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Abstract

W e calculate the nonlinear m agneto-optical response of freestanding foc
(001), (110) and (111) oriented Fe m onolayers. T he bandstructures are de-
temm ined from  rst principles using a ulkpotential LAPW m ethod w ith the
additional in plem entation of spin-orbit coupling. T he variation of the spin-
orbi coupling strength and the nonlinearm agneto-optical spectra upon layer
orientation are investigated. W e nd characteristic di erences which indicate
an enhanced sensitivity ofnonlinearm agneto-optics to surface ordentation and
variation of the inplane lattice constants. In particular the crossover from
onedin ensional stripe structures to twodin ensional Insof (111) layers ex—
hibits a clean signature In the nonlinear K err-spectra and dem onstrates the
versatility of nonlinear m agneto-optics as a tool for in situ thin— In analysis.
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I. NTRODUCTION

The Nonlnear M agneto-Optical Kerre ect WNOLIM OKE) is a unigque optical tool to
analyze thin— In systam s, since it is exclusively generated at surfaces and interfaces, where
the Jocal inversion symm etry is broken [l]. Therefore is has attracted considerable interest
in recent research on interface m agnetisn Z{10]. In this paper we investigate the depen—
dence of the nonlinear m agneto-optical K errspectra and their m icroscopic origin {111 {
the spin-orbi coupling (SO C) and the m agnetic m om ent { of Fe m onolayers on structural
changes. In particular the e ects of di erent In-plane lattice constants, di erent coordina—
tion and onedim ensional stripe structures are studied. T he results were obtained using the
fi1ll potential linearized augm ented plane wave FLAPW ) method W IEN 95 {12] with the
additionally perform ed in plem entation of spin-orbit coupling.

Two features are responsble or the strong interest in m agnetic thin Ins: (i) them ag—
netic properties strongly depend on structural changes and (ii) the soin-orbit lnduced e ects
like m agnetic anisotropy and giant m agnetoresistence (GM R) arem uch larger in low din en—
sional system s. W hereas the m agnetic anisotropy is in general larger in twodin ensional
system s due to the reduced symm etry and thus a di erent crystal potential, the change of
the m agnetic m om ents is generated by the m agnetovolum e e ect, ie. the dependence of
the m agnetic m om ent on the atom ic volum e f13{14]. The lhatter is a ected by the di er-
ences between the equilbrium Jattice constants of substrate and overlayer and the induced
overlayer structures. One of the m ost striking exam ples is the Fe/Cu (001) system which
show s a rich m agnetic phase diagram i the range from 1 to 11 m onolayers {17{19]. T herein
heavily distorted foc structures appear. The interlayer distances are relaxed (resulting in
a fot structure) and shifts of the atom ic positions in and perpendicular to the layer plane
occur RU]. Also the in-plane lattice constants of consecutive layers are relaxed. For the
Fe/Cu(001) system experin ents {§] con m ed the sensitiviy of NOLIM OKE on structural
changes of the top layer.

Since all these e ects take place In con gurations w ith only a f&w m onolayers it is pos—
sble to obtain them directly by ab initio m ethods. A Iot of calculations were done for
freestanding and supported m onolayers, m ost of them ain ing at the com putation ofm ag—
netic anisotropy. For 3d transition m etalsthe e ects ofhybridization w ith the substrate R1},
di erent coordination and dband 1ling [22,23], the stability of the m onolayer for di erent
m agnetic con gurations, such as ferrom agnetic, antiferrom agnetic or canted spin R4{28],
and superstructures P1] were calculated from  rst principles.

Since the theoretical prediction of the sensitivity of nonlinear optics to surface m ag—
netisn R8{30] and the rst experin ents 3] the applicability of NOLIM OKE to thin In
system s has been dem onstrated for several phenom ena. D ue to the fact that SHG is also
generated at buried interfaces, properties of di erent interfaces in m ultilayer system s could
be separated [31,32]. For that pumpose it was im portant that the size of the nonlinear
m agneto-opticale ects, nam ely the nonlinear K err rotation, is strongly ncreased com pared
to Iinear optics B3,34]. These m easurem ents also show a dependence on interface rough-
ness BY]. By direct com parison of linear and nonlinear M OKE, changes of the m agnetic
properties of the topm ost layer during the grow th process w ere detected forthe Co/Cu (001)
system [B§], shce NOLIM OKE is sensitive to the surface and interlayer only while linear
M OKE Integrates over them agnetian ofall layers. A 1so quantum well statesw hich occur in



sandw ich structures could be resolved. This has been shown both experin entally [§,37{39]
and theoretically 1], by exploiting the fact that NOLIM OKE spectra re ect characteris—
tic features of the bandstructures @(]. Recent work predicted that even the in uence of
surface antiferrom agnetiam on the optical signal can be resolved by the nonlinear m agneto—
optical Kerre ect NOLIM OKE) E}]. T his has already been shown before for SHG of the
antiferrom agnetic non-nversion symm etric buk Cr0 5 |1 44].

