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Im aging Spin R eorientation Transitions in C onsecutive A tom ic C o layers on Ru (0001)
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By m eansof spin-polarized low -energy electron m icroscopy (SPLEEM ), we show thatthem agnetic
easy-axis of one to three atom ic-layer thick cobal In s on Ru (0001) changes its ordentation tw ice
during deposition: one-m onolayer and three-m onolayer thick Im s are m agnetized in-plane, while
two-m onolayer In sarem agnetized out-ofplane. The Curie tem peratures of Imn sthicker than one
m onolayer are well above room tem perature. Fully-relativistic calculations based on the Screened
K orringa-K ohn-R ostoker (SK K R ) m ethod dem onstrate that only for two-m onolayer cobalt Im sthe
Interplay between strain, surface and interface e ects leads to perpendicular m agnetization.
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A pplications of ferrom agnetic In s depend on under—
standing and controlling the direction of the easy-axis of
m agnetization. In particular, m agnetization perpendic—

ular to the In planell, &, 3, 4] holds prom ise for novel
nform ation-processing ted’mologjesi_ﬂ]. Two in portant
features of ultra-thin Im s underlie this technological
achievem ent: the high Curde tem perature of transition
metal Ins and the ability to control their m icrostruc—
ture. To provide deeper understanding, we study thin—

In magnetism In a system whose com ponents do not
Interm ix, Co and Ru. P revious work g, :j] has shown
that the easy axis of m agnetization in Co/Ru m ultilay-
ers changes from perpendicularat low Co thicknessto in—
plne for Im sthickerthan 7M L ig]. BecausetheCo Ims
did not grow layerby-layerfd, 0], the Ins contained is-
lands of varying thickness. Under these conditions, de—
termm ining precisely how the m agnetization changes as a
function of In thickness is quite problem atic.

Here we deposit Co In s under conditions of perfect
layerby-layergrow th. Then we use in—situ spin-polarized
low —energy electron m icroscopy (SPLEEM ){_1-1:, :_1-2, :_f;i]
to locally determm ine the m agnetization ordentation of
one~, two—, and threem onolyer thick Co Ins. We
observe that the easy axis of m agnetization changes
after the com plktion of each atom ic layer. By com —
bining structural, m orphological and m icroscopic m ag—
netic m easurem ents w ith fiillly relativistic ab-initio cal-
culationsbased on the screened K orringa-K ohn-R ostoker
(SKKR) I_l-l_i] m ethod, we explain the origin ofthe m agne—
tization changes. O ur resulshighlight that the m agnetic
anisotropy of ultra-thin In s is not sin ply explained by
strain or interface e ects alone, but often by a com bina-
tion ofboth e ects.

FIG.1l: LEEM Imnages and di raction pattemsofa Co Im

grow Ing on Ru(0001). (@)—(c): LEEM in ages show the m or—
phology of the grow ing In . Field of view is 10 m , electron
energy is 5 €V, and grow th tem perature is 460 K . O ne singlk,
curved Ru step crossesthe in ages. (@) 1M L C o islands (dark)
on Ru (light gray background). () 2 M L islands (light gray)
onacomplte 1ML In (dark gray). (c) 3M L islands (dark

gray) on a nearly complte 2 ML In (light gray). (d)-(
LEED pattems (70 €V ) obtained from selected In areas of
uniform thickness. Insets show m agni ed view s of the specu—
larbeam . d) 1ML, () 2ML and (f) 3M L ofCo/Ru (0001).

