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Under certain experimental conditions, the deposition of C60 molecules onto an atomically flat
copper surface gives rise to the formation of corrugated islands. This corrugation, which reflects a
molecular displacement perpendicular to the surface plane, presents an astonishing pattern: it is well
described by a frustrated Ising spin Hamiltonian whose thermodynamics is compatible with a spin
liquid about to transit towards an ordered zigzag state. Here we study the statistical properties of
such a molecular corrugation using tools generally employed in frustrated magnetism. More specifi-
cally, the real and reciprocal space analysis of pairwise molecule correlations allows us to demonstrate
that the C60/Cu system, in which magnetism is totally absent, has all the characteristics of a trian-
gular Ising antiferromagnet. Our results indicate that the organization of two-dimensional matter,
at the molecular length scale, sometimes turns out to be particularly close to that encountered in
highly frustrated magnets.

Introduction– In condensed matter physics, frus-
trated magnetism has established itself as an impor-
tant branch of modern magnetism [1, 2]. If the con-
cept of frustration [3] can be introduced in different
ways, it is commonly associated with the extensive
degeneracy of the low-energy physics characterizing
certain lattice models [4, 5], magnetic compounds
[1, 2, 6] or artificial structures [7–9]. Because of its
property to delay or even suppress magnetic ordering
[10], frustration is at the origin of many unconven-
tional behaviors of matter. Interestingly, that was
in a non-magnetic system – water ice in its usual
hexagonal form – that the macroscopic degeneracy
of a ground state manifold was first reported [11] and
interpreted [12, 13]. But unlike magnetic systems,
which have seen the emergence of a vast variety of
compounds with exotic phases and excitations [14–
20], very few non-magnetic systems like water ice
exhibit a highly degenerate low-energy physics.

Several notable exceptions in surface science sug-
gest that certain non-magnetic surface alloys [21–
23], two-dimensional materials [24] or non-magnetic
molecular assemblies on surfaces [25–28] may possi-
bly share common features with the triangular Ising
antiferromagnet (TIAF). This Ising spin model, in-
tensively studied in the early 50s [29–33], is the
archetype of a spin liquid: fluctuating down to the
lowest temperatures, it is characterized by a zero-
point entropy. As a matter of fact, the methodol-
ogy and terminology often used to investigate highly
frustrated magnets are rarely employed in surface
physics, leaving no clear evidence that the organi-
zation of non-magnetic matter gives rise to a spin
liquid-like physics.

Here we study a two-dimensional non-magnetic

system under the prism of magnetic frustration.
Combining scanning tunneling microscopy and
Monte Carlo simulations, we demonstrate that a
monolayer of C60 fullerene molecules deposited on
a copper surface presents a corrugation whose prop-
erties are well captured by a frustrated Ising spin
Hamiltonian on a triangular lattice. Analyzing pair-
wise spin correlations in real and reciprocal space,
we show that the spin Hamiltonian must contain
at least three antiferromagnetic coupling terms to
account for the experimental findings. Moreover,
Monte Carlo simulations allow us to bound the rel-
ative values of these three coupling terms, providing
key information on the molecular assembly. We also
show that the physics we observe is representative
of a correlated disorder, at thermodynamic equilib-
rium, and at an effective temperature well below the
interaction strength coupling nearest molecules. In
other words, our work introduces C60 assemblies as a
non-magnetic frustrated system, and demonstrates
the relevance of applying a methodology inherited
from frustrated magnetism in surface science.

