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By m eansofspin-polarized low-energy electron m icroscopy (SPLEEM ),weshow thatthem agnetic

easy-axisofone to three atom ic-layerthick cobalt �lm son Ru(0001) changesits orientation twice

during deposition: one-m onolayer and three-m onolayer thick �lm s are m agnetized in-plane,while

two-m onolayer�lm sare m agnetized out-of-plane.TheCurietem peraturesof�lm sthickerthan one

m onolayer are wellabove room tem perature. Fully-relativistic calculations based on the Screened

K orringa-K ohn-Rostoker(SK K R)m ethod dem onstratethatonly fortwo-m onolayercobalt�lm sthe

interplay between strain,surface and interface e�ectsleadsto perpendicularm agnetization.

K eywords: m agnetism ,m agnetic m aterials,m agnetic anisotropy,thin �lm s,spin polarized low energy elec-

tron m icroscopy,R u,Co

Applicationsofferrom agnetic �lm sdepend on under-

standing and controlling thedirection oftheeasy-axisof

m agnetization. In particular,m agnetization perpendic-

ularto the �lm plane[1,2,3,4]holdsprom ise fornovel

inform ation-processing technologies[5]. Two im portant

features of ultra-thin �lm s underlie this technological

achievem ent: the high Curie tem perature oftransition

m etal�lm s and the ability to controltheir m icrostruc-

ture. To provide deeper understanding,we study thin-

�lm m agnetism in a system whose com ponents do not

interm ix, Co and Ru. Previous work[6, 7]has shown

thatthe easy axisofm agnetization in Co/Ru m ultilay-

erschangesfrom perpendicularatlow Cothicknesstoin-

planefor�lm sthickerthan 7M L[8].BecausetheCo�lm s

did notgrow layer-by-layer[9,10],the�lm scontained is-

lands ofvarying thickness. Under these conditions,de-

term ining precisely how the m agnetization changesasa

function of�lm thicknessisquite problem atic.

Here we deposit Co �lm s under conditions ofperfect

layer-by-layergrowth.Then weusein-situ spin-polarized

low-energy electron m icroscopy (SPLEEM )[11, 12, 13]

to locally determ ine the m agnetization orientation of

one-, two-, and three-m onolayer thick Co �lm s. W e

observe that the easy axis of m agnetization changes

after the com pletion of each atom ic layer. By com -

bining structural,m orphologicaland m icroscopic m ag-

netic m easurem ents with fully relativistic ab-initio cal-

culationsbased on thescreened K orringa-K ohn-Rostoker

(SK K R)[14]m ethod,weexplain theorigin ofthem agne-

tization changes.O urresultshighlightthatthem agnetic

anisotropy ofultra-thin �lm sisnotsim ply explained by

strain orinterfacee�ectsalone,butoften by a com bina-

tion ofboth e�ects.

FIG .1: LEEM im ages and di�raction patterns ofa Co �lm

growing on Ru(0001). (a)-(c): LEEM im ages show the m or-

phology ofthe growing �lm .Field ofview is10 �m ,electron
energy is5 eV,and growth tem peratureis460 K .O nesingle,

curved Ru step crossestheim ages.(a)1M L Coislands(dark)

on Ru (lightgray background).(b)2 M L islands(lightgray)

on a com plete 1 M L �lm (dark gray).(c)3 M L islands(dark

gray) on a nearly com plete 2 M L �lm (light gray). (d)-(f)

LEED patterns (70 eV)obtained from selected �lm areas of

uniform thickness.Insetsshow m agni�ed viewsofthespecu-

larbeam .(d)1 M L ,(e)2 M L and (f)3 M L ofCo/Ru(0001).