The Ins are grown In two dierent ultra-high
vacuum low-energy electron m icroscopes (LEEM and
SPLEEM )[_1-1:] by physical vapor deposition from cali-
brated dosers at rates of 0.3 M L/m in. D etails of the
substrate-cleaning procedure as well as the experim ental
system are given elsew here [_1-§] P erfect Jayerby-layerC o
grow th occursup to at least 7M L when the Ru substrate
hasa low density ofatom ic steps jg:_]:a-c) . Because sub—
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strate steps enable a kinetic pathway to the nuclkation
ofnew In layers, three-dim ensional grow th E_%:, Zg:] occurs
after the st m onolayer if substrate steps are present
at even m oderate density {_l-]'] The In structure is de—
termm Ined by selected-area low -energy electron di raction
(LEED), ie., the di raction pattems w ere acquired w ith
di racted electrons com ing from areas of the Im wih
uniform thickness. O nem onolayer Im s always present
al 1LEED pattem indicating pseudom orphic grow th,
that is, the In has the sam e in-plane lattice param eter
as the substrate CE‘jg.:J:d) . Since the In-plane lattice pa—
ram eterofbulk Co is7.9 % an allerthan that ofRu, both
m easured w ithin the hexagonalclosepacked (hcp) basal
plane, the rstm onolayer ofC o isunder pronounced ten—
sile strain. Analysis of the intensity versus energy curves
of the specular and integer di raction spots establishes
that the Co In continues the hcp stacking t_li_il] of the
substrate, w ith a C o-Ru Interplanar separation estin ated
to be contracted 6% relative to the Ru-Ru interplanar
spacing. For Im sthicker than 1 M L, satellite spots ap—
pear around the bulk di raction beam s Fi. :!Je—f), ie.,
the thicker Im s are no longer pssudom oxphic. From the
di raction pattems, we estin ate that the in-plane spac—
ngof2ML and 3ML Co Imsis5 1% Ilessthan the
Ru spacing, kaving the In strained only by 3 & r=l
ative to the buk-Co value. At interm ediate coverages
between 1ML and 2M L, the 1 M L areas are still pseu—
dom orphic, as detected by dark— eld in aging f_l-é], while
2ML islandsare relaxed and 3M L Insgrow mainly in
a face-centered-cubic structure.

To characterize the easy axis ofm agnetization, we em —
py SPLEEM @3‘] W ih this technigue the m agnetj_za—
tion can bem apped onto three orthogonaldirections @9']:
the absence of contrast in the in ages (gray) indicates no
m agnetization com ponent along the selected direction;
bright and dark areas indicate a com ponent of the m ag—
netization along or opposed to the illum nating beam
polarization, respectively. In Fig. :j we show LEEM
and SPLEEM images ofa In that consists of a com —
plete m onolayer of Co plus som e second layer islands
Fig. da), both in the m iddle of the substrate terraces
and at the bottom ofthe rutheniim substrate steps. The
SPLEEM in ages show the spatially resolved com ponent
of the m agnetization in three orthogonaldirections: two
nplane Fig. -'_Zb—c) and one out-ofplane F i. :_Zd) . In
onem onolayer areas the m agnetization is oriented in the
plane of the In, whilk for two layer islands the m ag-
netization is out-ofplane. For a complte 2 ML Im
with additional 3 M L islands F ig. :_3), the m agnetiza—
tion ofthe 2 M L areas is out-ofplane. In contrast, 3M L
thick islands and thicker In s (not shown) are m agne—
tized inplane. To summ arize, two m agnetization easy—
axis reorientation transitions are found In three consecu-—
tive atom ic layers: at the crossoverbetween 1 and 2M L,
and between 2 and 3 M L. This behavior has also been
con med n In sdevoid ofislands. W edonot nd inter—

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

one region ofal5M L Co/Ru(0001) Im . In ages were taken
at 110K .Fild ofview is2.8 m and electron energy is 7 €V .
(@)—(c) SPLEEM im ages w ith electron-polarization oriented:
(@) out-ofplane; ) nplaneand 13 o a com pact-direction;
(c) Inplane and 103 o a com pactdirection. 2 M L islands
are fram ed In red (two am all3M L islands are fram ed In blue).
(d) LEEM in age of the surface with the deduced m agneti-
zation direction indicated by arrow s (plack and white arrow s
m ean out-ofplanem agnetization, green arrow sm ean in-plane
m agnetization). D ark gray indicates 2 M L islands, light gray
1ML Im.

