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Abstract

W e calculate the nonlinear m agneto-optical response of free-standing fcc

(001),(110) and (111) oriented Fe m onolayers. The bandstructures are de-

term ined from �rstprinciplesusing a full-potentialLAPW m ethod with the

additionalim plem entation ofspin-orbitcoupling. The variation ofthe spin-

orbitcoupling strength and thenonlinearm agneto-opticalspectra upon layer

orientation areinvestigated.W e�nd characteristic di�erenceswhich indicate

an enhanced sensitivity ofnonlinearm agneto-opticstosurfaceorientation and

variation ofthe in-plane lattice constants. In particular the crossover from

onedim ensionalstripe structuresto twodim ensional�lm sof(111) layers ex-

hibitsa clean signature in the nonlinear K err-spectra and dem onstrates the

versatility ofnonlinearm agneto-opticsasa toolforin situ thin-�lm analysis.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The Nonlinear M agneto-OpticalKerr e�ect (NOLIM OKE) is a unique opticaltoolto

analyzethin-�lm system s,sinceitisexclusively generated atsurfacesand interfaces,where

the localinversion sym m etry isbroken [1].Therefore ishasattracted considerable interest

in recent research on interface m agnetism [2{10]. In thispaperwe investigate the depen-

dence ofthe nonlinear m agneto-opticalKerr-spectra and their m icroscopic origin [11]{

the spin-orbitcoupling (SOC)and the m agnetic m om ent{ ofFe m onolayerson structural

changes. In particularthe e�ectsofdi�erentin-plane lattice constants,di�erentcoordina-

tion and onedim ensionalstripestructuresarestudied.Theresultswere obtained using the

fullpotentiallinearized augm ented plane wave (FLAPW ) m ethod W IEN95 [12]with the

additionally perform ed im plem entation ofspin-orbitcoupling.

Two featuresareresponsibleforthestrong interestin m agneticthin �lm s:(i)them ag-

neticpropertiesstrongly depend on structuralchangesand (ii)thespin-orbitinduced e�ects

likem agneticanisotropy and giantm agnetoresistence(GM R)arem uch largerin low dim en-

sionalsystem s. W hereas the m agnetic anisotropy is in generallarger in twodim ensional

system sdue to the reduced sym m etry and thusa di�erentcrystalpotential,the change of

the m agnetic m om ents isgenerated by the m agneto-volum e e�ect,i.e. the dependence of

the m agnetic m om ent on the atom ic volum e [13{16]. The latter is a�ected by the di�er-

encesbetween theequilibrium latticeconstantsofsubstrate and overlayerand theinduced

overlayer structures. One ofthe m ost striking exam ples is the Fe/Cu(001) system which

showsarich m agneticphasediagram in therangefrom 1 to11 m onolayers[17{19].Therein

heavily distorted fcc structures appear. The interlayer distances are relaxed (resulting in

a fctstructure)and shiftsofthe atom ic positionsin and perpendicularto the layerplane

occur [20]. Also the in-plane lattice constants ofconsecutive layers are relaxed. For the

Fe/Cu(001)system experim ents[6]con�rm ed the sensitivity ofNOLIM OKE on structural

changesofthetop layer.

Since allthese e�ectstake place in con�gurationswith only a few m onolayersitispos-

sible to obtain them directly by ab initio m ethods. A lot ofcalculations were done for

freestanding and supported m onolayers,m ostofthem aim ing atthe com putation ofm ag-

neticanisotropy.For3dtransition m etalsthee�ectsofhybridization with thesubstrate[21],

di�erentcoordination and d-band �lling [22,23],thestability ofthem onolayerfordi�erent

m agnetic con�gurations,such as ferrom agnetic,antiferrom agnetic or canted spin [24{26],

and superstructures[27]werecalculated from �rstprinciples.

Since the theoreticalprediction ofthe sensitivity ofnonlinear optics to surface m ag-

netism [28{30]and the �rstexperim ents[2,3]theapplicability ofNOLIM OKE to thin �lm

system s hasbeen dem onstrated forseveralphenom ena. Due to the factthatSHG isalso

generated atburied interfaces,propertiesofdi�erentinterfacesin m ultilayersystem scould

be separated [31,32]. For that purpose it was im portant that the size ofthe nonlinear

m agneto-opticale�ects,nam ely thenonlinearKerrrotation,isstrongly increased com pared

to linear optics [33,34]. These m easurem ents also show a dependence on interface rough-

ness [35]. By direct com parison oflinear and nonlinear M OKE,changes ofthe m agnetic

propertiesofthetopm ostlayerduring thegrowth processweredetected fortheCo/Cu(001)

system [36],since NOLIM OKE is sensitive to the surface and interlayer only while linear

M OKE integratesoverthem agnetism ofalllayers.Alsoquantum wellstateswhich occurin
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sandwich structurescould beresolved.Thishasbeen shown both experim entally [9,37{39]

and theoretically [7],by exploiting the fact that NOLIM OKE spectra reect characteris-

tic features ofthe bandstructures [40]. Recent work predicted that even the inuence of

surfaceantiferrom agnetism on theopticalsignalcan beresolved by thenonlinearm agneto-

opticalKerr-e�ect(NOLIM OKE)[8]. Thishasalready been shown before forSHG ofthe

antiferrom agneticnon-inversion sym m etric bulk Cr2O 3 [41,42].

OnefurtherpotentialofSHG,which to ourknowledgehasnotbeen applied to m agnetic

system ssofar,isthestronglyenhancedsensitivitytosubm onolayercoverages[43,44].Second

harm onic generation by sm allparticles is enhanced by local-�eld e�ects. In the case of

clustersdeposited on asubstratethisgivesrisetosignalsforparticlesizesaround 1nm [45],

which isfarbeyond theresolution lim itoflinearoptics.Forsphericalparticlesthee�ectsof

local-�eldenhancem entarewellknown bythelinearM ietheory[46].Extensionstononlinear

optics[47]show an enhanced sensitivity ofthe size-dependentresonancescom pared to the

linearcase[48].In thecaseof3d transition-m etaloverlayersitshould bepossibleto resolve

nanostructures ofnm size with low density by m aking use ofthe subm onolayer coverage

sensitivity ofSHG and the di�erent in-plane sym m etries ofthe nanostructures and the

substrate.From theexperim entalpointofview thepreparation ofnanostructurescan now

beachieved bystateofthearttechniquessuch asm olecularbeam epitaxyvaryingthegrowth

param eters(e.g.thedeposition rateorthetem perature[49,50]).

