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We report efficient terahertz (THz) generation in epitaxial α-W/Co60Fe40 spintronic emit-
ters. Two types of emitters have been investigated; epitaxial α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) and α-
W(001)/Co60Fe40(001) deposited on single crystalline Al2O3(112̄0) and MgO(001) substrates, re-
spectively. First principle calculations of the electronic band structure at the W(001) surface reveal
Dirac-type surface states, similar to that reported previously for the W(110) surface. The gener-
ated THz radiation is about 10% larger for α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) grown on single crystalline
Al2O3(112̄0), which is explained by the fact that the α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) interface for this
emitter is more transparent to the spin current due to the presence of Ångström-scale interface
intermixing at the W/CoFe interface. Our results also reveal that the generation of THz radiation
is larger when pumping with the laser light from the substrate side, which is explained by a larger
part of the laser light due to interference effects in the film stack being absorbed in the ferromagnetic
Co60Fe40 layer in this measurement configuration.

I. INTRODUCTION

Terahertz (THz) radiation is typically defined from 0.3
to 30 THz of the electromagnetic spectrum corresponding
to a wavelength range of 1 mm to 10 µm. The terahertz
frequency range lies between the microwave and near in-
frared regions of the electromagnetic spectrum and has
traditionally been called the terahertz gap due to the
difficulties in generating THz radiation. This has limited
its use despite of a large number of possible applications
[1–3]. Techniques used for generation of THz radiation
include photoconductive switching, optical rectification,
transient photo-current in air plasma and difference fre-
quency generation [4–13]. A more recent technique builds
on the spin degree of freedom in magnetic heterostruc-
tures [14–16]. This technique has the advantage of gener-
ating broadband radiation and with intensity levels com-
parable to the standard zinc telluride source.

A magnetic heterostructure generating THz radiation,
referred to as a spintronic THz emitter (STE), typically
consists of a heavy metal (HM) with strong spin-orbit
interaction and a ferromagnetic (FM) material. It is well
established that a femto-second laser pulse leads to a de-
magnetization process of the FM layer and the generation
of an ultrafast superdiffusive spin current (js) [17, 18].
The transfer of spin current across the FM/HM interface
will via the inverse spin Hall effect (ISHE) [19] or the the
inverse Rashba-Edelstein effect (IREE) [20] generate a
transient charge current (jc) in the HM layer that emits
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THz radiation. Critical parameters for the emission of
THz radiation are the spin-to-charge conversion efficiency
characterized by the spin Hall angle (θSHE) of the HM,
θSHE = js/jc, and the transparency of the FM/HM in-
terface characterized by the effective spin-mixing conduc-

tance (g↑↓eff ) of the interface [21–23]. The effective spin-
mixing conductance describes the transfer of spin current
across the interface and accounts for spin-backflow as well
as spin-memory loss at the interface, emphasizing the im-
portance of the interface quality for STEs. For example,
large interface roughness may lead to spin memory loss
at the interface [24].

Tungsten may crystallize in the ground-state α-W A2
phase or in the metastable β-W A15 phase. Interestingly,
the high-resistivity β-W phase (ρ ∼ 150 − 300 µΩcm)
has been reported to exhibit a giant SHE with a spin
Hall angle θSHE ∼ −0.3 to −0.4 [25–27], while the low-
resistivity α-W phase (ρ ∼ 20 µΩcm) exhibits a more
modest value of the spin Hall angle (θSHE ∼ −0.07).
Ab initio electronic structure calculations have revealed
that the spin Hall conductivity (σSHE) for the β-W phase
is about 60% larger than that of the α-W phase [26]. It is
clear that this difference in spin Hall conductivity alone
cannot explain the difference in spin Hall angle. However,
considering that the spin Hall angle can be expressed as
θSHE = ρσSHE , it becomes clear that the difference is
a combined effect of the spin Hall conductivity and the
much larger resistivity of the β-W phase.

It has been argued from first-principle calculations that
the Dirac fermions appearing in the β-W phase are im-
portant to understand its giant spin Hall effect [28], since
according to a separate study, Dirac fermions have been
identified to generate Berry-curvature-induced spin Hall
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conductivity [29]. Interestingly, the presence of topo-
logical surface states in tungsten was first predicted by
Thonig et al. [30] for the α-W phase. Moreover, it has
been reported that these surface states predominately ap-
pear in certain crystallographic planes [28, 30, 31].

