arXiv:cond-mat/0504476v2 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 9 Sep 2005

Strain control of superlattice im plies weak charge-lattice coupling in LagsC apsM nO 3
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W e have recently argued that m anganites do not possess stripes of charge order, in plying that the
electron-lattice coupling is weak Phys Rev Lett 94 (2005) 097202]. Here we Independently argue
the sam e conclusion based on tranam ission electron m icroscopy m easurem ents of a nanopattemed
epitaxial In ofLap:sCap:sM nOs3. In strain relaxed regions, the superlattice period ism odi ed by
2-3% with respect to the parent lattice, suggesting that the two are not strongly tied.

PACS numbers: 7547Lx 71.38.% 7145Lr 61.14L]

T he superlattice present in m any m anganites has tra—
ditionally been described in term s ofa charge ordered ar-
ray of the idealised cationsM n3* and M n** i'}', :_Z, :_3‘, :ﬁf].
T his superlattice is ocbserved in x-ray, neutron and elec—
tron di raction pattems as extra re ections that typi-
cally lie along or near a , indexing the room tem per-
ature cell as orthorhombic Pnm a. Recent work con—
troversially suggests that M n valence charges are not
strongly localised, and that any charge m odulation is
very small B, 4,4, 8,4, 501,

We recently argued that In  polycrystalline
La; xyCayMnO3; x > 05) at 90 K, the charge-
lattice coupling is weak because the superlattice is not
Iocked to the parent Jattice [§]. Tnstead, the periodicity
of the superlattice was found to be uniform over a w ide
range of length scales in any particular grain. Our
main evidence was that the superlattice wavenum ber
g was Invariant wih respect to a when a grain was
repeatedly sampled wih a local probe (convergent
beam electron di raction, spot size 3.6 nm). This
Interpretation relied upon selecting x=0.52 such that
g=a 1 x t_l-]_:] was near but not equalto 05. In buk
unstrained Lag.sCapsM nO3, g=a = 05 below the Neel
transition tem perature Ty 135 K (on cooling) t_‘:’].
T he superstructure persists up to the C urie tem perature
of Tc 220K ,and forTy < T < T¢,g=a is hysteretic
and incom m ensurate ij].

Tt has previously been suggested that the superhttice
of a m anganie should be m odi ed by strain @:]. Inter-
granular variations in g=a ofup to 8% have been ob-
served In polycrystalline Lag.sCag.sM noO ;3 {_l-%'], but the
possibility ofextrinsic e ects precludes a direct link w ith
strain. Here we investigate tuning the strain state In a
continuous crystal Jattice, where extrinsic e ects should
bem Inim ised. A though chem ical phase separation pre—

vents the growth of bulk single crystalLa; yx CaxM noO ;3
x  041) [_ié], we have form ed an untw inned contin-—
uous crystal lattice by grow ing a coherently strained
epitaxial Im of Lap.sCap.sM nO3 on an orthorhom bic
NdGaO 3 (001) substrate NG O ). Superhttice re ections
are expected to be strongest at this com position, since
optical spectroscopy m easurem ents show a \pseudogap"
In La; x CayM nO 3 that is largest at x = 05 t_l-é_L'] We
have attem pted to release the epitaxial strain in some
areas of the In by rstly rem oving substrate m aterdial
to create an electron transparent w ndow 150 nm thick,
and then rem oving m aterial around rectangularm icron—
scale regions (\rectangles") w ithin the window . Trans—
m ission electron m icroscopy (TEM ) revealed that g=a is
reduced by 2-3% inside the rectangle.