O ne further potential of SHG , which to our know ledge has not been applied to m agnetic
system s o far, isthe strongly enhanced sensitivity to subm onolayer coverages 43,44]. Second
ham onic generation by am all particles is enhanced by local- eld e ects. In the case of
clusters deposited on a substrate this gives rise to signals for particle sizes around 1 nm {43],
which is farbeyond the resolution lin it of linear optics. For spherical particles the e ects of
local- eld enhancam ent arewellknow n by the linearM i theory [46]. E xtensions to nonlinear
optics @] show an enhanced sensitivity of the size-dependent resonances com pared to the
linear case f8]. In the case of 3d transition-m etal overlayers it should be possble to resolve
nanostructures of nm size with low density by m aking use of the subm onolayer coverage
sensitivity of SHG and the di erent In-plane symm etries of the nanostructures and the
substrate. From the experin ental point of view the preparation of nanostructures can now
be achieved by state ofthe art techniques such asm olecularbeam epitaxy varying the grow th
param eters (eg. the deposition rate or the tem perature [49,50)).

So far calculations of SHG generated by m etal surfaces are m ainly restricted to sinple
and noblem etalswhich are welldescribbed by them odelofa free electron gas. These system s
were intensely studied by Ligbsch and coworkers [51{53]. They also calculated anisotropic
contrbutions B4{56] and the in uence of steps B7{59] and obtain good agreem ent w ith
experin ent. O therauthors studied the change ofthe SHG yield In the presence ofadsorbates
on sin pke m etal surfaces w ithin density fiinctional theory [BU{62]. For these nonm agnetic
system s the Intraband transitions show stronger contributions than the interlband transition.
T hus a better m odel for the screening e ects is necessary, whereas In the case of transition
m etals the regponse ism ainly due to Interband transitions. Then the intraband e ects can
be added by applying a D rudem odelusing experin entalparam eters [63]. C alculations ofthe
linear m agneto-opticalK erre ect M OKE) indicate that ab inito m ethods lncluding soin—
orbit coupling and an highly accurate determm ination ofthe dijpole transition m atrix elem ents
are necessary to cbtain m agneto-optical spectra which can be com pared to experim ental
values [63{i65]. To som e extent thiswas realized for nonlinear m agneto-optics by Pustogowa
et al. p4]. In their work the Kerr spectra of Fe Im s wih one to seven layers and the
dependence of the K errspectra ofa Fe (001) m onolayer on the in-plane Jattice constant have
been caloulated by determm ining the electronic bands w ithin a full potential linearmu n tin
orbial FP-LM TO ) code. Spin-orbit coupling was treated within rst-order perturoation
theory and the opticalm atrix elem ents were approxin ated as constants.

Herewew illusetheFLAPW m ethod and gobeyond thiswork w ithin two respects: di er-
ent orientations of Fe-m onolayers ((001),(110),(@111) of foc) are investigated and, apart from
the K errspoectra and the m agnetic m om ents, we focus on the soin-orbit coupling strength
and is structural dependence. Though m icroscopically both spin-orbit coupling and soin-—
polarization are necessary to generate m agneto-optical response, soin-orbit coupling plays a
goecial role, since the soin-orbit coupling strength is directly proportional to the size of the
m agneto-opticalK err e ect. This isknown from studies of inearM OKE [67,68]. Thuseg.



the K errrotation ofan Fe/Pt system ismuch larger than that of an Fe layer, since the large
soin-orbit coupling of Pt controutes via hybridization with the m agnetic Fe-ayer [64;69].
T his know ledge is in portant for applications in storage technology, where m agneto-optics
is applied In a con guration, where a perpendicular easy axis In combination with an In—
creased K errrotation is preferred. In contrast to the spin-orbit coupling the dependence on
them agneticm om ent is rather com plicated. N evertheless litt ke isknow n about the soin-orbit
coupling constants ofthin In system s contrary to their m agnetic m om ents.

In our work the optical spectra are detem Ined by using the sam e approxin ations as
in [66], ie. them atrix elem ents are taken as constants and the e ects of spin-orbit coupling
in the wavefunctions are treated w ithin rst-order perturbation theory. Since the soin-oroit
induced changes of the wavefiinctions yield rst-order e ects [70] whilk spin-orbit induced
shifts of the eigenenergies give rise to second-order e ects, we neglkct spin-orbi coupling
In the calculations of the electronic bands, which are obtained from rst principles. The
validity of this approach w illbe shown below .

By the choice of the investigated m onolayers, we want to study several agoects of struc—
tural changes. Firstly, we Investigate the In uence of wlaxation of the in-plane lattice
constant, which is varied over a w ide range for the Fe(001) m onolayer. Secondly, substrates
of di erent ordentations are sinulated by com paring the results for the Fe(001), Fe(110)
and Fe(111l) m onolayers, which also reveals the rok of coordination. These structures are
deduced from thebulk foco Jattice. Two Jattice constants are considered, the Jattice constant
Induced by Cu foc buk and an even sn aller value. Thirdly, the role of nanostructuring is
studied for reqular arrays of stripes, which can be created by view Ing the closed m onolayer
as a regular array of chains and then relaxing the distance between the chains. A though
this structure is rather arti cial, it reveals the e ect of reducing the din ension of the layer
in a second direction. A Iso we com pare our resuls w ith previous calculations.

Future work will address the calculation of the optical dipolk m atrix elem ents to get
the full Infom ation on the size of the NOLIM OKE spectra and to exploit the symm etry
properties of the system s, which w illbe of special interest in the calculation of special nanos—
tructures lke trangular islands. This includes the detemm ination of the lateral resolution
Iim it of nonlinear optics.