In this study, we have investigated the THz emis-
sion from epitaxial α-W/Co60Fe40 spintronic emitters.
Two types of emitters have been investigated, deposited
on single crystalline Al2O3 (112̄0) and MgO (001) sub-
strates. A strong motivation for choosing these sub-
strates is that they provide two different interfaces for
tungsten; namely α-W (110) in case of Al2O3 (112̄0) [32]
and α-W (001) in case of MgO (001) [33]. It has been
shown that the α-W(110) interface exhibits Dirac-type
surface states [30], which is believed to have a direct im-
pact on the spin Hall angle and therefore also on the
spin-to-charge conversion of the STE. It is therefore mo-
tivated to investigate if the two interfaces are different
in this respect and if there are other interface related
properties that may affect the emision of THz radiation.

II. METHODS

A. Growth

Magnetic heterostructures consisting of α-W/Co60Fe40
(henceforth referred to as W/CoFe) bilayers with differ-
ent layer thicknesses ranging from 2 to 4 nm were de-
posited on single crystalline Al2O3 (112̄0) and MgO (001)
substrates (both 10×10 mm2) at floating potential, us-
ing direct current (dc) magnetron sputtering. Except for
the W(tW )/CoFe(3) series of samples (tW is the thick-
ness of the W-layer; numbers within parentheses refer to
layer thickness in nm), which were deposited on double-
sided polished Al2O3 (112̄0), the films were deposited
on single-sided polished substrates. Prior to deposition,
the substrates were cleaned in acetone and 2-propanol
using ultrasonic agitation for 120 s each. This was fol-
lowed by annealing in vacuum at 873(2) K for 1 hour.
The base pressure of the growth chamber was below
5×10−7 Pa. In order to prevent surface oxidation of
the films, the samples were capped at ambient tempera-
ture (< 313(2) K) with Al2O3 (nominal thickness 6 nm)
using radio frequency (rf) magnetron sputtering. The
depositions were carried out in an Ar atmosphere at a
pressure of 3×10−2 Pa (gas purity ≥ 99.999 %) from
an elemental W (25 W, dc) target, and CoFe (13 W,
dc) and Al2O3 (90 W, rf) compound targets. The tar-
gets were cleaned by sputtering against closed shutters
for at least 60 s prior to each deposition. The target-to-
substrate distance in the deposition chamber was around
0.2 m. The deposition rates (W: 0.253 Å/s, Al: 0.30 Å/s,
CoFe: 0.10 Å/s, Al2O3: 0.03 Å/s) were calibrated prior
to the growth using X-ray reflectivity. The W growth
temperature was optimized with respect to W layering
and crystal quality, yielding 843(2) K for single W lay-
ers. For the W/CoFe bilayers, W and CoFe were grown

at 843(2) K and 573(2) K, respectively. Finally, in order
to ensure thickness uniformity, the substrate holder was
rotated during the deposition.

B. Characterization

A THz time-domain spectrometer was employed to
measure the THz emission from the W/CoFe heterostruc-
tures [15, 34]. This spectrometer utilized a Spectra-
Physics Tsunami laser source, which generated pulses
with a duration of ∼ 55 fs (bandwidth ∼ 12 nm, central
wavelength ∼ 800 nm, and maximum output energy ∼ 10
nJ) at a repetition rate of 80 MHz. A low-temperature
gallium arsenide photoconductive dipole antenna with
∼ 4 µm gap was used as a detector for the THz pulses.
A probe beam with an average laser power of 10 mW
was used for the detection and a static in-plane magnetic
field of ∼ 85 mT was used to saturate the magnetization
of the W/CoFe films. Recorded THz signals correspond
to averages of 500 detected THz spectra obtained within
one minute of measurement time.
Transmission electron microscopy (TEM) and scan-

ning TEM (STEM) were performed in a double
aberration-corrected Themis Z (Thermo Fisher), which
was operated at 300 kV and equipped with a low-
background double-tilt holder and a Super-X EDS de-
tector. The aberrations were corrected up to 5th order.
STEM imaging and EDS acquisition and analyses were
acquired using a Thermo Fisher Velox. The convergent
angle of the probe and collection angle for high-angle
annular dark-field (HAADF) imaging were 16 and 63-
200 mrad, respectively. TEM and selected-area electron
diffraction were recorded using a Gatan OneView cam-
era.
X-ray reflectometry (XRR) and diffraction (XRD)