So farcalculationsofSHG generated by m etalsurfacesare m ainly restricted to sim ple

and noblem etalswhich arewelldescribed bythem odelofafreeelectron gas.Thesesystem s

were intensely studied by Liebsch and coworkers[51{53]. They also calculated anisotropic

contributions [54{56]and the inuence ofsteps [57{59]and obtain good agreem ent with

experim ent.Otherauthorsstudied thechangeoftheSHG yield in thepresenceofadsorbates

on sim ple m etalsurfaces within density functionaltheory [60{62]. Forthese nonm agnetic

system stheintraband transitionsshow strongercontributionsthan theinterband transition.

Thusa betterm odelforthescreening e�ectsisnecessary,whereasin thecaseoftransition

m etalstheresponse ism ainly dueto interband transitions.Then theintraband e�ectscan

beadded byapplyingaDrudem odelusingexperim entalparam eters[63].Calculationsofthe

linearm agneto-opticalKerr-e�ect(M OKE)indicatethatab initio m ethodsincluding spin-

orbitcouplingand an highly accuratedeterm ination ofthedipoletransition m atrixelem ents

are necessary to obtain m agneto-opticalspectra which can be com pared to experim ental

values[63{65].To som eextentthiswasrealized fornonlinearm agneto-opticsby Pustogowa

et al.[66]. In their work the Kerr spectra ofFe �lm s with one to seven layers and the

dependenceoftheKerr-spectra ofaFe(001)m onolayeron thein-planelatticeconstanthave

been calculated by determ ining theelectronicbandswithin a fullpotentiallinearm u�n tin

orbital(FP-LM TO)code. Spin-orbitcoupling wastreated within �rst-orderperturbation

theory and theopticalm atrix elem entswereapproxim ated asconstants.

HerewewillusetheFLAPW m ethodandgobeyond thisworkwithin tworespects:di�er-

entorientationsofFe-m onolayers((001),(110),(111)offcc)areinvestigated and,apartfrom

the Kerr-spectra and the m agnetic m om ents,we focuson the spin-orbitcoupling strength

and itsstructuraldependence. Though m icroscopically both spin-orbitcoupling and spin-

polarization arenecessary to generatem agneto-opticalresponse,spin-orbitcoupling playsa

specialrole,sincethespin-orbitcoupling strength isdirectly proportionalto thesizeofthe

m agneto-opticalKerre�ect.Thisisknown from studiesoflinearM OKE [67,68].Thuse.g.
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theKerr-rotation ofan Fe/Ptsystem ism uch largerthan thatofan Felayer,sincethelarge

spin-orbitcoupling ofPtcontributes via hybridization with the m agnetic Fe-layer[64,69].

Thisknowledge isim portantforapplicationsin storage technology,where m agneto-optics

is applied in a con�guration,where a perpendicular easy axis in com bination with an in-

creased Kerr-rotation ispreferred.In contrastto thespin-orbitcoupling thedependenceon

them agneticm om entisrathercom plicated.Neverthelesslittleisknown aboutthespin-orbit

coupling constantsofthin �lm system scontrary to theirm agneticm om ents.

In our work the opticalspectra are determ ined by using the sam e approxim ations as

in [66],i.e.them atrix elem entsaretaken asconstantsand thee�ectsofspin-orbitcoupling

in thewavefunctionsaretreated within �rst-orderperturbation theory.Sincethespin-orbit

induced changesofthe wavefunctions yield �rst-ordere�ects[70]while spin-orbitinduced

shifts ofthe eigenenergies give rise to second-order e�ects,we neglect spin-orbit coupling

in the calculations ofthe electronic bands,which are obtained from �rst principles. The

validity ofthisapproach willbeshown below.

By thechoiceoftheinvestigated m onolayers,wewantto study severalaspectsofstruc-

turalchanges. Firstly, we investigate the inuence of relaxation of the in-plane lattice

constant,which isvaried overa widerangefortheFe(001)m onolayer.Secondly,substrates

ofdi�erent orientations are sim ulated by com paring the results for the Fe(001),Fe(110)

and Fe(111)m onolayers,which also revealsthe role ofcoordination. These structuresare

deduced from thebulk fcclattice.Two latticeconstantsareconsidered,thelatticeconstant

induced by Cu fcc bulk and an even sm allervalue. Thirdly,the role ofnanostructuring is

studied forregulararraysofstripes,which can becreated by viewing theclosed m onolayer

asa regulararray ofchainsand then relaxing the distance between the chains. Although

thisstructure isratherarti�cial,itrevealsthee�ectofreducing thedim ension ofthelayer

in a second direction.Also wecom pareourresultswith previouscalculations.

Future work willaddress the calculation ofthe opticaldipole m atrix elem ents to get

the fullinform ation on the size ofthe NOLIM OKE spectra and to exploit the sym m etry

propertiesofthesystem s,which willbeofspecialinterestin thecalculation ofspecialnanos-

tructures like triangularislands. This includes the determ ination ofthe lateralresolution

lim itofnonlinearoptics.

Thepaperisorganized asfollows:In Sec.II,wewilloutlinethetheory forthenonlinear

m agneto-opticalresponse and our m ethod to calculate the spin-orbit coupling. Then the

result part follows,which is divided into three subsections (Secs.III A,B,C),each for

the com parison ofdi�erent characteristic changes ofthe structures. The paperends with

sum m ary and outlook (Sec.IV).
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II.T H EO RY

W ithin the electric-dipole approxim ation the polarization P ofthe m edium can be ex-

panded in term softheincident�eld E as

Pi = �
(1)

ij E j + �
(2)

ijkE jE k + ::: ;

where�(1) and �(2) arethelinearand second harm onicsusceptibilities[1].W ecalculatethe

nonlinearm agneto-opticalresponsewithin thetheoreticalfram ework introduced by H�ubner

and Bennem ann [29]and obtain the nonlinearsusceptibility in the electric dipole approxi-

m ation as

�
(2)

ijk (2q;2!)=
�ie3

2q3


X

k;l;l0;l00

fhk + 2q;l00jijk;lihk;ljjjk + q;l
0ihk + q;l

0jkjk + 2q;l00i

�

f(E
k+ 2q;l00)�f(E k+ q;l0)

