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We combine density functional theory and scanning tunneling microscopy to study the proximity
effects between a bulk Ru(0001) superconductor and an atomically thin overlayer of Co. We have
identified that the Co monolayer can grow in two different stackings: the hcp and a reconstructed
ε-like stacking. We analyze their electronic structure from both experiments and density functional
theory. While the magnetic hcp stacking shows a weak proximity effect in combination with Shiba
states and with almost no suppression of superconductivity of the substrate, the more complex ε-like
stacking becomes almost fully superconducting and displays an edge state at the island rim. We
identify this edge state as a trivial state caused by a local hcp rim around the ε-core. We explain
the weak proximity effect between Ru and the magnetic hcp islands by a low transparency of the
interface, while the large chemical unit cell of the non-magnetic ε-like stacking lifts the momentum
conservation at the interface making it transparent and causing a clear proximity effect.

The superconducting proximity or Holm-Meissner ef-
fect is a phenomenon that arises when a normal metal is
placed in contact with a superconductor [1]. While the
normal metal can be described in the framework of Fermi
liquid theory, i.e. the single electron Bloch states are
filled up to the Fermi level following Fermi-Dirac statis-
tics, in the superconductor a gap appears in the single
particle spectrum near the Fermi level and electrons con-
dense in Cooper pairs [2]. In conventional superconduc-
tors, the pairing energy is a consequence of an attrac-
tive interaction between electrons mediated by virtual
phonon exchange [3]. The Cooper pairs form a conden-
sate, whose density reflects the superconducting order
parameter. Lateral variations of the Cooper pair density
inside the superconductor typically arise on the length
scale of the superconducting coherence length ξ.

When bringing a superconductor in contact with a nor-
mal metal, Cooper pairs may be scattered into the nor-
mal conductor and unpaired electrons may be scattered
into the superconductor. As in the normal metal, the at-
tractive interaction between electrons is absent, Cooper
pairs decay into single electrons after traveling a char-
acteristic coherence length ξn 6= 0. In case the normal
metal is magnetically ordered, the exchange interaction
breaks the Cooper pairs, resulting in rather short coher-
ence lengths. More generally, as states on both sides of
the interface are described by wave functions in momen-
tum space, they are de-localized in real space and cannot
change on arbitrarily short distances. As a consequence,
when approaching the interface, the superconducting or-
der parameter decays from its bulk value far inside the

superconductor, leaks into the normal metal, and finally
vanishes far inside the normal metal. The superconduct-
ing properties are thus transferred over some distance
into the normal metal, and the order parameter in the
superconductor is lowered near the interface[4, 5].

In theoretical models of superconducting proximity,
the role of the nature of the interface between the two
materials is often neglected. When extending our con-
siderations to an interface with limited transmission of
electrons and Cooper pairs, a discontinuous jump in the
order parameter arises at the interface [6]. A fully trans-
parent interface would result in a smooth variation of
the order parameter across the interface, while a highly
reflective interface would lead to an abrupt jump of the
order parameter at the interface.

In this work we consider a crystalline superconductor-
normal (SN) interface, and show that the proximity effect
can be varied drastically, depending on the stacking and
magnetic order of the normal metal. Our model system
is Co on Ru(0001) [7–9], in which Co can grow either in
the ferromagnetic hcp phase, in registry with the crystal
structure of Ru, or in a non-magnetic ε-like phase with a
broad reconstruction which breaks the translational in-
variance of the interface.

Co/Ru(0001) samples were prepared under ultra-high
vacuum (UHV) at a base pressure of 4×10−11 mbar. The
Ru(0001) single crystal was cleaned by cycles of annealing
in oxygen and argon-ion sputtering followed by thermal
annealing [8]. On the atomically flat and clean surfaces,
Co films were deposited from an e-beam evaporator fol-
lowed by a transfer to a scanning tunneling microscope

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

01
39

3v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

tr
l-

sc
i]

  2
 M

ar
 2

02
2



2

(STM) under UHV. STM measurements were performed
at 30 mK with a home-built microscope [10].

