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Abstract—A modeling methodology for memristive devices that
spans over two levels of abstraction is presented. The first level of
the methodology focuses on modeling the formation/dissolution
process of the conductive filament inside a resistive switching
device; which starts from a set of coupled partial differential
equations, namely, Poisson, continuity and heat equations, that
describes the internal physical process. The second abstraction
level consists in formulating a compact memristive model of the
device by linking the electrical results obtained from previous
level in order to obtain the constitutive relationship of the
device. The most commonly used electric characteristics are
obtained from both abstraction levels as well as the due numeric
comparison between both results.

Index Terms—memristor, resistive switching, RRAM, compact
modeling

I. INTRODUCTION

As the transistor shrinking tendency established by Moore’s
Law is reaching fundamental physical limits, new approaches
and concepts in the development of integrated circuits are
becoming more important [1] [2]. For instance, to overcome
the limitations in the performance of DRAM cell due to
scaling, new memory devices have been proposed, within the
context of Beyond Moore-kind devices [3]. Some of these
alternatives are magnetic memories (MRAM), phase—change
memories (PCRAM) and resistive memories (RRAM), being
RRAM evaluated as an adequate option due to their low power
consumption, data retention, and high—density of integration
[4] [5] [6].

In the modeling of RRAM devices usually three levels
of abstraction are distinguished [7] [8], namely, ab-initio
simulations, physics—based simulations and compact models,
each one with its own characteristics and properties in terms of
scale, computational cost and information obtained from the
model. Physic—based simulations, e.g. Finite Element (FE)-
based models, are a good option to simulate the internal
processes of the physical mechanism, gaining insight on its
physical behavior, and at the same time, being capable to
obtain its electrical characteristics; nevertheless, these types
of models are difficult to implement and computationally
inefficient to use in an electrical simulation.

It clearly results that a gap between the physical description
and the electric description of the device does exist. In order
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to overcome this, this work introduces a two-level modeling
methodology for memristive devices. In a first stage, the
methodology describes the device as a physics—based model,
which is solved using FE methods. In a second stage, a com-
pact model is developed, which is more suitable to perform
electrical simulations.

The manuscript is organized as follows: Section II outlines
the description of the Finite Element model. Section III ex-
plains how the compact model is obtained, and also shows its
circuit-level implementation. Section IV compares the results
obtained from both models. Finally, some conclusions are
drawn.

II. FINITE-ELEMENT MODELING

At this level of modeling, the starting point is the description
of the physical structure of the RRAM device, which includes
dimensions of the different parts and regions, as well as
the characteristics of the materials the device is made of. A
typical Metal-Insulator-Metal (MIM) structure is shown in
1, where the insulator is a metallic or high-k oxide with
resistive switching (RS) properties, which allows the device
to commute cyclically between two resistive states: Low-—
resistance State (LRS) and High-resistance State (HRS) [9].

Is the RS phenomena which allows to use RRAM devices as
non—volatile memories, since besides to associate the resistive
states, high and low, to logic values, 1 and 0, also it is possible
to keep these without an external voltage [10].

Top Electrode

Conductive| filament

Insulator

Bottom Electrode

Fig. 1: Metal-Insulator-Metal device structure.



The physical mechanism of a oxide—based resistive switch-
ing device can be described by a system of coupled partial
differential equations that model the formation/dissolution
process of an ion conductive filament located in the center
of the device structure [11] [12]. From the theoretical point
of view, the SET transition is attributed to the drift/diffusion
contribution of the current density [13], while the RESET
transition is attributed to the Joule heating [11]. Equations
(1) to (3) describe such mechanism, where ¢ represents the
electric potential, T" the temperature and np the charge carrier
density; also, J is the current density, o and k;; are electrical
and thermal conductances, respectively.

—V -k VT = o|Vy|? (1)
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In this model, the term Gy represents a charge carrier
generation/recombination factor, that is assumed to be linearly
dependent on the potential and charge carrier density and is
expressed as:

Grate =-K- np - ¢ (4)

where K [ﬁ] is a parameter that directly controls the magni-
tude of Grate.