Lattice geometry, Ising degree of freedom and anti-
ferromagnetic couplings– The system we consider is
a submonolayer of C60 molecules deposited onto an
atomically flat Cu(111) surface. The molecules are
evaporated under ultra-high vacuum on a Cu single
crystal kept at room temperature (see Supplemen-
tal Material [34]). Relatively large islands of C60

molecules are subsequently imaged using scanning
tunneling microscopy (STM). A typical STM image
of a C60 island containing about 1,000 molecules
is shown in Fig. 5a [35]. Consistent with previ-
ous works [26], the molecular arrangement is closed-
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FIG. 1. (a) STM image of a typical C60 island on a Cu(111) surface. Molecules appear as bright/dark dots depending
on their height. The island contains about 1,000 molecules. Scale bar is 10 nm. (b) Zoom-in image showing the
closed-pack nature of the molecular arrangement. The molecules sit on the nodes of a triangular lattice (highlighted
in black). A slight increase of the lattice parameter is often observed when three low-lying molecules sit next to each
other (right panels). A height profile along the dashed line in (a) is shown together with a side-view cartoon of a
row of molecules. Two specific molecular heights are observed, separated by about 85 pm. (c) Histogram counting
nearest neighbor molecules having different height (in black), averaged over ten STM images (about 6,200 molecules).
The histogram expected for a random arrangement is shown in grey. The cartoons illustrate the configuration types
associated with the histogram values, taking the central molecule of the 7-molecule plaquette as a reference. All other
configurations can be derived by color/arrangement permutations. Numbers indicate the configuration degeneracy.

pack and the fullerenes sit on a triangular lattice
(see Fig. 5b where the triangular lattice is high-
lighted). Key for this work, two STM contrasts are
observed for the C60 molecules, which appear either
bright or dark. Although STM measurements al-
ways convolute topographic and electronic informa-
tion, the main origin of the contrast is topographic
[36], and the bright/dark contrast reveals a height
difference. As shown by the topographic line scan re-
ported in Fig. 5b, this height difference is 85±17pm.
Strikingly, the molecules bulge out of the surface at
two specific height values (bright and dark colors in
Figs. 5a-b), such that an Ising degree of freedom can
be assigned to the molecule height [37, 38]. From the
STM data, we find an inter-molecular in-plane dis-
tance of ∼ 9.7Å, typically 3% smaller than the bulk
value (∼ 10.0Å). The C60 islands are under com-
pressive strain and buckle [39].

Our STM images also reveal that the lateral distri-
bution of the corrugation is not random, but rather
exhibits correlated disorder. C60 molecules are gen-
erally surrounded by more molecules having a dif-
ferent height than having the same one. In other
words, the Ising degree of freedom describing the C60

state is, on average, alternating between neighboring
sites. This property can be quantified by plotting
the histogram counting pairwise molecules having
distinct height (see Fig. 5c). Each molecule having

six nearest neighbors, the values range from 0 to
6. A random distribution would lead to a symmet-
ric histogram centered around 3. Instead, our data
yield a non symmetric histogram centered around a
mean value of 3.8.

Taken as a whole, these observations lead to an
important result: the three main ingredients lead-
ing to geometrical frustration are present in our sys-
tem. An Ising degree of freedom can be assigned to
the molecule position (up or down, Fig. 5a), these
molecules are interacting in an antiferromagnetic
fashion (Fig. 5c), and they sit on a triangular lat-
tice (Fig. 5b). This C60/Cu(111) phase thus has all
the ingredients of the triangular Ising antiferromag-
net, the canonical example of a frustrated magnet
being a spin liquid in its ground state, but here in a
non-magnetic system.

The question then arises to what extent the molec-
ular assemblies we imaged are snapshots of arrested
spin liquid configurations. To address this question,
in the rest of the paper we describe the molecular
assemblies in terms of effective magnetic states, in
which the Ising variable is considered to be an “up”
or “down” spin.

Disorder and magnetic correlations– To charac-
terize the corrugation disorder, we used a tool com-
monly employed to study frustrated magnetism and
computed the so-called magnetic structure factor
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FIG. 2. (a) Experimental magnetic structure factor averaged over 10 STM images. The Brillouin zone is highlighted
by a white dashed line. (b,c) Numerical magnetic structure factors deduced from Monte Carlo simulations in: the
low-temperature regime of the (short range) triangular Ising antiferromagnet and (b) within a zigzag magnetic order
state, represented in the inset (c). The intensity scale is the same in all three MSF.