T he paper is organized as follow s: Tn Sec. IT, we w ill outline the theory for the nonlinear
m agneto-optical regponse and our m ethod to calculate the spin-orbit coupling. Then the
result part llows, which is divided into three subsections (Secs. IIT A, B, C), each for
the com parison of di erent characteristic changes of the structures. T he paper ends w ith
summ ary and outlook (Sec.1V).



II.THEORY

W ithin the electricdipolk approxin ation the polarization P of the m edium can be ex-—
panded in tem s of the ncident eld E as

1) )
ij Ej + ijk
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where @ and @ are the linear and second ham onic susceptibilities fI]. W e calculate the
nonlinearm agneto-optical response w ithin the theoretical fram ew ork Introduced by H ubner
and Bennem ann R9] and obtain the nonlinear susceptibility in the electric dipole approxi-

m ation as
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The indices i, j, k run over x, y and z. In previous caloulations §] the wave-functions and
the band energies w ere calculated neglecting spin-orb it coupling. Instead soin-oroit coupling
was taken as a perturbation and the product of the three m atrix elem ents were calculated
using rst order perturbation theory to yield
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w here the wavefunctions and energies do not contain spin-orbit coupling and the spin-orbic
coupling constant is taken from the atom ic value of the soin-polarized d-bands. The m atrix
elem ents are approxin ated as constants. T his approach inclides explicit inversion sym m etry
breaking but m akes i in possble to distinguish the di erent elem ents of the tensor
N evertheless the resulting nonlinear susceptibility
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re ects the spectral dependence of a m agnetic tensor elem ent, sihce spin-orbit coupling
enters In rst order. N onm agnetic tensor elem ents (@nd all even order tensor elem ents) also
consist ofthe zeroth order (and the corresponding higher even orders) in soin-orbit coupling.
T hus they do not contribute to m agneto-optics within rst order and yield larger values.
D ue to our approxin ationswe add in Eq. @) a spin index , drop the indices which specify
the tensor elem ents and add the factor C ® originated by the approxin ate size of the m atrix
elem ents.

T he susoeptiboility is exclusively built on interband transitions. W e w ill use this approx—
In ation throughout this paper, since interband resonances dom inate the optical response of



m etallic system s. Thus in our case we w illcallthe dependence of ! 2In @ (! ) on the photon
energy NOLIM OKE \spectra". For details we refer to {64].

C aloulations including soin-orbit coupling willonly a ect the band-energiesE , , because
the factor 4 describes the e ect of SOC in the wavefiinctions and the m atrix elem ents,
which are included in = ? as constants C , are not calculated explicitly.

In thiswork the bandstructures are cbtained from rst principles using the fullpotential
linear augm ented planewave ELAPW ) method W IEN 95 {12]. A dditionally we in plem ented
soin-orbit coupling in a second variational step as described eg. by RL71L52]. A fter the
selfconsistent determ ination of the wavefuinctions and eigenenergies (quantities which are
obtained selfconsistently without SOC are marked by a su x \sc" in the follow ing) the
Ham ittonian m atrix is determ ined including spin-orbit coupling
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to obtain the eigenfunctions

and the corresoonding eigenenergies () shifted by soin-orbit coupling (g is the index ofthe
eigenenergiesand , (@) isthe coe cient ofthe n-th basis-function in the g-th eigenfunction).
Here, spin-orbit coupling isnot calculated self consistently, esoecially the basis functions are
nota ected by SO C . The procedure isknown to yield good agreem ent w ith exact resuls [73].
To detemm ine the spin-orbit part of the Ham iltonian the basis functions ofthe FLAPW

m ethod have to be taken into account. T he basis set consists of the standard basis finctions
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and the so called local orbitals, which are introduced to describe the low lying sam icore
states [7274]
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and are included for all Ivalues for which sem fcore states appear R, isthemu n tin
radiis). The radial fuinctions are obtained from the Schrodinger equation
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w here the localization energies E, are chosen to be at the center of the band.
T he soIn-orbit operator

( isthe ne structure constant) is applied in the spherical approxin ation:
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since the gradient of the potential yield its Jargest contrbutions near the core, where the
potential is aln ost spherical. T his yields
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T he soin-orbit m atrix elem ents
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are calculated by separating the angular and radial parts. This yields
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w ith the soin-orbit coupling constants
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Thuswe get three (six when localorbitals are involved) soin-orbit coupling constants for one
Ivalue which are form ed by a radial Integral over the radial part of the basis functions and



the radial derivative of the potential. Furthem ore one has to take Into acoount that soin—
orbit coupling m ixes the soins, thus the H am itton-m atrix gets o -diagonalelem ents w ithin
the space ofthe spin " and # basis finctions. Spin is not a good quantum num ber anym ore
and the wavefiinctions consist ofboth spin " and spin # contributions. T he soin-orbit m atrix
ekments Eq. () get then additional spin indices and °.
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T herein the spin—-index of the potential is equal to the spin index of the basis function on
the right, since the spin-orbit operator acts on it. T he fact that the potentials are di erent
for the spins, but the basis functions are not, lads to the requirem ent to m ake the m atrix
explicitly hem idan, since the spin-orbit operator is. This a ects only the spin— i m atrix
elem ents.