The coupled system is solved by the Finite Element Method
(FEM) using COMSOL, and the electric potential, temperature
and charge carriers density inside the device is obtained, as
shown in Fig. 2. Additionally, the FEM software takes into
account the geometry (length, transversal area) and properties
of the materials described in the simulation to provide the
electrical variables of the device, namely, current, voltage and
resistance, as shown in Fig. 3.

The cyclical formation/dissolution process of the conductive
filament causes the memristive nonlinear behavior of the
device, confirmed by the parametric curves R(¢)-V(t), R(t)-
1(t), and specially by the pinched hysteresis loop (PHL) I(¢)—
V(t), given in Fig. 4, which is a fingerprint of the memristive
behavior [14] [15].

III. COMPACT MODELING

In this section, a ¢g—¢ memristive modeling approach is
proposed in order to emulate the electrical behavior of the
FEM-simulated device. The definition of a memristive system
is given by Chua and Kang [16] as

d

= = f@u 5)
where u, y and x are the input, the output and the state of the
system respectively. Hence, for the modeled device the port
equation can be established as

Umem = R(l‘) . Z.Wbem (7)

where iy and vp,ep, are the current (input) and voltage
(output) of the device (system), respectively; and R(x) is the
state—dependent resistance of the device.

Hence, we need to determine the state variable of the mem-
ristive system. From a circuit theory point of view, a memristor
is a 2-terminal device characterized by a constitutive relation
between its intrinsic variables, ¢ and ¢, which are defined
as the time integral of current and voltage of the device
respectively [17]:

ot) 2 / o(r)dr ®)
a() 2 / i(r)dr ©)

Fig. 5a shows the ¢-¢ curves corresponding to the FEM—
simulated RS device, for X = 10 and K = 20. In order to
develop the memristive characteristics of the device it becomes
necessary to find an explicit function for the g-¢ curve. This
has been carried out by performing a curve fitting of the ¢-
¢ plot from COMSOL (Figs. 5b and 5c) to an exponential
expression given as:

q(¢) = go + A - efo?

Table I shows the values of the fitting parameters for both
case studies; explicitly, the analytic expressions are given as:

(10)

G(d) k=10 = (26.67TE—3) - (1 — e~ 486 ?)
G(¢) k=20 = (13.28E—3) - (1 — =78 9)
which are the corresponding branch relationships of the mem-
ristive device for the cases K = 10 and K = 20, respectively.

Based on the above, it is possible to derive an expression
for conductance of the device as [18]

dq(¢)

(1)
(12)

=2 — ARy efo? 1
G(o) do Ry-e (13)
which can be also expressed as
1 1
M(¢) = (14

G(¢)  A-Rg-elod

which is, indeed, the device resistance.

Additionally, an explicit function for state—dependent resis-
tance, R(z) is given in order to describe the transition between
the resistance states Ron and Rgr. In this work a modification
of the well-known Strukov’s relationship [19] is proposed as

i) = fon (1 - Z) — Roff - (;)

TABLE I: Extracted parameters from g—¢ curve fitting.

5)

[ Parameters [ K =10 [ K =20 |

90 [C] 0.02667 | 0.01328
AC] -0.02667 | -0.01328
Ro [¢~—] | -4.86855 | -9.78385
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Fig. 2: Finite—element solution of physical variables. Every colored curve is a solution (in a given time) for the coupled
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Fig. 4: The FEM simulated memristive curves: a) R-V, b) R-I, c) I-V, for K = 10 and K = 20.
By equating (15) and (14), and after solving for x(¢), a
state function is obtained as
dv _ Bef? (18)
dt — A(Ron + Ropr) ™
5(6) = Ron A Ry effo? — 1 B (16) (Bon off)
o A Ry efod Ron + Roff

And finally, the state equation of the system is established

as

de(9(t)) _ da(9) do
dt do dt

a7

b) Temperature, c) Carrier Density.
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The values for the parameters A and R in (18) have already
been given in Table I, the remaining parameters are defined
as Ron = min(Ryem), Rogp = max(Rpem), Where Ryem
is the COMSOL numerical resistance in Fig. 3c, and S is a
fitting parameter that scales the value of the state variable. The
Table II provides the values of these parameters.
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Fig. 5: The g—¢ curves a) from FEM simulations b) fitting K = 10, c) fitting K = 20.

