arXiv:1011.5054v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 23 Nov 2010

Ultra-fast magnetisation rates within the Landau-Lifshitz-Bloch model.
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The ultra-fast magnetisation relaxation rates during #sef-induced magnetisation process are analyzed
in terms of the Landau-Lifshitz-Bloch (LLB) equation forffdirent values of spir§. The LLB equation is
equivalent in the limi§— oo to the atomistic Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert (LLG) Langevigmamics and fo6=1/2
to the M3TM model [B. Koopmansgt al. Nature Mat. 9 (2010) 259]. Within the LLB model the ultra-fast
demagnetisation timey;) and the transverse damping () are parameterized by the intrinsic coupling-to-the-
bath parametek, defined by microscopic spin-flip rate. We show that for ther@n-mediated Elliott-Yafet
mechanism) is proportional to the ratio between the non-equilibriunopbn and electron temperatures. We
investigate the influence of the finite spin number and thétexiiag rate parametex on the magnetisation
relaxation rates. The relation between the fs demagnietisedte and the LLG damping, provided by the LLB
theory, is checked basing on the available experimenta. datgood agreement is obtained for Ni, Co and
Gd favoring the idea that the same intrinsic scattering ggsds acting on the femtosecond and nanosecond
timescale.

PACS numbers: 75.40Gb,78.47.+p, 75.70.-i

I. INTRODUCTION volves the rate equations for the electron, phonon and spin
temperatures (energié8$>=17 Recently, it has been shown

Magnetisation precession and the spin-phonon relaxatiofiat the introduction of the spin temperature is not adegbat
rates at picosecond timescale were considered to be the limSNC€ the spin system is not in the equilibrium on the fem-
ing factor for the speed of the magnetisation switchfhgin- toseco_nd timescale. It has been suggested to couple the spin
til using optical excitation with fs pulsed lasers the pbigsi dynamics to the two-temperature (2T) model for phonon and
ity to influence the magnetisation on femtosecond timescal§/€Ctron temperaturg&22 These models are based on the en-

was demonstratétf. The ultra-fast laser-induced demagneti- €79Y flow picture and leave unidentified the angular momen-
sation immediately became a hot topic of solid state physic!m transfer mechanism and the underlying quantum mech-
due to an appealing possibility to push further the limits of2niSm responsible for the spin fib They essentially inter-
operation of magnetic devices. This ultra-fast process haBrétthe ultra-fast demagnetisation as "thermal” processe
now been shown to proceed with several important characderstanding the temperature as energy input from photon to

teristic timescalé (i) the femtosecond demagnetisation with €/€ctron and then to the spin system. By using these mod-
timescalety (ii) the picosecond recovery with timescale els the important role of the linear reversal path in the temt

and (iii) the hundred picoseconds -nanosecond magnetisati S€¢ONd demagnetisation has been iden#fiéti The compar-

precession, traditionally characterized by the ferronetign ison with experiment seems to indicate that in order to have

resonance frequenayewr and the Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert Magnetisation switching in the ultra-fast timescale, a com
damping parameter, . (see Fig.1). bined action of_ heat" and large field coming from the inverse
The physics of the magnetisation changes on femto-secorfoaraday effect is necessafy
timescales is obviously not-trivial and will require novieé- The most successful recent phenomenological models de-
ories within the relativistic quantum electrodynamics @iy~ Scribing the ultra-fast magnetisation dynamics are (i) the
electron systems. From theoretical point of view, the éxgst Langevin dynamics based on the Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert
models try to answer an open question of the role of differ{LLG) equation and classical Heisenberg Hamiltonian fer lo
ent subsystems (photons, phonons, electrons and spif in tcalized atomic spin momerfs'S, (ii) the Landau-Lifshitz-
ultra-fast angular momentum transtehis common goal is  Bloch (LLB) micromagnetic€:2* and (iii) the Koopmans's
stimulated by experimental findings provided by the XMCD Magnetisation dynamics model (M3T#). The spin dy-
measurements showing the important role of the spin-orbifamics could be coupled to the electron temperature from the
interaction&?. For the present state of art quantum mechani2T model, underlying the electronic origin of the spin-flip
cal description®20-130f ultra-fast demagnetisation processesproces&1%:212224or to both electron and phonon temper-
involve unavoidable simplifications and sometimes evenesomatures, underlying the Elliott-Yafet mechanism mediatgd b
ad-hoc assumptions necessary to explain experimental fin@thonong®. When the 2T model was carefully parameterised
ings, such as reduced exchange interactions, enhanced spffPm the measured reflectivity, it gave an excellent agregme
orbit coupling or a Gaussian distribution of occupied state With the experiment in N# using the former approach or in
around the Fermi level. While some degree of agreement ha¥i, Co and Gd using the latter approdeh
been achieved in modelling of the ultra-fast demagnetisati  |n the classical derivation of the LLB equation the ther-
(tm) scalé?, the modelling of all three ultra-fast demagnetisa-mal averaging has been performed analytically within the
tion rates within the same approach is outside the podsisili mean field (MFA) approximatid®. Thus, the LLB equa-
of the quantum mechanical approaches. tion for classical spins§— ) is equivalent to an ensem-
The three-temperature (3T) phenomenological model inble of exchange-coupled atomistic spins modelled by s®cha
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tic LLG equationd®2’. At the same time, in some cases 0.8 oz