IIT.RESULTS

In Sec. IIT. A we will sinulate the e ect of Jattice relaxation. This can be achieved
experin entally by di erent substrates, assum ing pssudom oxphic growth. W e w ill show NO -
LM OKE spectra of freestanding Fe (001) m onolayers w ith in-plane lattice constants varied
from a = 24 A, whith is slightly below the value of the nearest-neighbor distance in Cu
focbuk a=256 A, to a = 2776 A, whith is close to the nearest-neighbor distance of Fe
boc buk. For the com parison of the trends of the m agnetic m om ents and the spin-orbit
coupling constants we extend the range of lattice constants from 222 A to 318 A, the latter
corresponding approxin ately to the value ofbcc W . In Sec. ITITB the sam e quantities are
shown for Fem onolayers w ith di erent structures, ie. the foc (111), (001) and (110), which
are schem atically displayed in Fig.d,. The structures are studied for the Cu £ nearest—
neighbor distance a= 256 A and a= 24 A . It should be possibl to get a m easure of the
structural changes from the NOLIM OKE soectra. In Sec. IIIC we will show the In uence
of nanostructuring on the NOLIM OKE spectra by analyzing stripe structures as indicated
in Fig.2. The Fe(111) m onolayer can be interpreted as an array of \zigzag"-stripes. To
reduce the din ension of the structure we vary the distance of the stripes, which is Indicated
by d, where in the case ofd = h the layer is equalto the (111) structure.

A .Fe(001l) m onolayers

Fig.3 showstheNOLM OKE spectra ! ?ITn @ (! ) ofthe Fe(001) m onolayerasa function
on the in-plane Jattice constant. A s analyzed by Pustogowa et al. [/5]w ithin a tight binding
schem e the rstmaximum and the zero arem ainly due to features of the d bands, w hereas
for higher photon energies the rol of the spdands ism ore dom Inant. In particular they
showed that the position ofthe zero is a m easure or the d-band w idth and the height ofthe
m axinum isproportionalto them agneticm om ent. T hus the d bands generate the features
of the spectra in the optical region. In our case the zeros show a clear dependence on the
lattice constant. T he positions shift to lower energies w ith Increasing lattice constant. Since
this point characterizes the dJandw idth, the bandw idth is reduced upon lattice expansion.
From thebandstructure it can also be seen that bands above the range of visble frequencies
are shifted to Iower energies w ith increasing lattice constant, which generates the di erent
slopes In the high-energy part of the spectra. T he height of the m axin a starts to increase
w ith the soin-polarization for lattice constants from 24 A to 258 A . For the larger lattice
constants (@=2.67 and 2.76 A) there are no m ore signi cant changes of the peak height,
as can be seen in the inset of Fig. 3. However, the position of the peaks is shifted in
proportion to the value ofthem agneticm om ents to lower energy values. T he dependence of
them axinum on the m agnetic m om ents agrees w ith previous works [67168], where no clear
dependence of the linearm agneto-optical regoonse on the size of the m agneticm om ents was
found. Additionally, from a tight binding calculation, Pustogowa et al. [75] ound a linear
dependence of the m axinum for m agnetic m om ents between 0 and 25 5, but a sin ilar
behavior form om entsbetween 25 5z and 34 5 .Thedi erence should re ect that In both
calculations the m agnetic m om ents are changed by di erent m echanian s. W hereas in the
tight binding calculations the m agnetic m om ents were a ected by changes of the exchange
coupling constant J, In our case the m agnetic m om ents are varied by changing the lattice



constant, which does not only shift the relative positions of the d subbands, but also their
width.

T he values of the m agnetic m om ents increase w ith Ihcreasing lattice constant. This is
shown in Fig. 4, where the size of the m agnetic moments ( Iled circles) is plotted as a
function of the in-plane lattice constant in unis of . If nterpolated our results agree
very wellw ith calculations by W ang et al. [76], who obtained 3.04 ; for a lattice constant
ofa= 256 A, and wih resultsby Gay and Richter [/7], who obtained 320  fora lattice
constant of a = 2:88 A compared to our results 0£3.08 5 fora= 256 A and 324 ; for
a= 288 A, respectively. N evertheless one has to keep in m ind that the error in them agnetic
mom ents isaround 5% due to the chosen accuracy In our calculations.