E
k+ 2q;l00�E k+ q;l0��h!+ i�h� 1

�
f(E

k+ q;l0)�f(E k;l)

E
k+ q;l0�E k;l��h!+ i�h� 1

E k+ 2q;l00 � E kl� 2�h! + i2�h�1

9
>=

>;
: (1)

Theindicesi,j,k run overx,y and z.In previouscalculations[66]thewave-functionsand

theband energieswerecalculated neglectingspin-orbitcoupling.Instead spin-orbitcoupling

wastaken asa perturbation and the productofthe three m atrix elem entswere calculated

using �rstorderperturbation theory to yield

�so

�h!
hk + 2q;l00jijk;lihk;ljjjk + q;l

0ihk + q;l
0jkjk + 2q;l00i (2)

wherethewavefunctionsand energiesdo notcontain spin-orbitcoupling and thespin-orbit

coupling constantistaken from theatom icvalueofthespin-polarized d-bands.Them atrix

elem entsareapproxim ated asconstants.Thisapproach includesexplicitinversion sym m etry

breaking but m akes it im possible to distinguish the di�erent elem ents ofthe tensor �ijk.

Neverthelesstheresulting nonlinearsusceptibility

�
(2)(2qk;2!;M )=

C 3e3qka




�so

�h!

X

�

X

k;l;l0;l00

f(E k+ 2q
k
;l00� )�f(E k+ q

k
;l0� )

E k+ 2q
k
;l00� �E k+ q

k
;l0� ��h!+ i�h� 1

�
f(E k+ q

k
;l0� )�f(E k;l� )

E k+ q
k
;l0� �E k;l���h!+ i�h� 1

E k+ 2qk;l
00� � E kl� � 2�h! + i2�h�1

;

(3)

reects the spectraldependence ofa m agnetic tensor elem ent, since spin-orbit coupling

entersin �rstorder.Nonm agnetictensorelem ents(and alleven ordertensorelem ents)also

consistofthezeroth order(and thecorrespondinghighereven orders)in spin-orbitcoupling.

Thus they do not contribute to m agneto-optics within �rst order and yield larger values.

Dueto ourapproxim ationsweadd in Eq.(3)a spin index �,drop theindiceswhich specify

thetensorelem entsand add thefactorC 3 originated by theapproxim atesizeofthem atrix

elem ents.

Thesusceptibility isexclusively builton interband transitions.W ewillusethisapprox-

im ation throughoutthispaper,sinceinterband resonancesdom inatetheopticalresponseof
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m etallicsystem s.Thusin ourcasewewillcallthedependenceof!2Im �(2)(!)on thephoton

energy NOLIM OKE \spectra".Fordetailswereferto [66].

Calculationsincluding spin-orbitcoupling willonly a�ecttheband-energiesE k,because

the factor �so describes the e�ect ofSOC in the wavefunctions and the m atrix elem ents,

which areincluded in �(2) asconstantsC,arenotcalculated explicitly.

In thiswork thebandstructuresareobtained from �rstprinciplesusing thefullpotential

linearaugm ented planewave(FLAPW )m ethodW IEN95[12].Additionallyweim plem ented

spin-orbitcoupling in a second variationalstep as described e.g. by [21,71,72]. Afterthe

self-consistent determ ination ofthe wavefunctions and eigenenergies (quantities which are

obtained self-consistently without SOC are m arked by a su�x \sc" in the following) the

Ham iltonian m atrix isdeterm ined including spin-orbitcoupling

X

ij

D

�
sc

ki
jH sc+ H soj�

sc

kj

E

=
X

ij

�(q)�i(q)
D

�
sc

ki
j�sckj

E

to obtain theeigenfunctions

 (q)=
X

n

�n(q)�kn q = 1;2;:::

and thecorresponding eigenenergies�(q)shifted by spin-orbitcoupling (qistheindex ofthe

eigenenergiesand �n(q)isthecoe�cientofthen-th basis-function in theq-th eigenfunction).

Here,spin-orbitcouplingisnotcalculated selfconsistently,especially thebasisfunctionsare

nota�ected bySOC.Theprocedureisknown toyield goodagreem entwith exactresults[73].

To determ ine thespin-orbitpartoftheHam iltonian thebasisfunctionsoftheFLAPW

m ethod havetobetaken intoaccount.Thebasissetconsistsofthestandard basisfunctions

�ki =

8
<

:

P

lm

[A lm (ki)ul(r;E l)+ B lm (ki)_ul(r;E l)]Ylm r< R m t

1p
!
eikir r> R m t

(4)

and the so called localorbitals,which are introduced to describe the low lying sem i-core

states[72,74]

�
LO

ki
=

8
<

:

P

lm

[A lm (ki)ul(r;E l)+ B lm (ki)_ul(r;E l)+ Clm (ki)ûl(r;E 2)]Ylm r< R m t

0 r> R m t

: (5)

and are included for alll-values for which sem i-core states appear (R m t is the m u�n tin

radius).Theradialfunctionsareobtained from theSchr�odingerequation

"

�
2

r

@

@r
�

@2

@r2
+
l(l+ 1)

r2
+ V

�(r)

#

u
�
l(r)= E

�
lu

�
l(r); (6)

wherethelocalization energiesE �
l arechosen to beatthecenteroftheband.

Thespin-orbitoperator

H so =
�2

2
s�

�
~r V � p

�

(� isthe�nestructureconstant)isapplied in thesphericalapproxim ation:
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~r V =
r

r

@V

@r

@V

@r
� 0; r > R m t ;

since the gradientofthe potentialyield itslargestcontributions nearthe core,where the

potentialisalm ostspherical.Thisyields

H so =
�2

2
s� (r� p)

1

r

@V

@r
=
�2

2
s� L

1

r

@V

@r
:

Thespin-orbitm atrix elem ents

D

�
sc

ki
jH soj�

sc

kj

E

=

Z

r< R m t

dr�
sc�
ki

 
�2

2
s� L

1

r

@V

@r

!