(MSF, see Supplemental Material [34]) from the real
space images [40, 41]. To improve statistics, the
MSF is averaged over 10 STM images (for a total
of about 6,200 molecules, see Supplemental Material
[34]). The average MSF is presented in Fig. 6a. The
MSF has two important characteristics: a diffuse
structured pattern, typical of a correlated disorder,
and low-intensity regions centered at specific wave-
vectors resembling emerging magnetic Bragg peaks
(highlighted by white circles in Fig. 6a). Contrary to
the first impression given by real space (STM) im-
ages, the molecular assemblies show some degree of
order, at variance with expectations from the (near-
est neighbor) TIAF model (see Fig. 6b). Although
the two MSFs (Figs. 6a and 6b) share a common
diffuse background intensity, distinct magnetic cor-
relations clearly develop in our system, especially
close to the corners of the first Brillouin zones.

We can then wonder to what ordered pattern these
emerging Bragg peaks correspond to. Consistent
with recent theoretical works [42], we find that a
zigzag magnetic pattern yields Bragg peaks precisely
where we observe strong MSF intensities (compare
Figs. 6a,c). Although our molecular assemblies seem
essentially liquid-like, they start developing zigzag
correlations. It is important to note that a zigzag
pattern is obtained in the TIAF model only when
interactions beyond second neighbors are involved
[42, 44–46]. Hence, if an Ising spin Hamiltonian
potentially describes our experimental findings, this
Hamiltonian cannot be short-ranged like in the sem-
inal TIAF model introduced by Wannier [33]. Thus,
C60 molecules cannot be described by a hard-sphere
model that buckles under compressive strain.

Coupling strengths– Including spin-spin couplings

up to the third nearest neighbors (J1,2,3) in the Ising
spin Hamiltonian is sufficient to stabilize a zigzag
ground state [42]. Within the ranges of possible
coupling values, the following question now arises:
which {J1, J2, J3} triplets allow describing the prop-
erties of the C60 layer? Below, we show how such
triplets can be found, and demonstrate three key re-
sults:

1) We can define an Ising spin Hamiltonian whose
low-energy properties describe very well our experi-
mental findings,

2) The values of the first three coupling strengths of
this Hamiltonian can be bounded,

3) The molecular assemblies reflect a physics at ther-
modynamic equilibrium and an effective tempera-
ture can be assigned to the imaged C60 configura-
tions.

To do so, we compared the real space pairwise spin
correlations we deduced from our STM images to
predictions from a set of Monte Carlo simulations in
which the three coupling strengths are varied. The
spin Hamiltonian we consider has the form H =
−J1

∑
〈i,j〉 σiσj−J2

∑
〈〈i,j〉〉 σiσj−J3

∑
〈〈〈i,j〉〉〉 σiσj ,

where σi is an Ising variable on the site i of a trian-
gular lattice, and J1, J2, J3 are the first, second and
third neighbor coupling strengths, respectively. To
reduce the number of free parameters and without
loss of generality, J1 is set to −1 (J1 being nega-
tive to account for the antiferromagnetic coupling
deduced from the measurements, see Fig. 5c). We
then compute the thermodynamic properties of the
spin Hamiltonian for a set of J2 and J3 coupling
strengths, and we compare the values of the second
(C2 = 〈σiσi+2〉) and third (C3 = 〈σiσi+3〉) pair-
wise spin correlators in the low-temperature regime
to the values we measured (see Supplemental Mate-
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FIG. 3. Numerical values of the second (C2, blue)
and third (C3, red) spin-spin correlations and their cor-
responding standard deviations (vertical bars) obtained
at low temperature as a fonction of (a) J2/J1 (with
J3/J2=0.57) and (b) J3/J2 (with J2/J1=0.1). The cor-
responding experimental values are represented by white
lines (average) and shaded regions (standard deviation).

rials [34]). Results are reported in Figs. 7a,b.

The first key observation is that a range of values
exists for the J2/J1 and J3/J2 ratios, which is com-
patible with the experimental measurements. More
specifically, compatibility is found whenever J2 is
substantially smaller than J1 (5J2 < J1), whereas
the range of possible values for the J3/J2 ratio is
much more limited (0.55 < J3/J2 < 0.60, typically)
[43].