(a) (b)

50 nm 50 nm

(d)(c)

3 nm

Figure 1. Topographic images of the two different stackings
of Co sub ML coverages on the Ru(0001) surface: (a) hcp
and (b) ε(U =1 V, I = 1 nA. (c) dI/dz image of the different
stackings of Co near a Ru(0001) step edge (U =100 mV, I =
1 nA ,zmod = 20 pm. (d) (111) cut of ε-Co phase. The red
diamond shows the unit cell and yellow lines highlight rows of
Co then Ru visible in the hcp surface. Green dots show the
positions of the surface Co atoms. The positions are repeated
in (c) for comparison.

In our previous work, we reported on the magnetic
ground state of hcp Co on Ru(0001), which is a Bloch-
type spin spiral [8]. Here we show that, depending on
the deposition parameters, two differently stacked phases
appear. Besides the hcp stacking of the Co layer, which
forms triangular islands [see Figure 1(a)], islands with
opposite step edge orientation (reversed triangles) can
be found [see Figure 1(b)]. These islands appear about
50 pm lower in the STM images. No spin contrast was
observed on them down to the atomic level and no change
of the spin signal could be induced by applying a mag-
netic field, implying a non-magnetic state for Co in these
islands. Figure 1(c) shows a zoomed area with atomic
resolution containing both phases. It was recorded near a
Ru upward step edge (green arrow) with a narrow stripe
of hcp stacked Co attached to it. The crystal lattice
going from Co to Ru shows no shifts, confirming the
stacking (yellow lines). Next to the hcp Co, the sec-
ond phase is visible separated by a phase boundary (blue
arrows). The phase shows a large unit cell in the form
of a (

√
10 ×

√
10)-reconstruction. The basis vectors are

indicated by red arrows and have a length of 939 pm.
This unit cell agrees well with the 2d unit cell of (111)
bulk ε-Co of 860 pm [11] as shown in Figure 1(d). The
positions of the atoms in that unit cell (green dots) agree

qualitatively with the STM image. Note that the binary
phase diagram of Co and Ru contains a phase designated
as ε[12], but it differs from the phase we observe, as it
describes the hcp-phase. This phase was also found for
pure Co in small clusters [11]. The Co atoms in the unit
cell are less densely packed than in the hcp lattice. We
expect that some of the atoms reside in hcp hollow sites
of Ru(0001), others in the similar fcc hollow sites, as well
as intermediate positions. Further, the ε-islands display
a brighter, i.e. higher, border, as can be seen in Figure
1b. Note that the ε-phase is structurally rather complex,
such that a simplified fcc structure will be used later in
the theoretical description.

Figure 2. dI/dU scans of the Co overlayers on Ru. Left pan-
els: hcp-Co. Right panels: ε-Co. (a) and (d): Individual
dI/dU spectra recorded on free Ru (blue), edge of the island
(green) and on the bulk of the island (red). The line pro-
files are extracted from the dI/dU spectra visible on (b) and
(e). (b) and (e) : Color coded dI/dU spectra plotted against
lateral position of the tip crossing the island edge. The left
halves of the spectra are recorded on the island, while the
right halves are recorded on free Ru. Insets show the to-
pographic images of the islands on which the spectra were
recorded. The red line shows the scan trajectory of the tip.
(c) and (f): dI/dU value at the Fermi energy plotted against
the position of the tip.

Ru has a superconducting critical temperature of Tc =
470 mK [13], i.e. is superconducting at the measurement
temperature of 30 mK. To investigate the proximity ef-
fect between Ru and the Co islands, we recorded local
tunneling spectra. Figure 2(a) and (d) show individual
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dI/dU spectra recorded in three positions as indicated
by the colour code. The insets of Figure 2(b) and (e)
show the individual hcp and ε-islands as well as the line
sections on which the spectra were taken.