�
sc

kj
(7)

�Z

r> R m t

dr�
sc�
ki
H so�

sc

kj
� 0

�

arecalculated by separating theangularand radialparts.Thisyields

=
X

lm m 0

f�luuA
�
lm (ki)A lm 0(kj)+

�l
_u _uB

�
lm (ki)B lm 0(kj)+

�lu _u[A
�
lm (ki)B lm 0(kj)+ B

�
lm (ki)A lm 0(kj)]g

�

�

�

�
�
�
�

Z

d
Y �
lm (̂r)s� LYlm 0 (̂r)

�
�
�
��

0

�

with thespin-orbitcoupling constants

�
l
uu �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dru
�
l (r)r

@V�0

@r
u
�0

l (r)

�
l
u _u �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dru
�
l (r)r

@V�0

@r
_u�

0

l (r) (8)

�
l
_u _u �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dr _u�l (r)r
@V�0

@r
_u�

0

l (r)

and thespin-orbitcoupling constantsincluding localorbitalfunctions:

�
l
ûû �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dr û
�
l (r)r

@V�0

@r
û
�0

l (r)

�
l
ûu �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dr û
�
l (r)r

@V�0

@r
u
�0

l (r) (9)

�
l
û _u �

�2

2

Z

r< R m t

dr û
�
l (r)r

@V�0

@r
_u�

0

l (r)

Thuswegetthree(six when localorbitalsareinvolved)spin-orbitcouplingconstantsforone

l-valuewhich areform ed by a radialintegralovertheradialpartofthebasisfunctionsand
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the radialderivative ofthe potential. Furtherm ore one hasto take into accountthatspin-

orbitcoupling m ixesthespins,thustheHam ilton-m atrix getso�-diagonalelem entswithin

thespaceofthespin " and # basisfunctions.Spin isnota good quantum num beranym ore

and thewavefunctionsconsistofboth spin "and spin #contributions.Thespin-orbitm atrix

elem entsEq.(7)getthen additionalspin indices� and �0.

D

�
sc

ki;�
jH soj�

sc

kj;�
0

E

=

Z

r< R m t

dr�
sc�
ki;�

 
�2

2
s� L

1

r

@V�0

@r

!

�
sc

kj;�
0 (10)

Therein the spin-index ofthe potentialisequalto the spin index ofthe basisfunction on

theright,sincethespin-orbitoperatoractson it.Thefactthatthepotentialsaredi�erent

forthespins,butthebasisfunctionsarenot,leadsto the requirem entto m ake the m atrix

explicitly herm itian,since the spin-orbitoperatoris. Thisa�ectsonly the spin-ip m atrix

elem ents.
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III.R ESU LT S

In Sec.III.A we willsim ulate the e�ect oflattice relaxation. This can be achieved

experim entally by di�erentsubstrates,assum ing pseudom orphicgrowth.W ewillshow NO-

LIM OKE spectra offree-standing Fe(001)m onolayerswith in-planelatticeconstantsvaried

from a = 2:4 �A,which is slightly below the value ofthe nearest-neighbor distance in Cu

fcc bulk a=2.56 �A,to a = 2:76 �A,which is close to the nearest-neighbor distance ofFe

bcc bulk. For the com parison ofthe trends ofthe m agnetic m om ents and the spin-orbit

coupling constantsweextend therangeoflatticeconstantsfrom 2.22�A to3.18�A,thelatter

corresponding approxim ately to the value ofbcc W .In Sec.III.B the sam e quantitiesare

shown forFem onolayerswith di�erentstructures,i.e.thefcc(111),(001)and (110),which

are schem atically displayed in Fig.1. The structures are studied for the Cu fcc nearest-

neighbordistance a=2.56 �A and a = 2:4 �A . Itshould be possible to geta m easure ofthe

structuralchangesfrom the NOLIM OKE spectra. In Sec.III.C we willshow the inuence

ofnanostructuring on the NOLIM OKE spectra by analyzing stripe structuresasindicated

in Fig.2. The Fe(111)m onolayer can be interpreted asan array of\zig-zag"-stripes. To

reducethedim ension ofthestructurewevary thedistanceofthestripes,which isindicated

by d,wherein thecaseofd = h thelayerisequalto the(111)structure.

A .Fe(001) m onolayers

Fig.3showstheNOLIM OKE spectra!2Im �(2)(!)oftheFe(001)m onolayerasafunction

on thein-planelatticeconstant.Asanalyzed by Pustogowa etal.[75]within atightbinding

schem e the�rstm axim um and thezero arem ainly dueto featuresofthed bands,whereas

forhigherphoton energiesthe role ofthe s-p-bandsism ore dom inant. In particularthey

showed thattheposition ofthezero isa m easureforthed-band width and theheightofthe

m axim um isproportionalto them agneticm om ent.Thusthed bandsgeneratethefeatures

ofthe spectra in the opticalregion. In ourcase the zerosshow a cleardependence on the

latticeconstant.Thepositionsshifttolowerenergieswith increasing latticeconstant.Since

thispointcharacterizesthed-bandwidth,thebandwidth isreduced upon latticeexpansion.

From thebandstructureitcan alsobeseen thatbandsabovetherangeofvisiblefrequencies

are shifted to lowerenergieswith increasing lattice constant,which generatesthe di�erent

slopesin the high-energy partofthe spectra. The heightofthe m axim a startsto increase

with thespin-polarization forlatticeconstantsfrom 2.4 �A to 2.58 �A .Forthelargerlattice

constants (a=2.67 and 2.76 �A) there are no m ore signi�cant changes ofthe peak height,

as can be seen in the inset ofFig.3. However, the position ofthe peaks is shifted in

proportion tothevalueofthem agneticm om entstolowerenergy values.Thedependenceof

them axim um on them agneticm om entsagreeswith previousworks[67,68],whereno clear

dependenceofthelinearm agneto-opticalresponseon thesizeofthem agneticm om entswas

found. Additionally,from a tightbinding calculation,Pustogowa etal.[75]found a linear

dependence ofthe m axim um for m agnetic m om ents between 0 and 2.5 �B ,but a sim ilar

behaviorform om entsbetween 2.5�B and 3.4�B .Thedi�erenceshould reectthatin both

calculationsthe m agnetic m om entsare changed by di�erentm echanism s. W hereasin the

tightbinding calculationsthem agnetic m om entswere a�ected by changesofthe exchange

coupling constantJ,in ourcase the m agnetic m om entsare varied by changing the lattice
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constant,which doesnotonly shiftthe relative positionsofthe d subbands,butalso their

width.

