus suppose the fast Increase ofthe spin di usion length near T. should be lim ited
by itsnom alstate value, although it could not be con m ed in our study because of the lack ofthe resolution in the
m easuram ents of the spin di usion length very close to T..

Tt is surprising that a large spin—-inction e ect was ocbserved In spie of the rather am all interfacial transparency
In the sam plesA and B .A spointed out In Ref. 37, the soin infction rate through the interface of low transparency
is proportional to the interfacial polarization and the ratio between the interfacial resistance and the resistance
corresponding to the spin-di usion length in the non-m agnetic electrode. T he interfacial polarization decreases w ith
Increasing interfacial resistance in a system with a di usive interface as the interfacial spin— ip scattering occursm ore

800 ' I ' 1 ' I v I
z 600t ]
= Sample B
> o~
~= 400 | ]
™~
- Sample A
wol o oL
0 04 08 12 16

T (K)

FIG.8: The tem perature dependence of s, for the samplesA (circles) and B (trdangles), extracted from t%e best- t curves
in I V characteristics based on Egs. (2) and (3). The solid curves are the best tsto the relation ¢, = D ¢p, together
wih Eq. (4).
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frequently. But, at the sam e tim g, the ratio between the tw o resistance values increases w ith increasing the interfacial

resistance. W e suppose the two com peting factors kept the spin-infction e ciency high enough In our system s of
nie Interfacial resistance close to 24 . A quantitative estin ate of the spin-in ction rate, how ever, is not available

because the rstprinciple calculation of the interfacial polarization w ith spin— I scattering is not available.

In conclusion, we observed the suppression of the nonequilbriim superconductivity, induced by spin-polarized
quasiparticle In gction into m esoscopic superconducting A 1w ires in proxim iy contact w ith an overlaid ferrom agnetic
Co wire. The suppression, as evidenced by the occurrence of nite volages for the biascurrent range below the
superconducting onset, was pronounced w hen the spin-polarized currents were in gcted through the C o/A 1 interfaces.
The nie volages in the sam ples with transparent interfaces of low interfacial resistances are attributed to the
dynam ic pair breaking by the quasiparticles w ith the in balanced spin population. The tem perature dependence of
the soin di usion length in a superconductor, estin ated from the nitevoltagesovera certain length ofA 1w irenearthe
Interface, suggests that the spin di usion in the superconductor is govemed by the pair condensation of quasiparticles
through opposite spin channels. Since the pair condensation depopulatesthe spin-balanced quasiparticlesm oree cient
soin I can take place, via the spin-orbi interaction, in the superconducting state than in the nom alstate, m aking
the spin di usion length, in general, shorter in the superconducting state.
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