The �lm s are grown in two di�erent ultra-high

vacuum low-energy electron m icroscopes (LEEM and

SPLEEM )[11] by physical vapor deposition from cali-

brated dosers at rates of 0.3 M L/m in. Details of the

substrate-cleaning procedureaswellastheexperim ental

system aregiven elsewhere[16].Perfectlayer-by-layerCo

growth occursup toatleast7M L when theRu substrate

hasalow densityofatom icsteps(Fig.1a-c).Becausesub-
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strate steps enable a kinetic pathway to the nucleation

ofnew �lm layers,three-dim ensionalgrowth[8,9]occurs

after the �rst m onolayer ifsubstrate steps are present

ateven m oderate density[17]. The �lm structure is de-

term ined by selected-area low-energy electron di�raction

(LEED),i.e.,thedi�raction patternswereacquired with

di�racted electrons com ing from areas ofthe �lm with

uniform thickness. O ne-m onolayer�lm s always present

a 1� 1 LEED pattern indicating pseudom orphic growth,

thatis,the �lm hasthe sam e in-plane lattice param eter

asthe substrate (Fig.1d).Since the in-plane lattice pa-

ram eterofbulk Cois7.9% sm allerthan thatofRu,both

m easured within the hexagonal-close-packed (hcp)basal

plane,the�rstm onolayerofCoisunderpronounced ten-

silestrain.Analysisoftheintensity versusenergy curves

ofthe specular and integer di�raction spots establishes

that the Co �lm continues the hcp stacking[18]ofthe

substrate,with aCo-Ru interplanarseparationestim ated

to be contracted 6% relative to the Ru-Ru interplanar

spacing.For�lm sthickerthan 1 M L,satellite spotsap-

peararound the bulk di�raction beam s (Fig.1e-f),i.e.,

thethicker�lm sareno longerpseudom orphic.From the

di�raction patterns,we estim ate thatthe in-plane spac-

ing of2 M L and 3 M L Co �lm s is5� 1 % lessthan the

Ru spacing,leaving the �lm strained only by 3 % rel-

ative to the bulk-Co value. At interm ediate coverages

between 1 M L and 2 M L,the 1 M L areasare stillpseu-

dom orphic,as detected by dark-�eld im aging[16],while

2 M L islandsarerelaxed and 3 M L �lm sgrow m ainly in

a face-centered-cubicstructure.

To characterizetheeasy axisofm agnetization,weem -

ploy SPLEEM [13]. W ith this technique the m agnetiza-

tion can bem apped ontothreeorthogonaldirections[19]:

theabsenceofcontrastin theim ages(gray)indicatesno

m agnetization com ponent along the selected direction;

brightand dark areasindicate a com ponentofthe m ag-

netization along or opposed to the illum inating beam

polarization, respectively. In Fig. 2 we show LEEM

and SPLEEM im ages ofa �lm that consists ofa com -

plete m onolayer of Co plus som e second layer islands

(Fig.2a),both in the m iddle ofthe substrate terraces

and atthebottom oftheruthenium substratesteps.The

SPLEEM im agesshow the spatially resolved com ponent

ofthe m agnetization in three orthogonaldirections:two

in-plane (Fig.2b-c) and one out-of-plane (Fig.2d). In

one-m onolayerareasthem agnetization isoriented in the

plane ofthe �lm ,while for two layer islands the m ag-

netization is out-of-plane. For a com plete 2 M L �lm

with additional3 M L islands (Fig.3), the m agnetiza-

tion ofthe2 M L areasisout-of-plane.In contrast,3 M L

thick islands and thicker �lm s (not shown) are m agne-

tized in-plane. To sum m arize,two m agnetization easy-

axisreorientation transitionsarefound in threeconsecu-

tiveatom iclayers:atthecrossoverbetween 1 and 2 M L,

and between 2 and 3 M L.This behavior has also been

con�rm ed in �lm sdevoid ofislands.W edonot�nd inter-

FIG .2: (color) Im ages oftopography and m agnetization of

oneregion ofa 1.5 M L Co/Ru(0001)�lm .Im agesweretaken

at110 K .Field ofview is2.8 �m and electron energy is7 eV.

(a)-(c) SPLEEM im ages with electron-polarization oriented:

(a)out-of-plane;(b)in-planeand 13� o� a com pact-direction;

(c) in-plane and 103
�
o� a com pact-direction. 2 M L islands

arefram ed in red (twosm all3M L islandsarefram ed in blue).

(d) LEEM im age ofthe surface with the deduced m agneti-

zation direction indicated by arrows(black and white arrows

m ean out-of-planem agnetization,green arrowsm ean in-plane

m agnetization).D ark gray indicates2 M L islands,lightgray

1 M L �lm .

m ediate easy-axisorientations(i.e.,in between in-plane

and out-of-plane),such asobserved forCo �lm son other

substrates[20,21]. The Curie tem perature ofthe �lm s

changesdram atically from the �rstlayerto the second.