The valuesofthe m agnetic m om ents increase with increasing lattice constant. Thisis

shown in Fig.4,where the size ofthe m agnetic m om ents (�lled circles) is plotted as a

function ofthe in-plane lattice constant in units of�B. Ifinterpolated our results agree

very wellwith calculationsby W ang etal.[76],who obtained 3.04�B fora lattice constant

ofa = 2:56 �A,and with resultsby Gay and Richter[77],who obtained 3:20�B fora lattice

constantofa = 2:88 �A com pared to ourresultsof3.08 �B fora = 2:56 �A and 3.24�B for

a = 2:88�A,respectively.Neverthelessonehastokeep in m ind thattheerrorin them agnetic

m om entsisaround �5% dueto thechosen accuracy in ourcalculations.

In Fig.4 we also com pare the valuesofthe m agnetic m om ents directly with the spin-

orbitcoupling constants�l= 2uu "" and �l= 2uu ## de�ned in Eq.(8),i.e.thespin-orbitcoupling

constantsforbandswith d characterfor" and # spin. These constantsare the im portant

ones for m agneto-optics since the d-bands exhibit the m agnetic m om ents. Com binations

ofthe radialfunctions other than (ul;ul) are ofless interest since the radialdependence

ofwavefunctions is m ainly described by the ul-functions. The plot shows two im portant

propertiesofthecouplingconstants:(i)Thevaluesincreasewith decreasinglatticeconstants

and(ii)thedi�erencebetween thecouplingconstantsof"and#spinshow acleardependence

on the m agnetic m om ents. Inspection ofthe potentials for the di�erent lattice constants

showsthatthesizeofthespin-orbitcoupling constantsisnotdirectly governed by changes

ofthe potential,i.e. the derivative ofthe potentialshowsno changesnearthe core,where

the largestvaluesofthe derivative occur. Asa consequence,the changesofthe constants

m ust be induced by changes ofthe radialfunctions. This is shown in Fig.5,where the

square ofthe function ul(r)and the integrand uldV=drul de�ned in Eq.(8)are plotted as

a function ofthe radialdistance. The insets show that the increase ofthe m axim um of

the integrand,which causes the changes ofthe coupling constants with decreasing lattice

constants,isproportionalto thechangesofthesquareoful(them axim a ofboth quantities

are norm alized to one).Thusthe changesofthe coupling constantsare caused by changes

ofthepotentialnearthem u�n tin radiusR m t,which alterstheprobability ofthem axim um

oftheradialfunctionsalso closeto thenuclei.In addition thedependenceofthedi�erences

between the"" and ## coupling constantson them agneticm om entsrevealsthevariation of

the potentialwith di�erentspin-subband occupation and by changing the radialfunctions

via Eq.(6). Foreven largervalues ofthe lattice constants the coupling constants should

reach the atom ic value,which isapproxim ately 50 m eV.In the case ofGe,the spin-orbit

splitting ofthe 4p electronsin thesolid is0.43 eV [78]atthe� point,a 30% enhancem ent

to thespin-orbitsplitting of0.21 eV in theGeatom .By com paring thewavefunctionsand

potentials in the solid and the atom ,we �nd thatthisincrease in the spin-orbit coupling

strength in the solid in Ge is caused by a quite di�erent reason. Because ofthe covalent

bond the charge distribution is not only enhanced between the atom s but also near the

core. Daalderop et al[71]obtained the coupling constants ofbulk Fe and �nd a m uch

largerdi�erence between the coupling constantsfor" and # spin and also the valuesdi�er

slightly.Sincethey used a LM TO codethedi�erencesshould m ainly bedueto thedi�erent

de�nitionsofthecoupling constantsresulting from thedi�erentbasissetsused.

In Tab.Ithe valuesofthe additionalspin-orbitcoupling constantsforl= 1 and 2 and

withinthecom binationsoftheradialfunctions(ul;ul)and(_ul;_ul)arelisted.Thedependence
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ofthecoupling constants�luu with l= 1 on thelatticeconstantdi�erssigni�cantly from the

valuesforl= 2.Theirchangesarem uch m ore pronounced,nam ely the valuesdecrease by

about40% ratherthan by only 5% forl= 2.Also a spin-polarization appearsonly forthe

largestvalueofthelatticeconstantswhereasitslightly changesforl= 2.Theseproperties

revealthatthe p statesare m uch m ore inuenced by the changed binding characteristics.

Though in the case ofFe m onolayers the p band is not occupied and its center is tens

ofeV above the Ferm i-level, p-states could becom e accessible by opticalexcitations via

hybridization with low lying s-and p-bandsofan appropriate substrate such asM o orW .

In these system s the large valuesofthe SOC-constants could,in particularin the case of

pum p-probe fem tosecond spin dynam ic experim ents,signi�cantly a�ectspin-orbitinduced

spin-ip contributionsby strong excitations.

In principle contributions related to the radialfunctions _ul should not contribute sig-

ni�cantly since the values ofthe coe�cients B lm are in generalm uch sm aller than A lm ,

nevertheless the changes ofthe coupling constants �l
_u _u should reectsom e featuresofthe

shape ofthe bands. Since the valuesforl= 2 show no spin-polarization,the shape ofthe

subbandsshould benearly equal,alsothederivativeincreasesquitestrongly with thelattice

constantsindicating narrowerbands. Forl= 1 the increase iseven strongerin agreem ent

with the values for �l= 1uu ,the sm aller values com pared to l= 2 reect stronger dispersed

bands.

A direct com parison ofthe spectra ofthe Fe(001)m onolayer fora = 2:76 �A obtained

within theFLM TO m ethod [79]and ourFLAPW m ethod in Fig.6showsgood agreem entin

theregion oflow photon energies.Theposition ofthem axim um isnear1.5eV in both cases

and theenergy where thesusceptibility crosseszero is3 eV.In both calculationsthe sam e

m odelforthenonlinearm agneto-opticalsusceptibility wasapplied.Thusthedi�erencesin

the region ofhigherphoton energiesshould be an e�ectofthe di�erentab initio m ethods

and in thisspecialcasedueto thedi�erentbasissets.In theLM TO-m ethod thenum berof

basisfunctionsism uch sm allerthan in theFLAPW m ethod which leadsto a lack ofbands

high above the Ferm i-levelunless the calculations are perform ed for severallocalization

energies. This is in agreem ent with the fact that for spectra which are based on the Fe

bulk bandstructure we �nd no signi�cantdi�erencesin both m ethodsalso forhigh photon

energies.