Fimsweregrown at 800 C In a owing oxygen am —
bient of 15 Pa by pulsed laser deposition from a poly—
crystalline Lap.sC ag.sM nO 3 target P raxair, USA ) using
a 248 nm ultravicolkt K rF laser with an average uence
of 15 Jan ?, a repetition rate of 1 Hz and a target—
substrate distance 0f 8 an . Film s were subsequently an—
nealed oronehourin 60kPa0, at 800°C .Thea Jattice
param eterofNG O atthe 90 K nom inalbase tem perature
ofourm icroscope stage is0.48% am allerthan the a lattice
param eter of Lap.sC ag.sM nO 3, and them ism atch In b is
035% in the opposite sense [15]. The In was44 2nm
thick as m easured by high resolution X ray di raction
HRXRD ). This thickness is su ciently low to preserve
cube-on-cube epitaxy. An X-ray rocking curve wih a
FW HM 0f0.10 forthe (004) In re ection wasrecorded,
and a typicalvalue for surface roughness asm easured by
atom ic force m icroscopy was 0.5 nm . A ferrom agnetic
signal detected below room tem perature reached an ap—
parent saturation m agnetization of 0.6 5 /Mn at 90K,
w ith no evidence forthe antiferrom agnetic transition that
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FIG .1: Sam ple preparation ofa \rectanglk" in an F IB m icro—
scope. A beam ofGa lons in direction \A " was used to m ill
away 22 m 8 m of substrate from undemeath the In .
A beam of Ga lons in direction \B" was then used to m ill
cuts, delineated w ith thin black lines in the light grey region.
T his light grey region represents the 150 nm thick electron
transparent w indow . T he dark grey region represents Im un-—
demeath which 50 m of substrate rem ains. The sam ple was
attatched w ith silver glue to halfofa TEM Cu grid support
w ith an outer diam eter of 3mm .

FIG.2: TEM imnage of Rectangle 1 and Rectangl 2. The
m aterdal directly above the rectangles has broken away. A
crack runs between and parallel to the arrow s In region 3.

is dbserved In the buk above 100 K {l6]. Sin ilarly, no
transitions were seen in the electrical resistivity, which
was 002 .an at 300 K and rem ained Insulating down
to 80 K, beyond which we could no longerm easure i.
The sample was prepared for TEM by conventional

grinding to 50 m, and processing using the focussed
jon beam (FIB) m icroscope (Fjg.-'g.'). T he electron trans-
parent w indow wasde ned by cutting substrate m aterial
from underthe In .W henthewindow was 1 m thick,
the sam ple was tilted 45 and cuts were m ade from the
substrate side to m InIm ise  In dam age. These cuts de—

ned a free standing rectangular region (@ \rectanglk").
T he sam ple was then rotated back to its originalposition
w ith su cient precision to avoid an undercut during sub—
sequent thinning ofthe w indow to electron transparency.
M aterial furthest from the front edge of the window In
F ig.il was therefore thickest. A low m agni cation TEM
picture of two rectangles is shown in Fig.d. The m in—
Inum thickness of the window that could be achieved
reliably was 150 nm . Thus 100 nm of substrate re-
mahed attached to the 44 nm In .

The sam ple was cooled to approxin ately 90 K for up

to four hours at a tim e using a G atan double-tilt liquid
nitrogen stage. Parent lattice re ections were recorded
In di raction pattemswih a CCD camera on a Philps
CM 300 TEM operated at 300 kV . However, superlat—
tice re ections were too weak to m easure on the CCD

w ithout signi cant oversaturation of the parent re ec—
tions. Therefore m easurem ents of g=a were extracted
from di raction pattems recorded on photographic Im,
which has a sensitive nonlinear response. For this a
PhilipsCM 30 TEM operated at 300 kV wasused wih a
500 nm aperture.

At 90 K allregions ofthe electron transparent w indow
(both inside and outside the rectangles) produced di rac—
tion pattems show ing the superlattice. A s expected, the
superlattice m odulations were always parallel or near—
parallelto thea direction. Custom w ritten softwarewas
used In order to m easure statistically signi cant values of
g=a foreach di raction pattem. Iniially the parent lat—
tice re ections were identi ed and the distortion of the
photographic In was calculated, then the positions of
the superhttice re ections were found. Thus values of
g=a were established for each di raction pattem.

Speci cally, the positions of the parent lattice re ec—
tions were estim ated and then re ned usihg the m ean—
shift algorithm . The In distortion was calculated using
the pro fctive w arp w hich m odels the distortion as shear,
aspect ratio change and keystoning.

P airs of superlattice re ections that appeared betw een
adpcent pairs of parent lattice re ections along the a
axiswerem odelled using the weighted sum oftwo G aus-
sians and a constant value. The param eters were tted
to this G aussian M ixture M odel GM M ) using the Ex—
pectation M axin isation algorithm [[4,11§]. Infom ation
was ignored from areasnear the edge ofthe photographic

In that were warped such that the m isn atch between
the expected lattice and the observed lattice was greater
than two pixels. T he curvature ofthe Ewald sphere leads
to a system atic error  (g=k)?, where g is the m easured
valie ofthe wavevectorand k isthe w avevectorm easured
across the Ewald sphere, but this is an alland willa ect
equally both the parent and superlattice re ections, such
that it m ay be ignored here.