m ediate easy-axis orientations (ie., in between in-plane
and out—of—;_a]an_e), such as observed forCo Im son other
substratest_Z(_i, 2]_;] The Curde tem perature of the Ims
changes dram atically from the st layer to the second.
The rst layer has a Curde tem perature close to 170 K,
as detected by the loss ofm agnetic contrast in the 1M L
areas. T he Curie tem perature ofthe 2 M L islands, which
are m agnetized out-ofplane, iswellabove room tem per—
ature, about 470 K . Thicker Im s exhibit Curie tem per-
atures above 470 K . Iron Ins on W (110) 3, 23] also
present a double spin reorientation transition, butw ith a
Curie tem perature wellbelow room tem perature for out—
ofplane m agnetization I_EZ_I] In this particular system,
strain did not drive the reorientation transjtjons[_iﬁi, :_2-§‘]

T he anisotropy energy that govems the orientation of
the easy-axis of m agnetization is the result of a delicate
balance between di erent contributions. In thin In sthe
dom nating term is often the dipolar or shape anisotropy.
This contrdbution, which results from the long-range
m agnetic dipoledipole interactions, favors an in-plane
orientation of the m agnetization. H ow ever, other contri-
butions such as the bulk, Interface and surface m agneto—
crystalline anisotropy energies, aswellasm agneto-elastic
term s[_fg'n, :_2-§], can com pete w ith the dipolar anisotropy
energy and can favor out-ofplanem agnetization. To un—



FIG . 3: (color) Im ages of topography and m agnetization of

one region ofa25M L Co/Ru(0001) Im . In ages were taken
at room temperature. Field of view is 2.8 m and elec-
tron energy is 7 €V . @)—(c) SPLEEM im ages w ith electron—
polarization oriented: (@) out-ofplane; () inplane and 13
o a com pactdirection; (c) Inplane and 103 o a com pact-
direction. 3 M L islands are framed In blue. Two vacancy-—
islands in the2M L area, where Co is 1 M L thick, are fram ed
in red. (d) LEEM Im age of the surface with the deduced
m agnetization direction indicated by arrow s (olack and white
arrow s m ean out-ofplane m agnetization, green arrow s m ean
in-plane m agnetization). D ark gray indicates 3 M L islands,
lightgray 2M L Im.

derstand the e ectsthat give rise to the observed changes
in the ordentation of the C o m agnetization, we perform

ab—-nitio calculations in tem s of the SK KR m ethod {_l-é_b']
Changing the lattice param eters in the calculations al-
Jow s us to detemm ine how strain in uences the m agnetic
anisotropy. The m agnetic anisotropy energy M AE) is
calculated as the di erence of the total energy for in-
plane and outofplane m agnetization. A positive M AE

corresponds to out-ofplane m agnetization. By em ploy—
ng the force theorem [_2-:}], the MAE is de ned as the
sum of a band energy, E ,, and a magnetic dipole-
dipok energy tem , E 4q. The band-energy term can
be fiirther resolved into contrbutions with respect to
atom ic layers that enable us to de ne surface and in—
terface anisotropies.

First, we calculate the anisotropy of the psesudom or—
phic onemonolayer Co Ims, taking into account con—
tractions of the Co-Ru Interlayer distance (d). A s sum —
m arized in Fjg.:_4a, the value of E , Increases as the in—
terplanar spacing decreases; how ever, due to the negative

E 44, the preferred ordentation of the m agnetization re—
m alns always in-plane. Interestingly, the change in M AE
is not proportional to the strain and, therefore, sin ple
m agnetoelastic argum ents do not apply. Furthem ore,
we also tested the e ect of contracting the nplane lat-
tice param eter of substrate and In . In that case, the
M AE does not change signi cantly (result not shown in
the gure). W e conclude that the m agnetization of the
m onolayer rem ains in-plane regardless of strain.