To test the robustness of these conclusions, we
now choose a {J1, J2, J3} = {−1,−0.1,−0.057}
triplet based on the above estimates (see Supple-
mental Material [34]) and compare experimental and
predicted spin-spin correlators up to the fifteenth
neighbors, i.e., up to six lattice parameters (Fig. 8a).
These correlations are computed as a function of
temperature T from ensembles of configurations de-
livered by Monte Carlo simulations based on sin-
gle spin flip dynamics. The results are reported in
Figs. 8b,c in two different manners. In Fig. 8b, we
show the temperature dependence of the first five
spin correlators (colored curves), from the high tem-
perature paramagnetic regime (T � J1) in which
all magnetic correlations are zero on average, to the
lowest temperature we can reach numerically. Ex-
cept for the nearest neighbor correlator that will
be discussed separately below, the other four ex-
perimental correlators (colored dots) fit well with
the numerical values at a Monte Carlo tempera-
ture T = 0.1J1 (Fig. 8c). Now fixing the Monte
Carlo temperature to 0.1J1, spin-spin correlations
C2−15 obtained numerically (colored bars) agree all
extremely well with the experimental values (col-
ored dots). The agreement is further confirmed by

computing the numerical magnetic structure factor
at an effective temperature of 0.1 (Fig. 8d), which
agrees well with the experimental one (Fig. 6a). In
other words, the {J1, J2, J3} spin Hamiltonian de-
scribes all spin-spin correlations we have measured
and indicates that our C60 assemblies are at ther-
modynamic equilibrium, at an effective temperature
of 0.1J1. The ground state of this Hamiltonian be-
ing a zigzag phase [42], the C60 assemblies remain in
a temperature regime where liquid-like correlations
are strong, although a zigzag order starts to develop.

Magnetic defects and dynamical freezing– In the
measurements discussed above, the nearest neigh-
bor spin correlator C1 is always found larger than
the −1/3 value predicted at low temperature. This
means that the local constraint imposed by the anti-
ferromagnetic J1 coupling is not strictly obeyed and
local configurations with three molecules “up” or
three molecules “down” are present. These configu-
rations are magnetic defects. Analyzing the STM
images more closely, we observe that these high-
energy configurations are not equally populated:
three neighboring molecules are rarely found in the
“up” position, whereas three neighboring molecules
are found in a substantial amount in the same
“down” position. Zooming in on these three “down”
molecule configurations reveals a distorsion of the
triangular lattice (see right panels in Fig 5b) where
the lattice parameter is slightly increased. The in-
termolecular repulsion is not only reduced by a buck-
ling of the C60 monolayer, but can also result from a
local increase of the in-plane lattice parameter: the
C60 monolayer has elastic property [26, 38].

If this property of the molecular layer is not taken
into account in the spin Hamiltonian, it is worth not-
ing that pairwise spin correlations up to the fifteenth
neighbor are not affected by the distorsion-induced
stabilisation of defects. In other words, these defects
are rapidly screened and the correlations present in
the molecular layer are those of a spin liquid brought
to a sufficiently low effective temperature to start
developing a zigzag magnetic order. Although the
physics is different, artificial spin ice systems share
similar properties. For example, despite the pres-
ence of a substantial fraction of trapped magnetic
defects in artificial square ice magnets, liquid-like
spin-spin correlations clearly develop [19, 20, 47, 48].

We emphasize that reaching an effective temper-
ature of the order of J2 (i.e., about 10× lower than
J1) is an intriguing result. Indeed, the TIAF model
is known to require global spin updates to probe low-
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FIG. 4. (a) Schematics of the first fifteen neighbors. (b) Temperature dependence of the first five spin-spin
correlators and their corresponding standard deviations deduced from Monte Carlo simulations. Experimental values
are represented by colored dots. (c) Experimental (dots) and numerical values (colored bars) of the first fifteen
spin-spin correlators. (d) Numerical magnetic structure factor computed from Monte Carlo simulations with J1 =
−1, J2 = −0.1, and J3 = −0.057. The temperature T is set to 0.1J1 in (c) and (d).