Ourresultsobtained forthechanged latticeconstantsagreevery wellwith theresultsby

Pustogowaetal.[66]forthesam esystem .Sincethey calculated spectraforlatticeconstants

largerthan 2.76 �A theirchangesofthezero aresm allerdueto thenonlineardependence of

theshapeofthebandson thelatticeconstants,which isalso reected by thedependenceof

them agneticm om entson thelatticeconstantsin Fig.4.In contrastto theircalculationsin

ourcasetheposition ofthem axim um showsa cleardependenceon thelatticeconstant.

Theopticalspectraalsodepend on thetypeofapproxim ationsapplied tothecalculations

of the electronic bands. This can be seen in Fig.7, where the spectrum of a Fe(001)

m onolayer with a = 2:76 �A is calculated using di�erent approxim ations for the exchange

correlation potential.W ecom parethegeneralized gradientapproxim ation (GGA),which is

used forallcalculationsthroughoutthiswork,in theparam eterization by Perdew etal.[80]

with the localspin density approxim ation (LSDA)in the param eterization ofPerdew and

W ang [81].SinceGGA correctsforoverbinding,thebandwidth should belowered and thus

the zero should be atlowerenergy. In ourcase the opposite behavioroccurs. The LSDA
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valuesare lowerin energy. The spectra obtained with the di�erentLSDA approxim ations

show no strong deviations. GGA yields a slightly higher m agnetic m om ent which can be

responsibleforthehighervalueofthem axim um and thelargervalueofthezero.In general

itisexpected thatspin-orbitcoupling counteractsGGA,since the bandwidth increasesby

spin-orbitinduced shifts.Butin thecaseoftheNOLIM OKE spectrathee�ectsofspin-orbit

couplingwhich entersthespectraviathebandstructurearenegligibleascanbeseen inFig.8,

where the NOLIM OKE spectrum ofFe(110)isplotted both with and withoutSOC e�ects

on thebandstructure.Thisreectsthatspin-orbitinduced changesoftheeigenenergiesonly

contributein second orderto thespectrum [70].

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

In Figs.9 and 10 the NOLIM OKE spectra ofthe Fe(001),(110)and (111)m onolayers

arecom pared forthenearest-neighbordistanceofCu fccbulk,a=2.56 �A,and fora=2.4 �A .

Since the nearest-neighbordistance isequalin the di�erentstructures,the changesreveal

thedi�erentcoordination,which issixin thehexagonal(111)layer,fourin thesquarelattice

(001)and two in the rectangularlattice (110). The di�erent coordination determ ines the

area ofthetwodim ensional(seeFig.1)unitcellcontaining oneatom to
p
2a2 forthe(110)

structure,a2 for(001)and
p
3=2a2 for(111).Thenextnearestneighbordistanceis

p
2a in

the(110),2a in the(001)and
p
3a in the(111)layer.

Forboth nearest-neighbordistancesitcan beseen thatthelatticewith thelowestcoordi-

nation showsthesm oothestspectra,whereasforhighestcoordination them ostcom plicated

structure appears. This is a generalaspect ofcoordination and can also be seen in the

bandstructures[82]. Between 0 eV and the zero around 3 to 4 eV the (110)spectrum has

a sinusoidalshape,in the (001)spectra �rst a m axim um followed by a shoulder appears,

whereasin the (111)case a dom inantm axim um issurrounded by two shoulders. The dif-

ferencesarem uch m orepronounced forthesm allernearest-neighbordistance,in thecaseof

a=2.56�A thespectraarecloser,ascan beseen e.g.atthezero point,and itism oredi�cult

to de�ne a m axim um . Com paring the positionsofthe zero forboth lattice constantsone

noticesthatthe shiftsare largerforhighercoordination. W hereas the zero rem ainsm ore

orlessconstantin the case ofFe(110),itisshifted to lowerenergiesby approx.0.2 eV for

Fe(001)and 0.4 eV forFe(111). Thusone can say thatthe dependence ofthe spectra on

thelatticeconstantsisproportionalto thecoordination.

Roughlythesam eholdsforthem agneticm om entsinFigs.11and12.Therethem agnetic

m om ents and the spin-orbit coupling constants �l= 2uu "" and �l= 2uu ## are plotted for three

di�erentcoordination num berscorrespondingto(111),(001)and (110)layers.Them agnetic

m om entsoftheFe(110)layerschangeby only approx.0.1 �B com pared to approx.0.25 �B
for the (111) and (001) m onolayers. As expected the values of the m agnetic m om ents

increase with lowered coordination. Com parison ofthe spin-orbitcoupling constantsshow

that the changes induced by the di�erent coordination are quite sm allcom pared to the

changes induced by di�erent nearest-neighbor distances. Thus one can say thatin a �rst

approxim ationthevaluesofthespin-orbitcouplingconstantsdependonthenearest-neighbor

distanceand rem ain constantfordi�erentcoordination.Thevaluesofthecouplingconstants

with l= 1 and thecom bination oftheradialfunctions(_ul;_ul)con�rm thissincethey show

no signi�cantchangeswith thecoordination ascan beseen from Tabs.IIand III.
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C .Stripe structures

The NOLIM OKE spectra ofthe stripe structures ofFig.2 are plotted in Fig.13 for

di�erentdistancesd ofthestripesin com parison to thespectrum oftheFe(111)m onolayer,

which can beinterpreted asa stripestructurewith distanced = h (seeFig.2).Thespectra

show no behaviorwhich can beeasily interpreted in term softhebandwidth,corresponding

to a zero pointin the spectra,orthe m agnetic m om ent,corresponding to a m axim um at

a certain position in the low-energy-regim e. Only the m ore com plicated structure ofthe

spectra ford > h isclearfrom thelifting ofdegeneraciesin thebandstructure,which results

from the breaking ofsym m etry. Thus, the num ber ofbands increases for d > h,since

therearetwo nonequivalentatom sin theunitcell,com pared to oneforFe(111).Since the

bandstructures ofthe di�erent stripe structures show no pronounced overallchanges,the

di�erencesin thespectra should bean e�ectofthedetailsofthebands.