Next to both islands and on the Ru substrate, the
spectra (blue lines) show a superconducting gap of ∆ =
60.7 ± 0.7µeV which is slightly lower than our previ-
ous measurements on bare Ru(0001) [10]. Addition-
ally, the gap is incomplete, i.e. the differential conduc-
tance does not vanish at zero bias. This can be easily
explained by the estimated coherence length for Ru is
ξ =

~vf
π∆ = 3.4 µm. This is much larger than the aver-

age Co island size and their separation. Thus, the ef-
fect of the islands on superconductivity of the substrate
is spatially averaged and the gap on the free Ru sur-
face is consistently reduced on the whole surface, due to
the proximity effect. Placing the tip on the island edge,
the behavior of hcp and ε-islands is similar (green lines).
The zero-bias conductance is further increased, i.e. the
Cooper pair density decreased. Measuring inside the is-
lands (red lines), however, the spectra differ dramatically.
While on the ε-island the spectrum is almost identical to
that of the bare Ru, on the hcp island we find a strong
reduction of the gap intensity. Further, states inside the
gap evolve that are slightly asymmetric which is not un-
common, when a magnetic metal or impurity is brought
into contact with a superconductor. Figure 2(b) and (e)
show colour coded dI/dU spectra as a function of lateral
displacement when going from the island (left) over the
edge to the bare substrate (right). First, we note that the
reduced gap on the edge of the ε-island coincides with the
bright rim observed in the STM topography. Atomically
resolved images of the edge (not shown) indicate that
the rim consists of hcp Co. This also explains the similar
spectra for the two island edges.

Figure 2(b) and (e) give a more detailed view on the
tunneling spectra as function of position. In both contour
plots, the spectra evolve continuously when going from
the substrate over the edge and into the island. Notably,
the position of the coherence peaks shifts to slightly lower
energies when coming close to the islands. At the same
time, the dI/dU signal at zero bias increases gradually
over a distance of a few nm. To analyze this, we plot
dI/dU at zero bias as a function of position [see Figure
2(c) and (f)].

For the magnetic hcp island, the quasi particle den-
sity starts a gradual increase about ≈15 nm before the
island edge, then abruptly jumps at the edge and is es-
sentially constant on the island. The first effect can be
simply explained by the dimensionality n of the problem.
In general, the proximity effect leads to variations of the
cooper pair density in a superconductor with the func-
tion |ψ|2 ≈ r−(n−1)e−r/ξ, i.e. for a 1d problem the usual
exponential decay is found, while for higher dimensions,
the scattering geometry has to be considered. For a 3d
situation the 1/r2 factor simply represents particle con-

servation. We do not attempt to fit the dependence: first
of all ξ is so large that no meaningful number can be fit
on sections of a length of only few nm; and second, the di-
mensionality of the problem near an island should display
a crossover from 2d to 3d. Essentially the same behaviour
is found for the ε-island. The sudden jump, however, in-
dicates partial transmission of electrons at the interface.
In more detail, the jump on the magnetic hcp island sep-
arates the superconductor with only a weak suppression
of superconductivity from the magnetic island, where al-
most no Cooper pairs exist. This scenario can only be
observed for a rather opaque interface, decoupling the
two regions. A fully transparent interface would lead to
a strong reduction of the superconducting order param-
eter in Ru close to the island. In contrast, the ε-island
shows a only slightly higher differential conductance at
zero bias than the bare substrate. This indicates a strong
proximity effect and nearly the same order parameter as
the substrate. The interface must be highly transparent,
and thanks to the absence of magnetic order on the is-
land Cooper pair breaking by the exchange interaction is
absent.