energy configurations as the single spin flip dynamics
freezes [42]. Such global updates have no equivalent
experimentally and the physical dynamics is likely a
single spin flip dynamics. Our molecular assemblies
are thus expected to be found in an arrested config-
uration at relatively high temperature (in compari-
son, artificial spin ice systems often freeze when the
effective temperature is of the order of the nearest
neighbor coupling strength). What is striking here
is that the dynamics freezes at an effective tempera-
ture that is not much larger than the lowest effective
temperature we reach numerically (see Fig. 8b). In
fact, if the effective temperature of the C60 mono-
layer was higher, we would have concluded that the
disorder phase was close to a pure spin liquid and no
trace of the zigzag pattern would have been detected.
Why the thermalization of the C60 monolayer is so
efficient experimentally remains an open question.

Conclusion– Our work introduces the
C60/Cu(111) system as a frustrated magnet,
despite the absence of magnetism in the two con-
stituent elements. Surprisingly, although the growth
process leading to the formation of the molecular
islands is a kinetic process, the corrugated patterns
we imaged are reminiscent of a physics at thermo-
dynamic equilibrium, at an effective temperature
well below the interaction strength coupling nearest
molecules. This low effective temperature allows
us to demonstrate that, counterintuitively, C60

molecules interact beyond nearest neighbors. Our
work also demonstrates the relevance of applying a
methodology inherited from frustrated magnetism
in surface science, especially to detect emerging
orders or weak correlations in an apparently disor-

dered and uncorrelated system. We can envision,
for example, to determine to what extent other
structural systems [21–28] are well-described by a
frustrated {J1, J2, J3} spin Hamiltonian, and how
their physics compares to the one investigated in
arrays of interacting nanostructures [49].
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

SAMPLE GROWTH

Experiments were performed in an ultra-high vac-
uum system (base pressure around 1×10−10 mbar).
The Cu(111) single crystal was cleaned by repeated
sputtering cycles under argon atmosphere (P=2 ×
10−5 mbar, ion energy 1 keV) and annealing (700 K).
A submonolayer of C60 (99.99% purity) was de-
posited from a commercial evaporator in a prepara-
tion chamber. The deposition rate was calibrated us-
ing a quartz microbalance and different fluxes (from
0.5 Å/min to 1.7 Å/min) were used with no signif-
icant impact on the growth. The Cu(111) crystal
was kept at room temperature during C60 deposi-
tion. Surface reconstruction of the Cu(111) crystal
and lattice parameter of the C60 layer were mon-
itored using reflection high-energy electron diffrac-
tion. Room temperature STM imaging was per-
formed in a dedicated chamber, using the constant
current mode. After C60 deposition, we always ob-
served the formation of multiple islands (see Fig. 5),
sometimes attached to a Cu atomic steps, sometimes
in the middle of a terrace. The kinetics and details
of the growth mechanisms are not taken into account
in our analysis. What we model is the corrugation
disorder within the formed islands.

STM CONTRAST

The bright/dark STM contrasts are equally popu-
lated and no significant unbalance in the height dis-
tribution is found in the various C60 islands we have
imaged. To quantify the unbalance between dark
and bright molecules, we define the “magnetization”
M as the difference between the two molecule states
normalized by the total number of molecules. For
the ten STM images analyzed in this work (Fig. 5),
M = 2% ± 5%. Three islands out of ten have a
negative magnetization, the others having a positive
magnetization.

MAGNETIC STRUCTURE FACTOR

The magnetic structure factors of the molecular
lattices were computed as follow. First, we binarized
the STM images considering that C60 molecules are

FIG. 5. All ten analyzed C60 islands exhibiting a dis-
ordered corrugation. Molecules appear as bright/dark
dots depending on their height. The Cu surface appears
in black. Scale bar is 10 nm.