In Fig.'4 we also com pare the values of the m agnetic m om ents directly w ith the spin-
orbit coupling constants 52 "" and 52 ## de ned n Eq. @), ie. the pin-orbit coupling
constants for bands w ith d character for " and # soin. These constants are the in portant
ones for m agneto-optics since the ddands exhibit the m agnetic m om ents. Combinations
of the radial functions other than (u;;u;) are of less interest since the radial dependence
of wavefunctions is m ainly describbed by the u;-fiinctions. The plt shows two in portant
properties ofthe coupling constants: (i) T he values Increase w ith decreasing lattice constants
and (i) thedi erencebetween the coupling constantsof" and # spin show a clkardependence
on the m agnetic m om ents. Inspection of the potentials for the di erent lattice constants
show s that the size of the spin-orbit coupling constants is not directly govemed by changes
of the potential, ie. the derivative of the potential show s no changes near the core, where
the largest values of the dervative occur. A s a consequence, the changes of the constants
must be nduced by dhanges of the radial finctions. This is shown In Fig.'§, where the
square of the fiinction u; (r) and the integrand u;dV=dru; de ned ;n Eq. @) are plotted as
a function of the radial distance. The nsets show that the increase of the maximum of
the Integrand, which causes the changes of the coupling constants w ith decreasing lattice
constants, is proportional to the changes of the square ofu; (the m axin a ofboth quantities
are nom alized to one). T hus the changes of the coupling constants are caused by changes
ofthe potentialnearthemu n tin radiusR , which alters the probability ofthe m axin um
ofthe radial functions also close to the nuclei. In addition the dependence ofthe di erences
between the "" and ## coupling constants on the m agnetic m om ents reveals the varation of
the potentialw ith di erent soin-subband occupation and by changing the radial fiinctions
via Eq. (§). For even larger values of the lattice constants the coupling constants should
reach the atom ic value, which is approxin ately 50 m €V . In the case of G g, the spin-orbit
solitting of the 4p electrons in the solid is 043 eV [/8] at the point, a 30% enhancem ent
to the spin-orbi splitting 0f 021 €V in the G e atom . By com paring the wavefiinctions and
potentials n the s0lid and the atom , we nd that this hcrease In the soin-orbit coupling
strength In the solid n Ge is caused by a quite di erent reason. Because of the covalent
bond the charge distribution is not only enhanced between the atom s but also near the
core. Daalderop et al /1] obtained the coupling constants of buk Fe and nd a much
larger di erence between the coupling constants for " and # soin and also the values di er
slightly. Since they used a LM TO oode the di erences should m ainly be due to the di erent
de nitions of the coupling constants resulting from the di erent basis sets used.

In Tab. 1 the values of the additional spin-orbit coupling constants for 1= 1 and 2 and
w ithin the com binationsofthe radial functions (uy;u;) and (u;;u;) are listed. T he dependence
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of the coupling constants Ilm with 1= 1 on the lattice constant di ers signi cantly from the
values for 1= 2. Their changes are m uch m ore pronounced, nam ely the values decrease by
about 40% rather than by only 5% for 1= 2. A Iso a soinpolarization appears only for the
largest value of the Jattice constants whereas it slightly changes for 1= 2. T hese properties
reveal that the p states are much m ore In uenced by the changed binding characteristics.
Though in the case of Fe m onolayers the p band is not occupied and its center is tens
of eV above the Fem idevel, p-states could beoom e accessble by optical excitations via
hybridization w ith low lying s—and plbands of an appropriate substrate such asM o orW .
In these system s the Jarge values of the SO C -constants could, in particular in the case of
pum p-probe fam tosecond soin dynam ic experin ents, signi cantly a ect soin-orbit induced
SoIn— I contrbutions by strong excitations.

In principle contributions related to the radial functions u; should not contrbute sig—
ni cantly since the values of the coe cients B 1, are In general much sn aller than Ay, ,
nevertheless the changes of the coupling constants . should re ect som e features of the

uu

shape of the bands. Since the values for 1= 2 show no spin-polarization, the shape of the
subbands should be nearly equal, also the derivative Increases quite strongly w ith the lattice
constants indicating narrower bands. For 1= 1 the increase is even stronger In agreem ent
wih the values or !, the snaller values compared to 1= 2 re ect stronger dispersed
bands.

A direct com parison of the spectra of the Fe(001) m onolayer for a = 2§76 A ocbtained
within the FLM TO method [f9]and ourFLAPW m ethod in F ig.1§ show s good agreem ent in
the region of Jow photon energies. T he position ofthem axinum isnear1.5 &V in both cases
and the energy where the susceptibility crosses zero is 3 €V . In both calculations the sam e
m odel for the nonlinear m agneto-optical susceptibility was applied. T hus the di erences in
the region of higher photon energies should be an e ect of the di erent ab initio m ethods
and in this special case due to the di erent basis sets. In the LM T O -m ethod the num ber of
basis functions ismuch an aller than n the FLAPW m ethod which leads to a Jack ofbands
high above the Fem idevel unless the caloulations are perform ed for several localization
energies. This is in agreem ent w ith the fact that for soectra which are based on the Fe
buk bandstructure we nd no signi cant di erences in both m ethods also for high photon
energies.

O ur results obtained for the changed lattice constants agree very wellw ith the results by
Pustogowa et al. [64] forthe sam e systam . Since they calculated spectra for lattice constants
larger than 2.76 A their changes of the zero are an aller due to the nonlinear dependence of
the shape of the bands on the lattice constants, which is also re ected by the dependence of
the m agnetic m om ents on the lattice constants in Fig.4. In contrast to their calculations in
our case the position of the m axinum show s a clear dependence on the Jattice constant.

T he optical spectra also depend on the type of approxin ations applied to the calculations
of the elctronic bands. This can be seen in Fi. -'_2, where the spectrum of a Fe(001)
monolayer with a = 2:76 A is calculated using di erent approxin ations for the exchange
correlation potential. W e com pare the generalized gradient approxin ation (GGA ), which is
used for all calculations throughout this work, in the param eterization by Perdew et al. [80]
w ith the local spin density approxin ation (LSDA ) In the param eterization of Perdew and
W ang B1l]. Since GG A corrects for overbinding, the bandw idth should be lowered and thus
the zero should be at Iower energy. In our case the opposite behavior occurs. The LSDA
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values are Iower In energy. The goectra obtained w ith the di erent LSDA approxin ations
show no strong deviations. GGA yields a slightly higher m agnetic m om ent which can be
resoonsible for the higher valie ofthem axin um and the larger valuie of the zero. In general
it is expected that spin-orbit coupling counteracts G G A, since the bandw idth increases by
Fon-orbit induced shifts. But In the case ofthe NOLIM OKE spectra the e ectsof soin-orbit
coupling w hich enters the spectra via the bandstructure are negligble as can be seen in F ig.1§,
where the NOLIM OKE spectrum ofFe(110) is plotted both with and w ithout SOC e ects
on the bandstructure. T his re ects that soin-orbit nduced changes of the eigenenergies only
contrdbute In second order to the spectrum [7Q].