To gain insight into the role of interface transparency
and magnetic order on the proximity effect, we have car-
ried out density function theory (DFT) calculations com-
bined with tight-binding (TB) simulations for the hcp
stacking and the simplified fcc stacking. The DFT calcu-
lations were carried out with the FLEUR ab initio pack-
age [14] which uses a FLAPW basis set to describe the
electron wavefunctions [15]. The exchange and correla-
tion was computed based on the PBE approximation [16].
The muffin tin (MT) radii of Co and Ru are fixed to 2.27
and 2.40 Bohr, respectively. The plane wave basis cut-
off is Kmax = 4.2 Bohr−1. The atomic position of the
Co and the top Ru layer were relaxed until the forces
reached 0.001 Hartree/Bohr. The hcp structure is the
ground state, and the fcc Co stacking is 114.54 meV/Co
higher in energy (we recall that fcc Co is used as an ap-
proximant to the ε phase). The calculations were also
extended to non-magnetic hcp and fcc stackings, which
are higher in energy by 251.24 meV/Co 235.78 meV/Co,
respectively. We have computed the charge density of a
symmetric monolayer of Co on Ru(0001) slabs, for which
we have changed the Ru thickness from 10 to 19 layers
resulting on 10 independent Ru layer for the thicker slab.
10 independent Ru layers are necessary to obtain a good
approximation of the bulk Ru band structure away from
the Co monolayer.

Superconducting ultra-thin films are rarely explored
theoretically due to the complexity of their band struc-
ture at the Fermi level. We characterize the induced
superconductivity from the Ru substrate in the Co layer
using a tight-binding framework [17, 18]. In this basis
we start with a superconducting bath, described by the
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Bogoliubov de Gennes (BdG) equation:

HRu =
∑
i

µRu
i c†i ci +

∑
ij

tRu
ij c
†
i cj +

∑
i

∆Ru
ii c
†
i c
†
i + h.c. ,(1)

where µRu is the chemical potential, tRu
ij is the hop-

ping parameter between different sites and ∆Ru
ii is the

superconducting gap energy. The BdG equation is
then coupled to a normal metal overlayer which can be
parametrized by a simple tight binding Hamiltonian con-
taining only the hopping to nearest neighbors and the
chemical potential:

HCo =
∑
i

µCo
i c†i ci +

∑
ij

tCo
ij c
†
i cj + Jsd

∑
i

σiMi , (2)

where Jsd represents the coupling between the conduct-
ing s electrons of both Ru and Co atoms and the d
electrons of the Co represented by their magnetization
Mi. The total Hamiltonian H is then given by H =
HRu + HCo and contains one part which induces super-
conductivity and one part which suppresses it. In this
framework, the Jsd coupling can also be interpreted as a
local magnetic field which acts on each atomic site. If this
local magnetic field is equal to or greater than the super-
conducting gap, superconductivity will not be induced in
the Co layer. The Jsd can be approximated from DFT
calculations by looking at the spin polarization of the
exchange and correlation potential Jsd =

(
V xc

up − V xc
down

)
.

In the FLAPW basis set, this difference can be easily
obtained by looking at the potential difference in the in-
terstitial region where the basis set is composed of plane
waves. This potential difference can also be understood
as the polarization of the s electrons of the Co and the
Ru by the d electrons of the Co.

We have checked that Jsd = 0 eV in case of bulk Ru
which is non magnetic. In case of bulk Fe, we obtain
Jsd = 0.7 eV which is very similar to textbook values [19].
In the case of Co/Ru(0001), we obtain Jsd = 1.18±0.006
eV/Co for both stackings without spin orbit coupling
(SOC). This increases to Jsd = 1.2 ± 0.06 eV/Co when
SOC is taken into account. This value can then be com-
pared to the superconducting gap extracted from the
measurements presented in Fig. 2 (a) and (d), which
is lower than 400 µeV. This value is two orders of mag-
nitude smaller than the Jsd extracted from DFT, which
indicates that none of the magnetic Co stacking should be
superconducting on Ru. Since the ε phase shows a com-
plex reconstruction, a Jsd parameter was also extracted
using a 2× 2 supercell containing a vacancy site. In that
case Jsd = 0.51 eV/site. This value of Jsd for a magnetic
ordered fcc phase is smaller but still remains orders of
magnitude larger than ∆Ru.