were carried out in a Bede D1 diffractometer equipped
with a Cu Kα1

x-ray source operated at 35 mA and
50 kV. A circular mask (diameter: 0.005 m) and an inci-
dence and a detector slit (both 0.0005 m) were used. For
monochromatizing the beam by reducing the CuKβ and
CuKα2 radiation, the setup included a Göbel mirror and
a 2-bounce-crystal on the incidence side. The x-rays were
detected with a Bede EDRc x-ray detector. The XRR re-
sults for the STEs studied here are presented in Supple-
mentary Information (SI), Tables ST1-ST4. The XRD
results, described elsewhere [35], show that α-W grows
epitaxially in the [110] growth direction on Al2O3 (112̄0)
and in the [001] growth direction on MgO (001). The
crystalline quality for α-W grown on Al2O3 is better, as
indicated by a much smaller mosaic spread of the crystal
plane orientations. It should be noted though that α-W
grown on MgO exhibits a highly preferential [001] growth
orientation.
A Quantum Design magnetic property measurement

system was used to assess the magnetic properties of
the samples; results from room temperature magnetiza-
tion versus in-plane magnetic field measurements are pre-
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sented in Supplemental Material (SM), Fig. S1. An AIT
CMT-SR2000N 4-point probe measurement system was
used to measure the sheet resistance of α-W films with
thicknesses in the range 6− 100 nm. The low resistivity
of the measured samples (cf. Fig. S2 in SM) confirms
the α-phase for the epitaxial W layers.

In an attempt to determine the optical absorptance of
the investigated film stacks, reflectance (R) and trans-
mittance (T ) spectra were measured using an integrated
sphere, Perkin Elmer Lambda 900 double beam spec-
trophotometer equipped with a 15 cm spectralon-coated
sphere. The scattered and regular/specular light signals
entering the sphere have to be corrected in different ways
for sphere wall reflectance and hence, both total and scat-
tered spectra were recorded in both reflectance and trans-
mittance modes [36–38]. The absorptance was then cal-
culated as A = 1−R−T . The calculated absorptance is
the total absorptance of the film stack. Schematic illus-
trations of the sphere geometry in reflectance and trans-
mittance modes are shown in SM, Fig. S3.

Standard Fresnel calculations were performed for film
stacks with different compositions and thickness [39, 40].
The film stack configuration is illustrated in SM, Fig. S4.
Such calculations are to some extent uncertain because
the included films are very thin, and the optical con-
stants are slightly uncertain. It is well known that the
optical constants of very thin films may differ from the
optical constants of thick films or bulk materials. Calcu-
lations are useful, however, as it is simple and straight
forward to vary the composition of the film stack and to
get an indication of how film thickness influences the op-
tical properties of the samples. The optical constants for
the different layers and substrates used were taken from
the literature [41, 42]. The optical constants for the CoFe
film was taken as the average value of the constants for
Co and Fe. Possible absorption in the oxide substrates
was not considered in the calculations.

The spectral function of the surface band structure
was simulated by density functional relativistic multiple-
scattering theory [43] as formulated in the Korringa-
Kohn-Rostoker (KKR) approach [44, 45] and imple-
mented in the code Cahmd [46]. Relativistic effects are
fully accounted by solving the Dirac equation. The sur-
face was modelled by a semi-infinite geometry within the
layer-KKR scheme [45] which excludes finite size effects
and is well suited for semi-infinite systems (e.g., surfaces
and interfaces). The spectral density niα(E,k∥), i.e., the
energy- and wavevector-resolved local density of states
for a site α in layer i, is computed from the site-resolved
Green function Giα,iα(E + iη,k∥),

niα(E,k∥) = − 1

π
ImTrGiα,iα(E + iη,k∥) . (1)

η is a small offset from the energy axis leading to a
broadening of the spectral density; typically η = 0.01eV.
The spectral density can further be decomposed with re-
spect to spin polarization, thus allowing for a detailed

characterization of the electronic states. In order to ac-
count for surface relaxations, we relaxed the surface layer
by −3%, similar to the proposed surface layer relaxation
in W(110) discussed in Ref. [30, 47].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