B .Fe(001), (110) und (111) m onolayers

In Figs. 4 and 10 the NOLIM OKE spectra of the Fe(001), (110) and (111) m onolayers
are com pared for the nearestneighbor distance ofCu focbuk, a=256 A, and fora=24 A .
Since the nearestneighbor distance is equal In the di erent structures, the changes reveal
the di erent coordination, which is six in the hexagonal (111) layer, four in the square lattice
(001) and two In the rectangular lattice (110). The di erent coordination determ nes the
area of the twodin ensional (see F ig. 1)) unit cell containing one atom to 2a° ﬁ)rth.ﬁ (110)
structure, a* for (001) and 3?@2 for (111). T he next nearest neighbor distance is~ 2a in
the (110), 2a In the (001) and 3a In the (111) layer.

Forboth nearest-neighbor distances it can be seen that the Jattice w ith the lowest coordi-
nation show s the am oothest spectra, whereas for highest coordination the m ost com plicated
structure appears. This is a general aspect of coordination and can also be ssen in the
bandstructures B2]. Between 0 &V and the zero around 3 to 4 &V the (110) spectrum has
a sinusoidal shape, In the (001) spectra rst a maxinum followed by a shoulder appears,
whereas in the (111) case a dom lnant m aximum is surrounded by two shoulders. The dif-
ferences are m uch m ore pronounced for the an aller nearest-neighbor distance, in the case of
a= 256 A the spectra are closer, as can be seen eg. at the zero point, and it ism ore di cult
to de ne a maxinum . Com paring the positions of the zero for both lattice constants one
notices that the shifts are Jarger for higher coordination. W hereas the zero rem ains m ore
or less constant in the case ofFe(110), it is shifted to lower energies by approx. 02 €V for
Fe(0l) and 04 &V for Fe(l1ll). Thus one can say that the dependence of the spectra on
the Jattice constants is proportional to the coordination.

R oughly the sam eholds forthem agneticm om ents in F igs.I1 and 12. T here them agnetic
m om ents and the spin-orbi coupling constants 5% "" and I ? ## are plotted for three
di erent coordination num bers corresoonding to (111), (001) and (110) layers. T hem agnetic
m om ents ofthe Fe (110) layers change by only approx. 0.1 y com pared to approx. 025 3
for the (111) and (001) m onolayers. A s expected the values of the m agnetic m om ents
Increase w ith Jowered coordination. Com parison of the spin-orbit coupling constants show
that the changes Induced by the di erent coordination are quite sm all com pared to the
changes Induced by di erent nearest-neighbor distances. Thus one can say that n a rst
approxin ation the values ofthe soin-orbit coupling constants depend on the nearest-neighbor
distance and rem ain constant fordi erent coordination. T he values ofthe coupling constants
wih 1= 1 and the combination of the radial functions (u;;u;) con m this since they show
no signi cant changes w ith the coordination as can be seen from Tabs. I and [III.
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C . Stripe structures

The NOLIM OKE spectra of the stripe structures of Fig. 2, are pbtted in Fig.13 for
di erent distances d of the stripes in com parison to the spectrum ofthe Fe(111l) m onolayer,
which can be interpreted as a stripe structure w ith distance d= h (see Fig.2). T he spectra
show no behavior which can be easily interpreted in tem s of the bandw idth, corresponding
to a zero point in the spectra, or the m agnetic m om ent, corresponding to a maxinum at
a certain posiion In the low-energy-regin e. Only the m ore com plicated structure of the
soectra ford > h isclear from the lifting of degeneracies in the bandstructure, which resuls
from the breaking of symm etry. Thus, the number of bands increases for d > h, sihce
there are two nonequivalent atom s in the unit cell, com pared to one for Fe(111). Since the
bandstructures of the di erent stripe structures show no pronounced overall changes, the
di erences in the spectra should be an e ect of the details of the bands.

Ifone rstneglectsthe soectra forthe stripesw ith the Jargest distance (long-dashed line)
the behavior is quite regqular in the sense that the m aximum value of the spectra decreases
w ith increasing distance and that the zero point shifts to Jower energies and reaches zero for
d= h+ 104 A . By drastically increasing the \interstripe" distance to d= h+ 178 A the
NOLIM OKE spectra di er from these trends and exhbi a shape which is sin ilar to the
spectra of the closed lyers in Fig.3,9 and 1(0. This can be interpreted as an oscillatory
behavior of the elctronic structure w ith the distance. The change of the trends for the
distance ofd = h + 178 A can also be dbserved in Fig. 14 for the spin-orbit coupling
constants and m ore or lkss also for the m agnetic m om ents. Since the di erence of their
valies ord= h+ 104 A andd= h+ 178 A isvery anall, reamalnsessntially constant.