LLB equation may be preferable with respect to the atom —

Heisenberg model, since being micromagnetic it can inco 07 |

rate quantum nature of magnetism and the quantum de E B T oy
tion of LLB also existé®. In particular the limits of validity 06| TN NI A A A A
for the statistical mechanics based on the classical Heésg!

model for the description of materials with delocalized m 0.5 ¢

netism ofd-electrons in transition metals or magnetisnfo 04l

electrons in rare earths are not clear. An alternativessizi ' “/

simplified description otl-metals consists of a two level sy 03| ™

tem with spin-up and spin-down bands (i.8.= +1/2), as .

has been done by B. Koopmaesal22. Their model, as we 0.2 fme pe]
show in the present article, is also equivalent to the quar 1012 250 500 750 1000

LLB equation with spinS= 1/2. An additional advantag

in the use of the LLB equation is the possibility to mo isation d . . Th s obtainechby
larger spatial scalé$2%. Therefore the LLB micromagne.- neftisation dynamics experiments. The curve is obtanechoyirt

. g . o o . " tegration of the Landau-Lifshitz-Bloch equation coupledte two-
ics is an important paradigm within the multiscale magretis emperature model with the parameters from[R&f.21. For the-m

tion dynamics description. The LLB equation has been showRjiing of precession the applied fietdap = 1T at 30 degrees was
to describe correctly the three stages of the ultra-fastadem used.

netisation processes: the sub-picosecond demagnetistigo
picosecond magnetisation recovery and the nanosecond mag-

icati 12022 ; . . . .
netisation precessiéf2? see Fid.IL. scattering mechanism with a slower timeséale

The intrinsic quantum mechanical mechanisms responsi- Partially basing on the above mentioned experimental re-
ble for the ultra-fast demagnetisation in the LLB modelsults and from a general point of view, the longitudinal xela
are included in the intrinsic coupling-to-the-bath parame ation (the ultra-fast demagnetisation rajg) and the trans-
ter A2228  The coupling process is defined by the rate ofverse relaxation (the LLG dampinm. ) may be thought
the spin flip. Several possible underlying quantum mechto be independent quantities. Indeed, different intrirasid
anisms are currently under debate: the Elliott-Yafet (EY)extrinsic mechanisms can contribute to the demagnetisatio
electron scattering mediated by phonons or impuf#é%  rates at different timescales. One can, for example, men-
or other electror¢ and electron-electron inelastic exchangetion that during the femtosecond demagnetisation therelect
scattering®3%. By combining the macroscopic demagnetisa-temperature is often raised up to the Curie temper&tdfe
tion equation (M3TM model) with the rate of spin flip calcu- At this moment, the high frequency THz spinwai®® in-
lated on the basis of full Hamiltonian, Koopmaetsal 2 have  cluding the Stoner excitatioB&contribute. At the same time,
been able to relate the ultra-fast demagnetisationtyimeith  the transverse relaxation is related to the homogeneous pre
the spin flip rate of the phonon-mediated Elliott-Yafet &&at  cessional mode. The LLB equation takes care of the different
ing. The authors fitted experimental demagnetisation iiates natures of longitudinal and transverse relaxation, agifiom
Ni, Co, Gd to the phenomenological M3TM model and foundthe spin disordering. The LLB model calculates them inde-
them to be consistent with the values estimated on the bsis pendently but basing on the same intrinsic scattering mecha
ab-initio theory. The coupling-to-the-bath paramede(mi-  nism parameterized by the parametef he increment of the
croscopic damping parameter in atomistic LLG model) shoulchumber of scattering events is mimicked by the increases of
be distinguished from that of the macroscopic dampings  the electron temperature. Consequently, the relationdmstw
(o, in the LLB model), a more complicated quantity which the ultra-fast demagnetisation and precession remairig val
includes the magnon-magnon processes. but with a temperature-dependent correction. If this ietes