TABLE II: Resistance parameters.

[ Parameters [ K =10 | K =20 |

Ron 7.69 7.69
Ror 9.87 13.67
0.41 0.215

With all the above, the memristive system that describes the
behavior of the device is found as

Ro¢
dj — /86— * Umem (19)
dt A(Ron + Roff)
Umem = R(LB) “Tmem (20)

A. Circuit-level implementation

In order to make the model suitable for circuit-level electri-
cal simulation, it has to be implemented in a high-level format.
The model is recast in a macro-model as a circuit equivalent
that embeds equations (19) and (20) into a SPICE .SUBCKT
macromodel [20] [21] [22].

On one hand, the substitution of (15) in port equation (20)
results in

Ron + Roff

Umem = ROI’I : imem - ( ) * T Z.’me’rn (21)
B

which has a circuit equivalent given by a series connection
of a voltage-controlled voltage source and a linear resistor. On
the other hand, state equation can be modeled as a behavioral
current source with a shunt capacitor in order to solve for
z(¢) in the connection node; at the same time, the memristive
variable, ¢, is computed in the same manner. The complete
electrical model is shown in Fig. 6. The elements of this
equivalent model are:

G state Csiate

flux

Fig. 6: The macromodel used in simulations
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Electrical simulations are performed using the macromodel
in Fig. 6 in a test circuit in series connection to a resistor
Rs =100 €, applying a sinusoidal input Vy = A,, - sin(wt).

IV. COMPARISON OF RESULTS

In this section a comparison between the curves obtained
from the FEM solution and the curves obtained from the circuit
simulation of the compact model is presented. Fig. 7 shows
the comparison between the electrical curves: voltage, current
and resistance of the device; while Fig. 8 shows a comparison
between the simulated memristive curves. It is notorious that
both sets of simulated results show great concordance.
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In order to measure the similarity between FEM model
and compact model results, Mean Absolute Percentage Error
(MAPE) is calculated [23]. The MAPE is given as a statistical
measurement of the overall error percentage between the two
curves, and is computed as

1 n
%MAPE = - Z

i=1

Eiata M - Mdata[i]

- x 100
Edata [Z]

(22)

where FEj,., corresponds to the FEM model results nu-
merical data, and M4, corresponds to the compact model
results. Fig. 9 shows a comparison between the resistance
obtained from both models; the maximum value of the error
measured between these curves is % Errorg—10 = 0.51% and
Y% Errorg—o9 = 1.88%, which is considered very low.

V. CONCLUSIONS

A two-level modeling methodology for memristive devices
has been presented in this work. The first level of modeling
corresponds to a physics—based model that describes the in-
ternal formation/dissolution process of the resistive switching
device. The second level of modeling consist in a compact
model that emulates the memristive characteristics of the
device. Two case studies were analyzed for the values K = 10
and K = 20 of the generation/recombination rate factor. A
first model is obtained by solving a coupled system of partial
differential equations by using the Finite Element Method. As
a result, the behavior of the electric potential, charge carriers
density and temperature are obtained. Moreover, the compact
model associated to the memristive system is obtained by
determining the constitutive g—¢ memristive relation of the
device. This model is coded as a SPICE macromodel that
is suitable for electric simulation. The comparison of both
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Fig. 9: Comparison of FEM and compact model resistances
for a) K =10 b) K = 20.

models, i.e. the electrical curves from FEM simulations and
from the electric simulations, shows a good agreement when
computing the mean absolute percentage error, which is a
measure of the overall similarity. On the basis of these results,
a behavioral compact model methodology capable to emulate
the electrical results of its physical Finite Element counterpart
has been developed; providing a more suitable and efficient
representation of the device to be used in circuit simulation
frameworks. The presented modeling methodology bridges
the gap between the physical description and the electric
description of the device, fact that can be useful for device
and circuit designers.
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