Ising variables (bright, σ = +1 or dark, σ = −1) sit-
ting on a triangular lattice. The magnetic structure
factor is defined as:

MSF (~q) =
1

N

∑
ij

σiσje
i~q~rij (1)

where ~q is a vector in reciprocal space, N corre-
sponds to the number of molecules in the lattice and
~rij = ~rj − ~rj , with ~ri and ~rj the position vectors of
molecules sitting on the i and j sites. To avoid com-
puting the sum with both i and j indices, the above
expression is simplified to obtain the norm of a com-
plex vector:

MSF (~q) =
1

N
‖~vq‖2 =

1

N
~vq · ~vq∗ (2)

with:

~vq =
∑
i

σie
i~q~ri (3)

The magnetic structure factor is computed for each
C60 island and subsequently averaged over ten STM
images to improve statistics (see Fig. 2a in the main
text).
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FIG. 6. Temperature dependence of the C2 and C3

correlators obtained from Monte Carlo simulations. The
local minimum / maximum values we use to fit the ex-
perimental measurements are indicated by an arrow.

COMPARING NUMERICAL AND
EXPERIMENTAL VALUES OF THE C2 AND

C3 CORRELATORS

To bound the J2/J1 and J3/J2 ratios (see Fig. 3
in the main text) we compared the experimental val-
ues of the C2 and C3 correlators and the ones ob-
tained numerically in the low-temperature regime of
the {J1, J2, J3} spin Hamiltonian. Here we describe
how the comparison was made.

As illustrated in Fig. 6, Monte Carlo simulations
reveal that the temperature dependence of the C2

and C3 correlators is not monotonous and varies sub-
stantially as the system correlates. In particular, the
C2 / C3 correlators exhibit a local minimum / max-
imum at low temperature (indicated by an arrow in
Fig. 6). In our fitting procedure, we spot these lo-
cal values to match the experimental correlations.
This choice turned out to be efficient as the two lo-
cal values are very sensitive to a change of the cou-
pling strengths (see the narrow range of the J3/J2
ratio for which a good match is obtained in Fig. 3b
of the main text). Although this choice might seem
arbitrary at first sight, it in fact results from an edu-
cated guess based on the observation of the emergent
zigzag order in the experimental magnetic structure
factor (see Fig. 2a of the main text):

1) Such a magnetic order is obtained if J3/J2 > 0.5
and if the temperature is sufficiently low (see Fig. 7)
[42].

2) The C2 and C3 correlators are good estimators
to distinguish a zigzag pattern from the stripe phase
also present in the diagram of the {J1, J2, J3} spin

FIG. 7. (a) Phase diagram of the {J1 → ∞, J2, J3}
TIAF model. (b-d) Magnetic structure factors associ-
ated to the stripe (b), critical paramagnet (c) and zigzag
(d) phases. Adapted from Ref.42

Hamiltonian (see Fig. 7) [42].

We emphasize that the robustness of the fitting pro-
cedure was subsequently confirmed by analyzing the
first fifteen correlators (see Fig. 4c in the main text).

SETTING THE VALUES OF THE
COUPLING STRENGTHS

In the main text, we chose the triplet {J1 =
−1, J2 = −0.1, J3 = −0.057} to fit the experimen-
tal data points. This choice is arbitrary as we can
only bound the values of the coupling strengths.
What is critical is to fix the J3/J2 ratio in the nar-
row range of permitted values (see Fig. 3b in the
main text). However, J1 can be changed as long
as it remains much larger than J2 (see Fig. 3a in
the main text). For example, choosing the triplet
{J1 = −100, J2 = −0.1, J3 = −0.057} does not af-
fect our analysis, as also confirmed by the diagram
of the {J1 →∞, J2, J3} TIAF model (see Fig. 7).

FINITE SIZE EFFECTS

In Figs. 2a and 4d of the main manuscript, we
note that the emergent Bragg peaks associated to
the zigzag phase have elongated shape. This is a
finite size effect and Bragg peaks become isotropic
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FIG. 8. Numerical MSFs computed for n × n lattices, with n = 20, 40 and 80. The coupling strengths are
{J1, J2, J3} = {−1,−0.1,−0.057} and temperature is ∼ J2.

for larger system sizes. This is illustrated in Fig. 8 where MSFs are computed for three lattice sizes.
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