HRTEM and high-resolution HAADF-STEM images of
W/CoFe layers are shwown in Figure 1, while HAADF-
STEM images and EDS maps are presented in SM,
Fig. S5. The contrast of HAADF images, known as
Z-contrast, clearly distinguishes the layers, including the
Al2O3 capping layer. The estimated thicknesses of the
W and CoFe layers are 3.2 nm and 3.4 nm on the Al2O3

substrate and 3.2 nm and 3.2 nm on the MgO substrate,
respectively. The EDS maps confirm that the element
distributions are confined in each layer. High-resolution
HAADF-STEM images, shown in Fig. 1 (c) and (d), il-
lustrate the epitaxial relationship between substrate and
layers by the alignment of lattice planes. In the case
of the MgO substrate, the interface between the W and
CoFe layers is atomically flat, while a few atomic layers
intermixing at the interface is observed for the Al2O3 sub-
strate. In addition to HAADF-STEM imaging, HRTEM
images were taken in order to obtain other information
than atomic species and thickness. Figure 1 (a) and (b)
show the HRTEM images of W/CoFe on Al2O3 and MgO
substrate, respectively. The alignment of lattice planes
in W, CoFe and the substrates are consistent with the
HAADF results.
The insets in Figure 1 (a) and (b) are the fast Fourier

transform (FFT) of the HRTEM images, which are sim-
ilar to selected area electron diffraction patterns shown
in SM, Figs. S6 and S7. In addition, the FFTs of the
selected regions, highlighted in red squares, show the ori-
entations. All FFTs confirm the epitaxial relationship.
In the case of the Al2O3 substrate (Fig. 2 (a)), the inter-
face between the W and CoFe layers looks smoother than
indicated by HAADF-STEM. It is worth noting that the
imaging mechanisms of HRTEM are phase and diffrac-
tion contrast that are sensitive to crystallographic ori-
entation and defects but not to the atomic number as
in HAADF. The asymmetric contrasts of different lattice
fringes indicate a slight but detectable crystallographic
misorientation from the zone axis. By contrast, the in-
terface in the film deposited on MgO exhibits more lo-
calized bright/dark contrasts. These additional contrasts
indicate the presence of local strain, where distortion of
lattice fringes and edge dislocations are expected.
Figure 2(a) shows the generated THz electric field

in time domain for W/CoFe STEs deposited on
Al2O3 (112̄0) and MgO (001) substrates when pumping
from the substrate side. Note that the polarity of the
THz waveform is reversed when reversing the magnetiza-
tion direction while keeping the pumping side the same
(cf. Fig. S8 in SM). Thus, the THz emission is clearly
of magnetic origin. Figure 2(b) shows the THz electric
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FIG. 1. HRTEM and high-resolution HAADF-STEM images of W/CoFe layers in (a,c) Al2O3 and (b,d) MgO substrate,
respectively. Inset: overall FFT of the HRTEM image. FFT patterns of selected areas, highlighted by red squares, are also
given on the left side of the images.

field peak-to-peak amplitude versus laser fluence for the
same STEs. As expected, the peak-to-peak amplitude
increases linearly at low laser fluence, but the increase
slows down above 0.2 mJ/cm2 laser fluence and the am-
plitude reaches a maximum at about 0.6 mJ/cm2 laser
fluence followed by a weak decrease of the amplitude on
further increase of the laser fluence. Similar behaviour
has previously been observed and can be attributed to
the spin accumulation and laser-induced heating effects
[48–50]. The spin accumulation effect implies that there
is an upper limit for the density of spin-polarized elec-
trons in the HM, while the heating effect induces a large
enough increase of the spin temperature to weaken the
magnetization of the ferromagnetic layer [51]. The vari-
ation of the THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude
with thickness of the W and CoFe layers is reported in
SM, Fig. S9. The largest amplitude is obtained for a W
thickness of 2.5nm and a CoFe thickness of 3nm.

Figures 2(c,d) show, respectively the
THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude
for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) and
sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) versus laser fluence
when pumping from the substrate and film sides. For

both STEs, the generated THz electric field is signif-
icantly larger when pumping from the substrate side.
The only plausible explanation for this is that more laser
fluence is absorbed when pumping from the substrate
side and that therefore a larger spin current is generated.
This will be further discussed below.
Figure 2 also indicates that the emitted THz elec-