Ifone�rstneglectsthespectraforthestripeswith thelargestdistance(long-dashed line)

thebehaviorisquiteregularin thesense thatthem axim um valueofthespectra decreases

with increasing distanceand thatthezero pointshiftsto lowerenergiesand reacheszero for

d = h + 1:04 �A .By drastically increasing the\interstripe" distance to d = h + 1:78 �A the

NOLIM OKE spectra di�er from these trends and exhibit a shape which is sim ilar to the

spectra ofthe closed layers in Fig.3,9 and 10. This can be interpreted asan oscillatory

behavior ofthe electronic structure with the distance. The change ofthe trends for the

distance ofd = h + 1:78 �A can also be observed in Fig.14 for the spin-orbit coupling

constants and m ore or less also for the m agnetic m om ents. Since the di�erence oftheir

valuesford = h + 1:04 �A and d = h + 1:78 �A isvery sm all,� rem ainsessentially constant.

The relatively sm allchanges ofthe spin-orbit coupling constants with l= 2 shown in

Fig.14 and Tab.IV im ply the sam e interpretation asin Sec.III.B forthe layerswith dif-

ferent coordination. In a �rst approxim ation the values ofthe coupling constants rem ain

unchanged and thustheirvaluesdepend m ainly on thenearest-neighbordistance,which is

�xed here by the constant structure ofthe isolated stripes. Thus,fortailoring the SOC-

constantsand them agneticm om ents,thechoiceofthesubstratewillbem uch m oree�cient

than nanostructuring while keeping the nearest-neighbor distance constant. Nevertheless

nanostructuring can stillhavea strong e�ecton dynam icalpropertiesofthespin and m ag-

netic m om ents,for which the size ofthe SOC-constants is quite im portant. For certain

island sizesaphasetransition from ferro-to superparagnetism willoccurand a�ectthespin

dynam ics.

Thebehaviorofthecouplingconstantswith l= 1,which arealsolisted in Tab.IV,show

one di�erence. The values are also nearly constant for distances larger than h,but they

show a clearincrease,when thedistance changesfrom d = h to d = h + 0:46 �A,i.e.atthe

onset ofthe reduction ofthe sym m etry. Thus the SOC-constants ofthe p-bands are not

only m uch largerbutalsom uch m oresensitivetothebond characteristicsthan thed-bands.

Clearly further investigations are necessary to understand the strong changes ofthe

NOLIM OKE spectra forthedi�erentstripedistances.
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IV .SU M M A RY A N D O U T LO O K

W epresented resultsforthestructuraldependenceofthenonlinearm agneto-opticsofFe

m onolayers. Since in ourtheory the opticaldipole-transition m atrix elem entsare approxi-

m ated asconstants,we cannotanalyze the sym m etry propertiesofthe nonlinearsuscepti-

bility tensor.Instead wefocused on thespectraldependence ofa m agnetictensorelem ent,

the m agnetic m om ents,and the spin-orbitcoupling constants,the lattertwo reecting the

m icroscopicorigin ofm agneto-optics.

In thecaseoftheFe(001)m onolayer-spectrum thecharacteristicfeaturesliketheposition

ofthe �rstzero,which isrelated to the d-band width,and the position ofthe m axim a are

shifted to lower energies with decreasing lattice constant. The changes are stronger for

sm aller lattice constants,which also holds for the m agnetic m om ents and the spin-orbit

coupling constants. The values ofthe m axim a,which should be related to the m agnetic

m om ents show no clear trend. The spectra oflayers with di�erent coordination num bers

show characteristic di�erencesin the shape aswellasin the position ofthe m axim um and

the�rstzero.Thedi�erencesarem orepronounced forsm allerlatticeconstants.Reducing

the dim ensionality ofthe m onolayers,sim ulated by onedim ensionalstripes with di�erent

\interstripe"-distances,results in dram atic changes ofthe spectra. Their shapes show no

sim ilaritieswith the m onolayerspectra any m ore. In contrastthe valuesofthe spin-orbit

coupling constantsdepend in a �rstapproxim ation only on the nearest-neighbordistance.

This was shown for both the Fe m onolayers with di�erent coordination num ber and the

onedim ensionalstripestructures.

FortheFe(001)m onolayerstheSOC-constantsshow theoppositebehaviorasthem ag-

neticm om ents,they increasewith decreasing latticeconstants.Asan im portantresultthe

di�erence between the coupling constantsfor" and # spin isproportionalto the m agnetic

m om ents,caused by the dependence ofthe potentialson the occupation ofthe subbands.

The values ofthe m agnetic m om ents show results well-known for itinerant ferrom agnets.

Increasing the lattice constantsordecreasing the coordination enhancestheirvalues. The

sam eholdsforincreasing thedistancesofstripesin thequasi-onedim ensionalstructures.

Ourresultsclearly show thestrongdependenceoftheNOLIM OKE spectraon structural

changesand also indicatethatthespectraldependenceofthem agneto-opticalresponseisa

valuablesourceofinform ation on thestructureoftheinvestigated system .

Futurework willaddressthecom pletion ofourab initio theory by theopticaltransition

dipolem atrix elem ents,which isofm ajorim portancenotonly forthedeterm ination ofab-

solutesignalvaluesbutalsoforthestudy ofstructuraldependencies,sincethesusceptibility

tensorreectsthesym m etry ofthesystem .Also wewillinvestigatestructureswith further

reduced dim ensionality,i.e.zerodim ensionalislands,and apply nonlinearm agneto-opticsto

antiferrom agnets.
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FIGURES

FIG .1. G eom etry ofthe di�erentlayers investigated in thispaper. The twodim ensionalunit

cellcontaining one atom is shown, deduced from the fcc lattice in the (110), (001) and (111)

direction.
FIG .2. Chains built by stretching the Fe(111) m onolayer as indicated. The unit cellused

for the bandstructure calculation is indicated by the solid rectangle. To sim ulate the chains the

distance d is increased com pared to h. In the case ofd = h the layer is equalto the Fe(111)

m onolayer.
FIG .3. NO LIM O K E spectra ofFe(001) m onolayers with the lattice constant varying from

a = 2:4 �A to a = 2:76 �A .
FIG .4. M agnetic m om ents and spin-orbit coupling constants for Fe(001) m onolayers as a

function ofthelattice constant.�l= 2uu up and �l= 2uu dn denotetheSO C-constantsobtained from the

m atrixelem entswithin the spin-com binations"" and ##.