The relatively am all changes of the soin-orbit coupling constants with 1= 2 shown in
Fig.14 and Tab.V! in ply the sam e interpretation as in Sec. IIIB for the layers w ith dif-
ferent coordination. In a rst approxin ation the values of the coupling constants rem ain
unchanged and thus their values depend m ainly on the nearest-neighbor distance, which is

xed here by the constant structure of the isolated stripes. Thus, for tailoring the SOC—
constants and the m agnetic m om ents, the choice ofthe substrate w illbem uch m ore e cient
than nanostructuring whilke kegpoing the nearest-neighbor distance constant. N evertheless
nanostructuring can still have a strong e ect on dynam ical properties of the spin and m ag-
netic m om ents, for which the size of the SO C-constants is quite inportant. For certain
island sizes a phase transition from ferro—to superparagnetian w illoccur and a ect the spin
dynam ics.

T he behavior of the coupling constantsw ith 1= 1, which are also listed in Tab.[IV!, show
one di erence. The values are also nearly constant for distances larger than h, but they
show a clear Increase, when the distance changes from d= htod= h+ 046 A, ie. at the
onset of the reduction of the symm etry. Thus the SO C-oconstants of the pbands are not
only much lJargerbut also m uch m ore sensitive to the bond characteristics than the ddands.

C learly further investigations are necessary to understand the strong changes of the
NOLIM OKE spectra for the di erent stripe distances.
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Iv.SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

W e presented resuls for the structuraldependence of the nonlinearm agneto-optics ofFe
m onolayers. Since in our theory the optical dipole-transition m atrix elem ents are approxi-
m ated as constants, we cannot analyze the sym m etry properties of the nonlnear suscepti-
bility tensor. Instead we focused on the spectral dependence of a m agnetic tensor elem ent,
the m agnetic m om ents, and the soin-orbit coupling constants, the latter two re ecting the
m icroscopic origin of m agneto-optics.

In the case ofthe Fe (001) m onolayer-spectrum the characteristic features like the position
ofthe rst zero, which is related to the dband w idth, and the position of the m axin a are
shiffed to lower energies with decreasing lattice constant. The changes are stronger for
an aller lattice constants, which also holds for the m agnetic m om ents and the spoin-orbit
coupling constants. The values of the m axim a, which should be related to the m agnetic
m om ents show no clear trend. The spectra of layers w ith di erent coordination numbers
show characteristic di erences In the shape as well as In the position of the m axinum and
the rst zero. The di erences are m ore pronounced for am aller Jattice constants. R educing
the dim ensionality of the m onolayers, simulated by onedim ensional stripes w ith di erent
\Interstripe"-distances, results in dram atic changes of the spectra. Their shapes show no
sim ilarities w ith the m onolayer soectra any m ore. In contrast the values of the spin-orbic
coupling constants depend In a rst approxin ation only on the nearestneighbor distance.
This was shown for both the Fe m onolayers w ith di erent coordination number and the
onedim ensional stripe structures.

For the Fe(001) m onolayers the SO C -constants show the opposite behavior as the m ag—
netic m om ents, they increase w ith decreasing lattice constants. A s an in portant resul the
di erence between the coupling constants for " and # spin is proportional to the m agnetic
m om ents, caused by the dependence of the potentials on the occupation of the subbands.
T he values of the m agnetic m om ents show results welkknown for itinerant ferrom agnets.
Increasing the lattice constants or decreasing the coordination enhances their values. The
sam e holds for increasing the distances of stripes in the quasitonedin ensional structures.

Our results clearly show the strong dependence ofthe NOLIM O KE soectra on structural
changes and also indicate that the spectral dependence of the m agneto-optical response isa
valuable source of nfom ation on the structure of the nvestigated system .

Future work w ill address the com pletion of our ab inito theory by the optical transition
dipole m atrix elem ents, which is ofm apr im portance not only for the determ ination of ab-
solute signalvaluesbut also for the study of structural dependencies, since the susceptibility
tensor re ects the symm etry ofthe systam . A 1so we w ill investigate structures w ith further
reduced din ensionality, ie. zerodin ensional islands, and apply nonlinear m agneto-optics to
antiferrom agnets.

W e acknow ledge nancial support by D eutsche Forschungsgem einschaft through S 290
and by TM R Network NOM OKE contract No. FM RX-CT 96-0015.
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FIGURES

FIG.1l. Geometry of the di erent layers investigated in this paper. T he twodin ensional unit
cell containing one atom is shown, deduced from the foc lattice n the (110), (001) and (111)

direction .
FIG.2. Channs built by stretching the Fe(l1l) m onolayer as indicated. The unit cell used

for the bandstructure calculation is indicated by the solid rectangl. To sin ulate the chains the
distance d is Increased com pared to h. In the case of d = h the Jayer is equal to the Fe(111)
m onolayer.

FIG.3. NOLIMOKE spectra of Fe(001) m onolayers w ith the lattice constant varying from

a=24A toa= 2J6A .
FIG.4. M agnetic m om ents and spin-orbit coupling constants for Fe(001) m onolayers as a

function ofthe lattice constant. .2 up and 2 dn denote the SO C -constants obtained from the
m atrixelem ents w ithin the spin-combinations "" and ##.