Fjg.:_:’. shows a map of g=a In and around Rectan—
gle 1. The magniude of g=a was highest at C, 0.8%
Iower at B, and 14% lower again inside the rectangle
atA (04760 0.0009,04710 0.0005and 0.4646 0.0006,
regpectively). Sim ilarly, for Rectangl 2, g=a at points
analogous to B and A di er in the sam e sense by 1.3%
(04753 0.0005and 04692 0.0007 respectively). In any
given di raction pattem, each individualm easurem ent of
g=a was recorded to within 0.004, given a resolition of
03 out 0f35 pixels. Foreach di raction pattem, betw een
150 and 300 m easurem ents of g=a were m ade, reducing
this error to the values quoted.

At any point n the window , the m easured wavenum —
ber varied betw een cooling runs. T he rangeofg=a inside
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FIG .3: (coloronline) False colourm ap ofg=a at 90 K in and
around Rectangle 1 with contours of constant g=a plotted
every (g=a )= 58 10 *.D i raction pattems were taken
at the 18 points indicated, and g=a values were extracted
from each using the software described in the text. D ata for
g=a wasgenerated away from the 18 points by Interpolation
and extrapolation. The diagram combines data from four
cooling runs to 90 K . O ne run included data from A, B and
C and other runs Included data from at least one of these
points. D ata from the other runs was sub gct to the run to
run variations described in the text. It was therefore o set to
build the above picture. T hemm al drift is estin ated to be 02
nm .

Rectangle 1 at point A was 2.6% (0457 { 0469). Out-
side Rectangle 1 at point C, the rangewas 1.9% (0467 {

0476). However, In any given run, the wavenum ber out-
side the rectangle w asalw ays largerthan the w avenum ber
Inside the rectangle, w ith the run to run di erence from
A to C being between 22% { 32% .

Sihce g=a rather than g ism easured, we Investigated
w hether the ocbserved variations ofa faw % could be due
to variations In a alone. The parent lattice re ections
were recorded In di erent areas of the sam ple above and
below the ordering transition tem perature of 220K as
estin ated from polycrystalline sam ples [;%]. Vardations
in a =c were % , which assum ing ¢ to be constant
In plies that variations in a 1% . Thisplaces an up-
perbound 0f0.1% on changes in g=a due to unresolved
changes In a . N ote that this error calculation is non—
trivialbecause them easured g is alw ays detem ined rela—
tive to them easured a .) T herefore the spatialvariations
seen In g=a represent changes in g, w hether or not they
are driven by changes in a that are beyond the 1% res-
olution of the m icroscope.

The asymmetry In g=a w ith respect to the arti cial
cuts rules out the possibility that contam ination and/or
dam age from the Ga beam of the FIB m icroscope pro—
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FIG. 4: (colbr online) Variation of g=a with tem perature,

inside () and outside ( ) Rectanglk 1. The readings were
taken at A and B usihga 2 m aperture. Thereisal m
spatial uncertainty due to them aldrift of the sam ple during
data acquisition. T he errorbars are at one standard deviation
of the m ean. N ote that recent m easurem ents using a G atan
helum stage suggest that thetwo 90 K values rem ain constant
within errordown to 15K.

duce the observed changes In ourm easurem ents taken at
points over 500nm from the arti cial edges. M oreover,
when moving from 4 m to within 1 m of a natural
crack (Fjg.-'_Z),q=a wasreduced by 1.3% (0476 to 0.470).
Thism in ics the change In g=a thatwe engineered in the
rectangle.

T he observed di erences between g=a Inside and out—
side the rectangle could be due to the electron beam heat-
ing the rectangle, which is themm ally isolated by its sm all
neck. However, one would then expect g=a to vary in a
system atic way w ith rem oteness from the neck. This is
not the case so them ale ects cannot explain the results
of this experim ent.

The observed reduction of g=a inside the rectangle
could also arise if discom m ensurations, which separate
regions of di erent g=a , were pinned strongly inside the
rectangle, due to defects at the nearby edges, and could
not propagate through the neck. Tem perature sweeps
taken Inside and outside the rectangl both show a sin —
ilar hysteresis of 20 K CFJ'g.-'_éI) . This suggests that the
degree of pinning is sim ilar inside and outside the rect—
angle, and that pinning does not cause the ocbserved dif-
ferences n g=a .