For two-m onolayer and thicker Im s, the in-plane sep—
aration of the C o atom s is contracted by % wih re-
spect to the Ru structure, leading to a 20x20 coincidence
lattice. W e m odel the In-plane relaxation by contract-
Ing the supporting Ru substrate together with the Co

In . Under this assum ption, taking the sam e contrac—
tion for the CoC o and Co-Ru interlayer spacing d from
0 to 7% relative to the substrate interlayer distance leads
to a positive value of E p (Fjg;ffb) that, how ever, does
not com pensate the negative E 44. For the bilayer, the
observed positive sign ofthe M AE occurswhen di erent
values for the C o€ o and CoRu Interlayer distances are
considered. In order to estin ate the preferred relaxation
of the interlayer distances we assum e that atom s try to
m aintain the nearest-neighbors (NN ) distances of their
buk m aterials, with Co-Ru distances being an average
of the preferred Co-Co and Ru-Ru interlayer distances.
This leads to contractions of 7% for the Co€o inter—
layer distances and a nearly unrelaxed Co-Ru spacing.
Asshown in FJ'g.:_élb (leftm ost data points), such a lattice
distortion considerably ncreases E p resulting in a total
positive M AE . A positive M AE is also obtained for an
deal Ru lattice w ith C o interlayer distances contracted
by more than 4% @mot shown). In 3 ML thick Ims,
non-uniform contractions ofthe C o layers lead also to an
enhancem ent ofthe positive E , J'g;ffc) . N evertheless,
the decrease in the E 4q temm associated w ith thicker

In s drives the m agnetization ln-plane. A summ ary of
our calculations ofthe M AE fortheCo Im sofdi erent
thickness, each at the m ost lkely geom etry, is shown in
Fig.:ffd. A sa function ofthicknesstheM A E changes sign
tw ice, as observed experin entally.

Our caloulations show that the double spin—
reorientation transition is the result of a com plicated
interplay of structural and interface/surface electronic
e ects. A llcontrbutionsto E j, are strongly In uenced
by structuralm odi cations. For 2 M L thick Inswih
the same Co€o and CoRu Interlayer separation, the
dom lnant tem is E p related to the interface Co. How —
ever, when Co-€ o and CoRu sgparations are allowed to
be di erent, the contribution of the surface Co layer is
rem arkably enhanced resulting in a positive value of the
MAE (outofplane m agnetization).

In conclusion, we deposited In s ofCo onto Ru (0001)
In the thickness range of up to 3 atom ic m onolayers and

nd that the Curie tem perature is well above room tem —
perature, provided the thickness is m ore than a single
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FIG. 4: (color) Calculated m agnetic anisotropy energies of

thedierentCo InsonRu. (@)-(c) D ependence of the calcu—
lated M A E on the Interlayer distance referred to the substrate
Interlayer spacing. MAE (pblack circle) and its com ponents,
E p (red up-trianglk) and E 449 (blue down-triangl) for: (a)
apseudom orphic1 M L Co/Ru (0001) In underdi erent con-—
tractions of the C o-Ru interlayer distance; inplane strained
) 2M L Co/Ru(0001) and (c) 3M L Co/Ru(0001) In swith
either the sam e or di erent (data points labelled by CoCo -
7% and CoRu 0% ) Co€o and Co-Ru interlayer separations.
(d) M AE and its com ponents in the m ost realistic geom etry
forthel,2and 3ML Co Inson Ru(0001), displaying the
double reorientation transition.

atom ic m onolayer. W e observe two sharp reorientation
transitions of the m agnetization: 1 M L aswellas3M L
orthicker Co Im shave an inplane easy axis, whilk only
2 ML thick Insaremagnetized in the out-ofplane di-
rection. The rst transition is associated with a struc—
turaltransformm ation from laterally strained, pseudom or—
phic 1ML thick Insto relaxed 2M L thick Ins. Our

rst principles calculations show that the in-plane easy—
axis of one-and threem onolayer Im s is stable w ith re—
spect to variations of the strain conditions. Only for
two-m onolayer Im s, the com bination of strain with ad-
ditional Interface and surface e ects drives the m agnetic
easy-axis into the out-ofplane direction.
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