FIG .5. Square of the radial function u; (r) and Integrand u, (r)? dv=dr as a function of the
radiis. In both cases the highest values are nom alized to uniy. The scale of the y-axes in the
Insets are equal, which indicates that changes in the integrand are directly caused by the radial

fiinctions.
FIG.6. NOLIM OKE spectra In the case of a Fe(001) m onolayer obtained by Pustogowa et

al [/5]using an FP-LM TO oode and by the present authors using the FLAPW m ethod.

FIG.7. Comparison of the NOLIM OKE spectra of a Fe(001) m onolayer, obtained by using
GGA [/6], LSDA w ith the param eterization of [77].

FIG.8. Comparison ofthe NOLIM OKE spectra cbtained for the Fe(110) m onolayer w ithout
soh-orbit coupling and w ith band shifts induced by SOC .The e ect 0ofSOC in the wavefunctions

via the optical dipole m atrix elem ents has not been taken into consideration.

FIG.9. NOLIM OKE spectra as a function of the photon energy of the findam ental light for
Fe(001), Fe(110) and Fe(111l) m onolayers using the Cu foc lattice constant a= 256 A .

FIG.10. NOLIM OKE spectra as a function of the photon energy of the fiindam ental light for
Fe(001), Fe(110) and Fe(111) m onolayers using the lattice constant a=24 A .

FIG .11. M agnetic m om ents and spin-orbit coupling constants Ilfuz for the sopin-com binations
"" and ## of the Fe(110), Fe(001) and Fe(11l) m onolayers w ith the nearest-neighbor distance of
Cu fccbuk a= 2:56 A . The values are plotted as a function of the coordination.

FIG .12. M agnetic m om ents and spin-orbit coupling constants Ilfuz for the spin-com binations
"" and ## of the Fe(110), Fe(001) and Fe(l1l) m onolayers w ith the nearestneighbor distance
a= 24 A . Thevalues are plotted as a function of the coordination.

FIG.13. NOLIMOKE spectrum of the di erent stripe structures for distances between the
stripes varying from h toh+ 1:78 A asdescribed in Fig.d.

FIG .14. M agneticm cm ent and spin-orbit coupling constant 111=u2 for the spin-com binations ""

and ## for the di erent stripe structures as a function of their \interstripe" distance d.
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TABLES

TABLE I. Values of the sphh-orbit coupling constants . and 1 with 1= 1;2 for "" and ##

uu uu

soin-com binations for the Fe(001) m onolayer as a function of the lattice constants a between 24

and 2.76 A .
TABLE II. Values of the spin-orbi coupling constants iu and ! wih 1= 1;2 for "" and

uu

## soin-com binations for the Fe(111), Fe(001) and Fe(110) m onolayer w ith the Cu foc bulk near-

est-neighbor distance a= 256 A .
TABLE III. Values of the spin-orbit coupling constants iu and ! wih 1= 1;2 for "" and

uu

## spin-com binations for the Fe(111), Fe(001) and Fe(110) m onolayer w ith the nearest-neighbor

distancea= 24 A .
TABLE IV. Values for the spin-orbit coupling constants ., and : wih 1= 1;2 for "" and

uu uu

## soin-com binations of the stripe structures as a function of the \Interstripe" distance d.
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Tab. 1

EV1] a=240A|a=249A|a=258A|a=267A|a=2.16 A
S 0.40789 | 033736 | 029471 | 026022 | 029714
o 041127 | 033583 | 029551 | 026304 | 031008
Lo 0.00082 | 0.00018 | 0.00061 | 0.00128 | 0.00601
L 0.00115 | 0.00041 | 0.00102 | 0.00186 | 0.00697
Fzomm 0.06182 | 0.06039 | 0.05941 | 0.05865 | 0.05909
o 0.06321 | 0.06193 | 0.06140 | 0.06091 | 0.06095
o 001372 | 0.01604 | 0.01868 | 0.02164 | 0.02459
i 0.01385 | 0.01621 | 0.01883 | 0.02175 | 0.02489
Tab. 2
BV ] Fe(l11) Fe(001) Fe(110)
e 0.34339 0.34822 034601
o 35 035045 035664 035519
s 0.00244 0.00262 0.00252
L 0.00299 0.00322 0.00316
sz 0.05989 0.06058 0.06023
o 0.06191 0.06220 0.06207
A 0.01807 0.01784 0.01790
o 001818 0.01802 0.01802
Tab. 3
BV ] Fe(l11) Fe(001) Fe(110)
Lo 040746 0.40789 0.40900
o 3 0.41047 041127 0.41360
Shomm 0.00084 0.00082 0.00086
sl 0.00114 0.00115 0.00123
sz 0.06175 0.06183 0.06176
o 0.06305 0.06321 0.06350
A 0.01380 0.01372 0.01370
i 0.01392 0.01385 001378
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d=h |d=h+ 046A|d=h+ 104A|d=h+ 1J8A
0.35653 038331 0.38857 0.38502
0.35388 0.38784 039421 0.39004
0.00008 0.00127 0.00146 0.00130
0.00022 0.00166 0.00189 0.00171
0.06063 0.06105 0.06120 0.06085
0.06261 0.06277 0.06290 0.06239
0.01518 0.01507 0.01502 0.01504
0.01523 0.01519 001514 0.01519q
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