The �rstlayerhas a Curie tem perature close to 170 K ,

asdetected by thelossofm agneticcontrastin the1 M L

areas.TheCurietem peratureofthe2M L islands,which

arem agnetized out-of-plane,iswellaboveroom tem per-

ature,about470 K .Thicker�lm sexhibitCurie tem per-

atures above 470 K .Iron �lm s on W (110)[22,23]also

presenta doublespin reorientation transition,butwith a

Curietem peraturewellbelow room tem peratureforout-

of-plane m agnetization[24]. In this particular system ,

strain did notdrivethe reorientation transitions[24,25].

The anisotropy energy thatgovernsthe orientation of

the easy-axisofm agnetization isthe resultofa delicate

balancebetween di�erentcontributions.In thin �lm sthe

dom inatingterm isoften thedipolarorshapeanisotropy.

This contribution, which results from the long-range

m agnetic dipole-dipole interactions, favors an in-plane

orientation ofthem agnetization.However,othercontri-

butionssuch asthebulk,interfaceand surfacem agneto-

crystallineanisotropyenergies,aswellasm agneto-elastic

term s[15,26],can com pete with the dipolar anisotropy

energy and can favorout-of-planem agnetization.To un-
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FIG .3: (color) Im ages oftopography and m agnetization of

oneregion ofa 2.5 M L Co/Ru(0001)�lm .Im agesweretaken

at room tem perature. Field of view is 2.8 �m and elec-

tron energy is 7 eV.(a)-(c) SPLEEM im ages with electron-

polarization oriented: (a) out-of-plane;(b) in-plane and 13�

o� a com pact-direction;(c)in-plane and 103
�
o� a com pact-

direction. 3 M L islands are fram ed in blue. Two vacancy-

islandsin the2 M L area,whereCo is1 M L thick,arefram ed

in red. (d) LEEM im age of the surface with the deduced

m agnetization direction indicated by arrows(black and white

arrows m ean out-of-plane m agnetization,green arrows m ean

in-plane m agnetization). D ark gray indicates 3 M L islands,

lightgray 2 M L �lm .

derstand thee�ectsthatgiverisetotheobserved changes

in the orientation ofthe Co m agnetization,we perform

ab-initio calculationsin term softhe SK K R m ethod[14].

Changing the lattice param eters in the calculations al-

lowsusto determ ine how strain in
uencesthe m agnetic

anisotropy. The m agnetic anisotropy energy (M AE) is

calculated as the di�erence ofthe totalenergy for in-

plane and out-of-plane m agnetization. A positive M AE

correspondsto out-of-plane m agnetization. By em ploy-

ing the force theorem [27], the M AE is de�ned as the

sum of a band energy, �E b, and a m agnetic dipole-

dipole energy term ,�E dd. The band-energy term can

be further resolved into contributions with respect to

atom ic layers that enable us to de�ne surface and in-

terfaceanisotropies.

First,we calculate the anisotropy ofthe pseudom or-

phic one-m onolayer Co �lm s,taking into account con-

tractionsofthe Co-Ru interlayerdistance (d). As sum -

m arized in Fig.4a,the value of�E b increasesasthe in-

terplanarspacingdecreases;however,duetothenegative

�E dd,the preferred orientation ofthem agnetization re-

m ainsalwaysin-plane.Interestingly,thechangein M AE

is not proportionalto the strain and,therefore,sim ple

m agnetoelastic argum ents do not apply. Furtherm ore,

we also tested the e�ectofcontracting the in-plane lat-

tice param eter ofsubstrate and �lm . In that case,the

M AE doesnotchange signi�cantly (resultnotshown in

the �gure). W e conclude thatthe m agnetization ofthe

m onolayerrem ainsin-planeregardlessofstrain.