W e suggest that am all changes in strain, below our 1%
resolution in a , are responsible for the observed varia—
tions In g=a . Indeed, changes this an all can be signif-
icant. For example, a 05% change of strain fl9 a]ong
the nom al to the surface ofa Lap.7S1p.3M nO 3 tZO] In
produces a 20 K change In the Curie tem perature.

O ur observation that g=a is am allest nside the rect—
angle m ay be understood using a 1D G inzZburg-Landau



theory f_Z-]_J'] In them odulated m anganite we studied, the
nature ofthe order param eter (r) is not established g].
Here we express i in tem s of the corresponding or—
der param eter ¢ (r) in the absence of m odulations as

@ = o@efQT ) yhere r is the spatial coordi-
nate, Q . isa vector com m ensurate w ith the lattice and
Incorporates ncom m ensurability f_Z-%'] T he wavevector is
gvenbyg=Q_+ hr i, wherehr 1 isthe deviation of
the wavevector from the com m ensurate value. T herefore
In ourmaterialg= 0:5a + hr i. Assum ing that o (v)
is constant, we can w rite the free energy densjlzy for the
m odulation and its coupling w ith strain ~ as 23]

2

F=—@ Y

v 1,
+ —cosih )+cr +-— : @)
n 2
The rst tem is the elastic tetm that avours incom —
m ensurate m odulation, and we arbirarily sest =1. The
param eter is the deviation ofg=a from 0.5 in the ab-
sence of strain coupling. W ealwaysseeg=a < 0:5 in our
In , which we suggest is due to the presence of a back—
ground strain that arises from our inability to com pletely
rem ove strain everyw here, In e ect rendering < 0. The
second tem is the Um klapp tem that favours com m en—
surability, where n is an integer and the coe cient v de—
term Ines the strength ofthe e ect. The third term cou-—
pls and r wih strength c. The fourth tem is the
strain energy density in term softhebulk elasticm odulus
. The fth tem givesthe elastic energy due to the stress
on the In from the substrate. The e ect of the cou—
pling tetm ¢ r on the wavevector can be detem ined

In the planewave Imi (r =constantand r = 0) by
m inin ising @), which keads to
— @)
r = :
1 &=

Two lin iting cases represent the situation inside and
outside the rectangle respectively: either the In relaxes
In the absence of substrate-induced stress and g is re—

duced by ¥ inJ= 1 cjzj: togiveg= 05a 5=, o0r
the In isclam ped such that the couplng c r is lnac—
tive, and thus ¥ outj= J jJand g= 0:5a Jj 3. Since

¥ inJ> I outjwe can understand why the deviation
from the comm ensurate value ofg=a = 0:5 w illbe larger
Inside a rectangle whatever the sign of c. N ote that this
result is the opposite of what m ight be expected given
that the rectangle resam bles an unstrained single crystal.

W e now consider whether the changes In g=a , that
we ascrbbe to strain, support our recent nding that the
charge-lattice coupling is weak E]. In the traditional
strong-coupling lim it, any elastic deform ation ofthe par-
ent lattice should be directly tranam itted to the superlat—
tice such that (@=a )=0.0ur ndingthat (©@a )=2-
3% suggests that the superlattice can deform indepen-—
dently of the parent lattice. Therefore the coupling

cannot be considered arbitrarily strong. M oreover, in
the traditional strong-coupling picture, the changes in

(=a ) that we ocbserve would arise due to changes in
the num ber of [L00]M n** sheets, and these are not avail-
ablatagiven x. In theory,our ndingthat (@=a )% 0
could be explained if strain isenhanced at uncharged dis—
com m ensurations 1_2-2:], but discom m ensurations are not
consistent w ith a strong coupling picture at x=0.5.

In summ ary, we have shown that i is possible to tune
the m agnitude of g=a by up to 3% In Lap.sCap.sM nO 3
at 90 K by processing a thin In usihg an FIB m icro—
scope. T hisdem onstrates that tuning the m icrostructure
ofLap.sCap.sM nO 3 can alter the Iow tem perature super—
lattice. C onsequently the variations in w avenum ber seen
In polycrystalline La; 4 CaxM nO ;3 E,:_ig‘]m ay be directly
attrbuted to strain. Our nding that @=a )#% Omay
be most sin ply explained if the charge and lattice are
weakly coupled. The Interpretation presented here sup—
ports ourearlier suggestion E%_'j’] that a charge density wave
scenario m ay be appropriate.
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