tric field is about 10% larger for the STE grown on the
Al2O3 (112̄0) substrate. It is tempting to attribute this
difference to the Dirac-type surface states shown to ex-
ist in α-W(110) [30]. To investigate this in more detail,
we have performed first principle calculations for α-W to
probe the electronic band structure in the bulk as well
as at the W(001) surface. The electronic structure of
the W(110) is already published by the authors in Refs.
[30, 47]. Similar to the therein reported Dirac-type sur-
face states (DSS), we identified two Dirac-types states
also in the (001)-crystallographic plane (see Fig. 3), one
at the Γ-point and one at EF −0.6 eV. Opposite to (110),
the DSS in the (001) plane is linear only very close to
the Γ-point. The orbital decomposition of the top layer’s
spectral function is z2, same as in W(110).
The spin texture exhibits characteristics of the Rashba
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FIG. 2. (a) THz electric field waveform in time-domain for substrate/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) when pumping from substrate
side using 0.3 mJ/cm2 laser fluence. (b) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for substrate/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6)
versus laser fluence. (c) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) versus laser
fluence when pumping from the substrate and film sides. (d) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for
sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) versus laser fluence when pumping from the substrate and film sides.

FIG. 3. Electronic band structure with marked topological surface states (DSS) of α-W (001) crystallographic planes. a) Left
and right panel shows the bulk and surface band structure, respectively. b) Spin polarisation (red - spin-up; blue - spin-down)
of the surface states.
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type, governed by both point group symmetry and time-
reversal symmetry. Specifically, the spin lies in-plane and

is perpendicular to the wave vector k⃗; this component
is often referred to as the ’Rashba component’. Time-

reversal symmetry ensures that when k⃗ is reversed to

−k⃗, the spin also flips direction. Near the Dirac point,
the spin polarization reaches 30% (in absolute terms),
which is below that of the topological insulator Bi2Te3
(about 60% [52]).

The Chern number, which is determined by the num-
ber of topological surface states, is the same for both the
W(001) and W(110) surfaces. As a result, the Berry cur-
vature derived from the spectral function [30] is likely to
be similar for both orientations. However, since the spin
Hall effect (SHE) is proportional to the integrated Berry
curvature, a definitive conclusion about which surface ex-
hibits a stronger SHE would require more extensive sim-
ulations. In contrast, the conductivity of the W(001) and
W(110) surfaces is proportional to the number of states
at the Fermi energy. Because of the band touching be-
tween Γ̄ and X̄ in W(001), the conductivity in W(001)
is likely higher than in W(110) (see spectral function of
W(110) in Fig. 1 of Ref. [47]).

Although an explanation based on a difference in sur-
face electronic structure can not be ruled out, another
possible explanation for the difference in THz electric
field amplitude is connected to the transparency of the
α-W/CoFe interface characterized by the effective spin-
mixing conductance. The influence of interface intermix-
ing on the spin-mixing conductance has been quantita-
tively studied for Pt/Py (Py = Permalloy) bilayers us-
ing first-principles calculations [53]. The interface inter-
mixing was modelled as a scattering region consisting of
composite Pt1−xPyx and PtxPy1−x layers for the first
Pt and Py atomic layers at the interface. Comparing
with the spin-mixing conductance for an ideally clean
and atomically flat interface, corresponding to x = 0,
it was found that the spin-mixing conductance is en-
hanced in the presence of interface intermixing. More-
over, experimental support for this has been obtained for
Co/Pt bilayers [54]. An ultrahin layer of the composite
CoxPt1−x was in this work introduced between the Co
and Pt layers to study the effect of interface intermixing,
clearly revealing that interface intermixing enhances THz
emission. Based on the information obtained from the
high-resolution HAADF-STEM images, we conclude that
the enhanced THz electric field amplitude for the STE
grown on the Al2O3 (112̄0) substrate is likely a result of
an Ångström-scale scattering region at the interface con-
sisting of a few atomic composite layers as described in
the first-principles calculations [53]. Considering the high
crystalline quality of the bilayers studied here, we are not
considering the effect of strongly disordered interfaces on
the spin-mixing conductance and THz emission.

It is interesting to compare the α-W/Co60Fe40 STE
investigated here with a standard bilayer STE like Fe/Pt
[50]. We therefore deposited a MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(3) STE
for comparison with our α-W based STEs. Figures 4 (a)

and (b) show the THz electric field waveform in time do-
main and the peak-to-peak amplitude versus laser power
for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3) and MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(3), respec-
tively. The emitted THz signals are comparable for
these two STEs, even though it should be noted that
the MgO/Fe/Pt STE exhibits larger THz amplitude de-
creasing the thickness of the Pt layer (cf. Fig. S10 in
SM).