An explanation for the occurrence of superconductiv-
ity in the Co fcc-like phase on Ru calls for a quench-
ing of the Co magnetic moments i.e. the suppression of

magnetism in Co due to the surface reconstruction. To
explore this possibility we have also obtained the charge
density of one monolayer of non-magnetic Co(hcp) and
Co(fcc) phase. Both configurations are rather close in en-
ergy and could therefore occur. Although such quenching
of magnetic moment is rather rare at interfaces between
3d transition metals on 4d or 5d substrates, magneti-
cally dead layer have been described in the literature,
e.g. in 2Mn/W(001) [20]. The spin-dependent chemi-
cal potential and the hopping parameters in Eq.1 were
parametrized via Wannier functions [21, 22]. We have
used 6 orbitals for each Ru atom and 9 orbitals for Co
in one monolayer of Co on 10 Ru layers, resulting in 69
orbitals per spin channel. The gap ∆ was set to 20 meV
and the Hamiltonian was diagonalized using a 8000×8000
2-dimensional k-point grid. The value of the gap ∆ is cho-
sen much larger than the measured gap of 400 µeV, in
order to limit the computing time needed to diagonalize
Eq.1, but still much smaller thant Jsd, and qualitative
conclusions will be drawn.

Figure 3 summarizes the findings of our calculation.
Firstly, we have tried to induce a superconducting gap in
the Co layers when Co was magnetic as shown in Fig.3
panels (a) and (b). The local superconducting gap was
applied on the Ru orbitals only (red curve), but also ex-
tended to the Co orbitals (blue curve) as a stress test to
maximize superconductivity. In both cases, the super-
conducting gap in Co is strongly reduced: in the case
of the Co(hcp)/Ru(0001) Fig.3(a), a small remnant gap
remains (compare with the black curve in absence of su-
perconductivity) similarly to the experiments on hcp is-
lands. This also implies a reduced transparency of the
interface. In contrast, in the magnetic fcc phase no traces
of superconductivity are found under any circumstances
(see Fig.3(b)).

In contrast to the magnetic calculations, the non-
magnetic ones in Fig. 3(c and d) always show a prox-
imity effect. The fcc case shows a strong proximity effect
in which the gap is almost completely developed in the
non-magnetic Co (red curve), in agreement with the ex-
periment on ε islands. The non-magnetic hcp structure
shows a smaller gap in comparison to the fcc case, when
only the Ru is made superconducting (red curve). This
also implies reduced transparency at the interface of hcp
in comparison to fcc, in analogy to the magnetic case,
which explains the quenching of superconductivity at the
(non-magnetic) hcp edges of ε islands in experiments.

In conclusion we have shown that Co grows in 2 differ-
ent stackings on a Ru(0001) substrate. Co grows pseu-
domorphically with an hcp stacking, in which the super-
conductivity is strongly suppressed in Co by the combi-
nation of the magnetic order and an interface with low
transparency. In the ε like phase, the Co monolayer ex-
hibits a complex reconstruction which is responsible for a
high transparency of the interface for Cooper pairs from
the Ru substrate. Additionally, the experimentally ob-
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Figure 3. Density of states (DOS) for non-magnetic hcp (left)
and fcc (right) monolayers of Co on 10 Ru substrates atoms.
3 case are compared: the absence of superconducting gap
∆ = 0 meV (black dots); a superconducting gap ∆all = 20
meV applied on all orbitals in both the Co and the Ru layers
(blue dots); and ∆Ru = 20 meV applied only on Ru orbitals.
A Gaussian smearing of 0.5 meV was applied to all DOS.

served absence of magnetic order suppresses Cooper pair
break up. Our study also shows that the proximity effect
between a magnetic metal and a superconductor does
not necessary kill superconductivity in the latter, if the
interface transparency is low. Instead, the Cooper pair
density shows an abrupt jump at the interface. Our re-
sults illustrate that both the interface transparency and
the Jsd coupling should be studied on equal footing to
explain interfacial superconductivity.
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