Fortwo-m onolayerand thicker�lm s,thein-planesep-

aration ofthe Co atom siscontracted by � 5% with re-

spectto theRu structure,leading to a 20x20coincidence

lattice. W e m odelthe in-plane relaxation by contract-

ing the supporting Ru substrate together with the Co

�lm . Under this assum ption,taking the sam e contrac-

tion forthe Co-Co and Co-Ru interlayerspacing d from

0to 7% relativeto thesubstrateinterlayerdistanceleads

to a positive value of�E b (Fig.4b)that,however,does

notcom pensate the negative �E dd.Forthe bilayer,the

observed positivesign oftheM AE occurswhen di�erent

valuesforthe Co-Co and Co-Ru interlayerdistancesare

considered.In orderto estim atethepreferred relaxation

ofthe interlayerdistanceswe assum e thatatom stry to

m aintain the nearest-neighbors (NN) distances oftheir

bulk m aterials,with Co-Ru distances being an average

ofthe preferred Co-Co and Ru-Ru interlayer distances.

This leads to contractions of 7% for the Co-Co inter-

layer distances and a nearly unrelaxed Co-Ru spacing.

Asshown in Fig.4b (leftm ostdatapoints),such a lattice

distortion considerably increases�E b resulting in a total

positive M AE.A positive M AE is also obtained for an

idealRu lattice with Co interlayerdistancescontracted

by m ore than 4% (not shown). In 3 M L thick �lm s,

non-uniform contractionsoftheCo layerslead also to an

enhancem entofthepositive�E b (Fig.4c).Nevertheless,

the decrease in the �E dd term associated with thicker

�lm s drives the m agnetization in-plane. A sum m ary of

ourcalculationsoftheM AE fortheCo �lm sofdi�erent

thickness,each atthe m ostlikely geom etry,isshown in

Fig.4d.Asafunction ofthicknesstheM AE changessign

twice,asobserved experim entally.

O ur calculations show that the double spin-

reorientation transition is the result of a com plicated

interplay of structural and interface/surface electronic

e�ects.Allcontributionsto �E b arestrongly in
uenced

by structuralm odi�cations. For 2 M L thick �lm s with

the sam e Co-Co and Co-Ru interlayer separation, the

dom inantterm is�E b related to theinterfaceCo.How-

ever,when Co-Co and Co-Ru separationsareallowed to

be di�erent,the contribution ofthe surface Co layer is

rem arkably enhanced resulting in a positive value ofthe

M AE (out-of-planem agnetization).

In conclusion,wedeposited �lm sofCo onto Ru(0001)

in the thicknessrangeofup to 3 atom icm onolayersand

�nd thattheCurietem peratureiswellaboveroom tem -

perature,provided the thickness is m ore than a single
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FIG .4: (color) Calculated m agnetic anisotropy energies of

thedi�erentCo �lm son Ru.(a)-(c)D ependenceofthecalcu-

lated M AE on theinterlayerdistancereferred tothesubstrate

interlayer spacing. M AE (black circle) and its com ponents,

�E b (red up-triangle)and �E dd (bluedown-triangle)for:(a)

apseudom orphic1 M L Co/Ru(0001)�lm underdi�erentcon-

tractions ofthe Co-Ru interlayer distance;in-plane strained

(b)2 M L Co/Ru(0001)and (c)3 M L Co/Ru(0001)�lm swith

either the sam e or di�erent (data points labelled by CoCo -

7% and CoRu 0% )Co-Co and Co-Ru interlayerseparations.

(d)M AE and its com ponentsin the m ost realistic geom etry

for the 1,2 and 3 M L Co �lm s on Ru(0001),displaying the

double reorientation transition.

atom ic m onolayer. W e observe two sharp reorientation

transitionsofthe m agnetization:1 M L aswellas3 M L

orthickerCo �lm shavean in-planeeasy axis,whileonly

2 M L thick �lm sare m agnetized in the out-ofplane di-

rection. The �rst transition is associated with a struc-

turaltransform ation from laterally strained,pseudom or-

phic 1 M L thick �lm sto relaxed 2 M L thick �lm s. O ur

�rstprinciplescalculationsshow thatthe in-plane easy-

axisofone-and three-m onolayer�lm sisstable with re-

spect to variations of the strain conditions. O nly for

two-m onolayer�lm s,the com bination ofstrain with ad-

ditionalinterfaceand surfacee�ectsdrivesthe m agnetic

easy-axisinto the out-of-planedirection.
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