There is a considerable difference in optical proper-
ties between the two measurement orientations, as light
beams reflected from the two surfaces of the substrate are
non-coherent and are not subject to interference effects.
The aluminium-oxide cap on the film side, on the other
hand, is very thin and thus interference occurs between
multiply reflected beams. The surface texture of the back
surface of the substrate also causes light to be scattered
in different ways in the front and back configurations.
These two effects result in the fact that the transmit-
tance and reflectance spectra are different for the two
measurement orientations. The difference in absorptance
caused by interference is illustrated in Fig. 5(a), where
the reflectance, transmittance and absorptance spectra
for the W(3)/CoFe(3) emitter are shown. This sample
was prepared on a double-sided polished Al2O3 (112̄0)
substrate, implying that there is no surface texture on
the back surface of the substrate. It can be seen that
for this sample the reflectance is quite different between
the light being incident from the substrate and film sides
while the transmittance is the same. In both orientations
the diffuse signals are close to zero. This means that the
absorptance is higher for light incident from the substrate
side, which in turn implies that one can expect a stronger
spin current js to be generated for this orientation.

For the other STEs the surface texture on the back
surface of the substrate causes diffuse (scattered) signals,
which complicates the situation. The transmittance is in
these cases not the same from the two sides and both
reflectance and transmittance differ. This can be seen in
Fig. S11 in SM. However, accounting for the diffuse scat-
tering it can be seen that the absorptance for all STEs is
higher for light incident from the substrate side.

A problem with the results from calculations is that
these do not take light scattering into account, but the
results indicate that the trends with varied input param-
eters are consistent with our experimental results. The
sample with a smooth back surface can be used to com-
pare experimental and calculated results with no scat-
tering involved. This is shown in Fig. 5(b). It can be
seen that the trends with the difference in reflectance and
absorptance when light is incident on the film and sub-
strate sides of the sample are consistent. Considering the
extremely thin layers these Fresnel calculations are very
encouraging.

The property of interest in this investigation is thus
the absorptance within the film stack. Neither the ex-
perimental results, nor the calculated results, provide in-
formation about exactly where in the film stack absorp-
tion occurs. It is obvious, however, that the absorption
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FIG. 4. (a) THz electric field waveform in time-domain for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3) and MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(3) when pumping from
the substrate side using 0.24 mJ/cm2 laser fluence. (b) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3) and
MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(3) when pumping from the substrate side versus laser fluence.

FIG. 5. Reflectance, transmittance and absorptance spectra for a smooth, non-scattering sample measured with the film
and substrate sides facing the beam. It should be noted that there is no difference in transmittance between the two mea-
surement configurations in this case. (a) Experimental results for sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(3) and (b) calculated results for
sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(3).

mechanism is within the two metallic layers. Owing to
the similarity of the optical constants of W, Co and Fe,
the absorption is likely to be similar in the two metallic
layers (W and CoFe). Both the calculated results and
the experimental results indicate that the absorptance
is higher when light is incident from the substrate side.
The absorptance also increases with film thickness of the
CoFe layer, which is also as expected. These results are
shown in Fig. S12 in SM for the measured and calcu-
lated absorptance. The trend is the same for all results,
but there is a difference as the experimental results take
light scattering into account while the calculated spectra
assume ideally flat interfaces.

An unexpected result was revealed when comparing
the THz emission between STEs grown on double-sided

and single-sided polished substrates. THz electric field in
time domain for sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) and
MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) when pumping from sub-
strate and film sides are shown in Fig. S13 in SM. The
former STE was grown on double-sided polished sub-
strate, while the latter was grown on single-sided polished
substrate. The THz electric field amplitude is about 30%
larger for the film grown on the double-sided polished
substrate when pumping from the substrate side. A pos-
sible explanation for this result is that the substrates used
in this study have some absorption. When pumping from
the substrate side, considering light scattering at the sub-
strate back surface, the light will travel a longer path in-
side the substrate thereby yielding increased absorption
in the substrate. Increased absorption in the substrate
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in turn implies less light reaching the magnetic layer and
therefore a reduced spin current js and emission of THz
radiation.