FIG .5. Square ofthe radialfunction u2(r)and integrand u2(r)
2 �dV=dr asa function ofthe

radius. In both cases the highest values are norm alized to unity. The scale ofthe y-axes in the

insets are equal,which indicates that changes in the integrand are directly caused by the radial

functions.
FIG .6. NO LIM O K E spectra in the case ofa Fe(001) m onolayer obtained by Pustogowa et

al.[75]using an FP-LM TO code and by thepresentauthorsusing theFLAPW m ethod.

FIG .7. Com parison ofthe NO LIM O K E spectra ofa Fe(001) m onolayer,obtained by using

G G A [76],LSDA with theparam eterization of[77].

FIG .8. Com parison ofthe NO LIM O K E spectra obtained forthe Fe(110) m onolayer without

spin-orbitcoupling and with band shiftsinduced by SO C.Thee�ectofSO C in thewavefunctions

via the opticaldipolem atrix elem entshasnotbeen taken into consideration.
FIG .9. NO LIM O K E spectra asa function ofthe photon energy ofthe fundam entallightfor

Fe(001),Fe(110)and Fe(111)m onolayersusing theCu fcclattice constanta= 2.56 �A .
FIG .10. NO LIM O K E spectra asa function ofthephoton energy ofthe fundam entallightfor

Fe(001),Fe(110)and Fe(111)m onolayersusing thelattice constanta= 2.4 �A .

FIG .11. M agnetic m om entsand spin-orbitcoupling constants�l= 2uu forthe spin-com binations

"" and ## ofthe Fe(110),Fe(001) and Fe(111) m onolayers with the nearest-neighbor distance of

Cu fcc bulk a = 2:56 �A .Thevaluesare plotted asa function ofthecoordination.

FIG .12. M agnetic m om entsand spin-orbitcoupling constants�l= 2uu forthe spin-com binations

"" and ## of the Fe(110), Fe(001) and Fe(111) m onolayers with the nearest-neighbor distance

a = 2:4 �A .Thevaluesare plotted asa function ofthe coordination.
FIG .13. NO LIM O K E spectrum ofthe di�erent stripe structures for distances between the

stripesvarying from h to h + 1:78 �A asdescribed in Fig.2.

FIG .14. M agneticm om entand spin-orbitcoupling constant�l= 2uu forthespin-com binations""

and ## forthe di�erentstripestructuresasa function oftheir\interstripe" distance d.
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TABLES

TABLE I. Valuesofthe spin-orbitcoupling constants�luu and �l
_u _u with l= 1;2 for"" and ##

spin-com binationsforthe Fe(001) m onolayer asa function ofthe lattice constants a between 2.4

and 2.76 �A .
TABLE II. Values ofthe spin-orbitcoupling constants �luu and �l

_u _u with l= 1;2 for "" and

## spin-com binationsforthe Fe(111),Fe(001) and Fe(110) m onolayer with the Cu fcc bulk near-

est-neighbordistance a = 2:56 �A .

TABLE III. Values ofthe spin-orbitcoupling constants �luu and �l
_u _u with l= 1;2 for"" and

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

distance a = 2:4 �A .
TABLE IV. Valuesforthe spin-orbitcoupling constants�luu and �l

_u _u with l= 1;2 for"" and

## spin-com binationsofthestripestructuresasa function ofthe\interstripe" distance d.
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Tab.1

[eV] a=2.40 �A a=2.49 �A a=2.58 �A a=2.67 �A a=2.76 �A

�l= 1uu "" 0.40789 0.33736 0.29471 0.26022 0.29714

�l= 1uu ## 0.41127 0.33583 0.29551 0.26304 0.31008

�l= 1
_u _u "" 0.00082 0.00018 0.00061 0.00128 0.00601

�l= 1
_u _u ## 0.00115 0.00041 0.00102 0.00186 0.00697

�l= 2uu "" 0.06182 0.06039 0.05941 0.05865 0.05909

�l= 2uu ## 0.06321 0.06193 0.06140 0.06091 0.06095

�l= 2_u _u "" 0.01372 0.01604 0.01868 0.02164 0.02459

�l= 2
_u _u ## 0.01385 0.01621 0.01883 0.02175 0.02489

Tab.2
[eV] Fe(111) Fe(001) Fe(110)

�l= 1uu "" 0.34339 0.34822 0.34601

�l= 1uu ## 0.35045 0.35664 0.35519

�l= 1u _u "" 0.00244 0.00262 0.00252

�l= 1u _u ## 0.00299 0.00322 0.00316

�l= 2uu "" 0.05989 0.06058 0.06023

�l= 2uu ## 0.06191 0.06220 0.06207

�l= 2u _u "" 0.01807 0.01784 0.01790

�l= 2u _u ## 0.01818 0.01802 0.01802

Tab.3
[eV] Fe(111) Fe(001) Fe(110)

�l= 1uu "" 0.40746 0.40789 0.40900

�l= 1uu ## 0.41047 0.41127 0.41360

�l= 1u _u "" 0.00084 0.00082 0.00086

�l= 1u _u ## 0.00114 0.00115 0.00123

�l= 2uu "" 0.06175 0.06183 0.06176

�l= 2uu ## 0.06305 0.06321 0.06350

�l= 2u _u "" 0.01380 0.01372 0.01370

�l= 2u _u ## 0.01392 0.01385 0.01378
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Tab.4

[eV] d=h d=h+ 0:46 �A d=h + 1:04 �A d=h + 1:78 �A

�l= 1uu "" 0.35653 0.38331 0.38857 0.38502

�l= 1uu ## 0.35388 0.38784 0.39421 0.39004

�l= 1u _u "" 0.00008 0.00127 0.00146 0.00130

�l= 1u _u ## 0.00022 0.00166 0.00189 0.00171

�l= 2uu "" 0.06063 0.06105 0.06120 0.06085

�l= 2uu ## 0.06261 0.06277 0.06290 0.06239

�l= 2u _u "" 0.01518 0.01507 0.01502 0.01504

�l= 2u _u ## 0.01523 0.01519 0.01514 0.01519q
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