IV. CONCLUSION

To summarize, we provide direct evidence of THz
emission in epitaxial α-W/Co60Fe40 spintronic emit-
ters. Two types of emitters have been inves-
tigated; epitaxial α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) and α-
W(001)/Co60Fe40(001) deposited on single crystalline
Al2O3(112̄0) and MgO(001) substrates, respectively.
The generated THz radiation is about 10% larger for
the α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) emitter, which might be
linked to a difference in Dirac surface states appear-
ing in α-W(110) and α-W(001). Even if an explanation
based on a difference in surface electronic structure can
not be ruled out, a more likely explanation is that the
α-W(110)/Co60Fe40(110) interface is more transparent
to the spin current due to the presence of Ångström-
scale interface intermixing at the W/CoFe interface. Re-
sults from first-principles calculations show that the spin-
mixing conductance is enhanced in the presence of in-
terface intermixing [53]. Our results also reveal that the
generation of THz radiation is larger when pumping with
the laser light from the substrate side. Measurements of
reflectance and transmittance spectra as well as Fresnel
calculations for the studied film stacks show that this
can be explained by a larger part of the laser light be-
ing absorbed in the ferromagnetic Co60Fe40 layer in this
measurement configuration due to interference effects.

A comparison with the reference Fe/Pt STE, which is
known to provide one of the highest THz signals [16],
shows that the emitted W/CoFe THz electric field am-
plitude is of similar magnitude. It is also worth noting
that light scattering at the substrate back surface may
suppress the amplitude of the emitted THz electric field
amplitude by increased absorption of the laser light in
the substrate.
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I. MAGNETIZATION AND RESISTIVITY RESULTS

FIG. S1. Thickness dependent magnetization of (a) MgO/W(3)/CoFe(tCoFe)/Al2O3(6)

and (b) Sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(tCoFe)/Al2O3(6). The saturation magnetization values

are 1.40 × 106 A/m, 1.34 × 106 A/m and 1.24 × 106 A/m for tCoFe = 4, 3 and 2 nm,

repectively for the MgO substrate; the saturation magnetization values are 1.43 × 106

A/m, 1.38 × 106 A/m and 1.38 × 106 A/m for tCoFe = 4, 3 and 2 nm, repectively for

the sapphire substrate. The saturation magnetization values were calculated using the

nominal thickness values.

FIG. S2. Thickness dependent electrical resistivity of α-W. The increase at small thick-

ness is due to the increased contribution from surface and interface electron scattering.
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II. REFLECTANCE AND TRANSMITTANCE EXPERIMENTS

Schematic illustrations of the sphere geometry in reflectance and transmittance
modes are shown in Fig. S3.

FIG. S3. Left: Schematic illustration of the integrating sphere in reflectance mode.

Right: Schematic illustration of the integrating sphere in transmittance mode.

The film stack configuration is illustrated in Fig. S4 with the measured reflected
and transmitted beams shown. Subscript “film” is used when incident light hits
the sample from the film side and subscript “substrate” is used when incident
light hits the sample from the substrate side. There is a considerable difference
in the two cases, as light beams reflected from the two surfaces of the substrate
are non-coherent and are not subject to interference effects. The aluminium-oxide
cap on the film side, on the other hand, is very thin and thus interference occurs
between multiply reflected beams. The surface texture of the back surface of the
substrate also causes light to be scattered in different ways in the front and back
configurations. These two effects result in the fact that the transmittance and
reflectance spectra are different for the two measurement orientations.

FIG. S4. Schematic illustration of the film stacks used for the experiments.
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III. HAADF-STEM, EDS MAPS AND ELECTRON DIFFRACTION PAT-

TERNS

FIG. S5. (a) and (c) HAADF-STEM images of W/CoFe layers on Al2O3 and MgO

substrate, respectively. (b) and (d) Overlay of the elements for each sample. Oxygen

was omitted in order to present the elements clearly.
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FIG. S6. Left: TEM image of W/CoFe layers on Al2O3 taken at lower magnification.

Middle: Electron diffraction pattern of the selected area. Right: Enlarged center region

of of the electron diffraction pattern.

FIG. S7. Left: TEM image of W/CoFe layers on MgO taken at lower magnification.

The selected area is indicated by a circle. Middle: Electron diffraction pattern of the

selected area. Right: Enlarged center region of of the electron diffraction pattern.
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IV. RESULTS FROM THZ MEASUREMENTS

FIG. S8. THz electric field in time domain for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) when

pumping from substrate side using 0.3 mJ/cm2 laser fluency. The THz signal is inverted

when the magnetization direction is reversed.

FIG. S9. (a) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for

MgO/W(tW )/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) versus thickness tW of the tungsten layer. (b)

THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for MgO/W(3)/CoFe(tCoFe)/Al2O3(6) versus

thickness tCoFe of the CoFe layer.
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FIG. S10. (a) THz electric field peak-to-peak amplitude for MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(2) when

pumping from substrate side using 0.3 mJ/cm2 laser fluency. (b) Fast Fourier transform

of time-domain signal for MgO/Fe(3)/Pt(2).
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V. TRANSMITTANCE, REFLECTANCE AND ABSORPTION RESULTS

FIG. S11. Transmittance (T ), reflectance (R) and absorption (A) versus wavelength for

W(3)/CoFe(2.5)/Al2O3(6) grown on single sided polished Al2O3.

FIG. S12. Absorption spectra for sapphire/W(3)/CoFe(tCoFe)/Al2O3(6); (a) experi-

mental and (b) calculated results.
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VI. COMPARISON THZ EMISSION USING DOUBLE-SIDED AND

SINGLE-SIDED POLISHED SUBSTRATES

FIG. S13. THz electric field in time domain for sapph/W(3)/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) and

MgO/W(3)/CoFe(3)/Al2O3(6) when pumping from substrate and film sides using 0.3

mJ/cm2 laser fluency. The former STE was grown on a double-sided polished substrate,

while the latter was grown on a single-sided polished substrate; the THz electric field

amplitude is significantly larger for the film grown on the double-sided polished substrate.
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VII. X-RAY REFLECTIVITY

To quantify the W (tEW ) and CoFe (tECoFe) thicknesses, substrate-film inter-
face roughness (σsubstrate/W ), W-CoFe interface roughness (σW/CoFe) and film-
capping interface roughness (σCoFe/capping) in our emitters, we utilized x-ray re-
flectivity (XRR) measurements. The XRR spectra were recorded in the range
of 2θ=(0◦−6◦). The layer thickness and interface roughness were investigated by
simulating the XRR spectra using the GenX software. The estimated values of
layer thicknesses and both interface roughnesses for all emitters are presented in
Tables ST1-ST4.

TABLE ST1. Comparison of nominal (tNW ) and GenX extracted thickness (tEW ) from

XRR analysis for films grown on MgO(001) substrates. The nominal thickness of the

CoFe layer was tNCoFe = 30 Å. The thickness and roughness are in Å.

tNW σsubstrate/W tEW σW/CoFe tECoFe σCoFe/Al2O3
tEAl2O3

40 3 38 1 26 5 58

35 2 34 1 26 4 59

30 2 29 1 29 12 56

25 2 24 0 28 8 58

20 3 20 1 26 5 59

TABLE ST2. Comparison of nominal (tNW ) and GenX extracted thickness (tEW ) from

XRR analysis for films grown on Al2O3(112̄0) substrates. The nominal thickness of the

CoFe layer was tNCoFe = 30 Å. The thickness and roughness are in Å.

tNW σsubstrate/W tEW σW/CoFe tECoFe σCoFe/Al2O3
tEAl2O3

40 5 41 5 25 5 58

35 1 35 4 25 4 57

30 8 31 5 26 6 57

25 1 25 3 26 5 57

20 10 21 3 24 4 60
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TABLE ST3. Comparison of nominal (tNCoFe) and GenX extracted thickness (tECoFe)

from XRR analysis for films grown on MgO(001) substrates. The nominal thickness of

the W layer was tNW = 30 Å. The thickness and roughness are in Å.

tNCoFe σsubstrate/W tEW σW/CoFe tECoFe σCoFe/Al2O3
tEAl2O3

40 1 29 1 30 6 64

35 2 29 1 29 8 61

30 2 29 1 29 12 56

25 2 29 1 19 2 63

20 3 28 2 18 3 65

TABLE ST4. Comparison of nominal (tNCoFe) and GenX extracted thickness (tECoFe)

from XRR analysis for films grown on Al2O3(112̄0) substrates. The nominal thickness

of the W layer was tNW = 30 Å. The thickness and roughness are in Å.

tNCoFe σsubstrate/W tEW σW/CoFe tECoFe σCoFe/Al2O3
tEAl2O3

40 2 31 3 33 5 58

35 10 30 4 28 4 58

30 8 31 5 26 6 57

25 10 30 3 20 4 59

20 10 30 3 19 6 54
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