The first attempt to relate the sub-picosecond demagnetisgonfirmed experimentally, a unique intrinsic coupling para
tion time with the macroscopic damping processes was givefiter means that the same main microscopic mechanism is act-
by Koopmanet al® who suggested the relatiap ~ 1/a . ing on bothtimescales. Inthe present article we will shaat th
Subsequently and with the aim to check this relation severdhe analysis of the available experimental data seems te ind
experiments in doped permalloy were perfordfed!. The cate towards this possibility, at least in pure transiticetats
permalloy thin films were doped with rare earth impuritids, a such as Ni or Co and in rare earth metal Gd. We did not find
lowing to increase in a controlled way the damping parameteyalidity of the corresponding relation in Fe.
oL . The effect on the demagnetisation timg was shown Up to now only classical versionS(— «) of the LLB
to be opposit# or null??, in contrast to the above relation. equation was used to model the ultra-fast demagnetisation
However, it should be noted that the analysis leading to thiprocesse®:21:24 In the present article we show the impor-
expression was performed in terms of the Landau-Lifshitztant role of the choice of the quantum spin value, resulting
Gilbert equation, relating the ultra-fast demagnetisatime  in the differences in the corresponding longitudinal ratzon
Tm to the transverse damping without taking into account theitimes. The article is organized as follows. In section Il we
temperature dependence. Moreover, one should take into apresent different formulations of the quantum LLB model and
count that the rare-earth impurities may introduce a difiér its main features for different spin valu& In section Il

Figure 1. Characteristic time scales in ultrafast lasduéed mag-



3

we present results on the modelling of the demagnetisatiowith gqs = 3Tcme/[2(S+ 1)T], whereS is the quantum spin
processes within LLB models with different choices of the number andl¢ is the Curie temperature. In the caSe» «
guantum spins numb&and of the intrinsic scattering mech- the damping coefficients have the forms used in severalprevi
anisms. In section IV we present our attempts to link theously published work¥, suitable for the comparison with the
ultra-fast demagnetisation rates in transition metals @dd Langevin dynamics simulations based on the classical Heise
and comparison with available experimental data. Sectiolmerg Hamiltonian and in agreement with tHeS#’.
V concludes the article. In the Appendix to the article we Eq.[) is singular folT > Tc, in this case it is more con-
demonstrate the equivalence of the LLB model vts 1/2  venient to use the LLB equation in terms of the variable
and the M3TM model by B. Koopmares al®. m= M/Me(T = 0K)2”. The corresponding LLB equation is
indistinguishable from Ed.{1) but with different relaatal
parameterﬁH = me0y|, 0, =me0; anda; = Ex'H forT > Tc,
Il THE LANDAU-LIFSHITZ-BLOCH MODEL WITH in this case the contribution of temperatureHgy [the sec-
QUANTUM SPIN NUMBER S ond term in EqIR)] i —1/X)[1— 3Tem?/5(T — Te)mm. Al-
though this formulation is more suitable for the modellirig o
The LLB equation for a quantum spin was derived from thethe laser-induced demagnetisation process, during whieh t
density matrix approaéf. Although the model Hamiltonian electronic temperature is usually raised higher thanit is
was rather the simplest form of the spin-phonon interagtionthe expressiori{4) which should be compared with the trans-
the generalization of the approach should be possible t@ mowerse relaxation parameter, g due to the similarity of the
complex situations. The macroscopic equation for the magformulation of the Eq[{1) with the macromagnetic LLG equa-
netisation dynamics, valid at all temperatures, is writtetihe  tion. In the classical case and far from the Curie tempegatur

following form: T<Te,A=0a, =0, (ALLe).
_ va 0.09 T
A =vin x ]+ L n-Herln = X2 nx [ Herl] ()

wheren = M/Me(T) = m/me is the reduced magnetisation, 0.06 -

normalized to the equilibrium valude at given temperature
andm=M/Mg(T = 0K). The effective fieldH ¢, contains all
usual micromagnetic contributions, denotedhy; (Zeeman,
anisotropy, exchange and magnetostatic) and is augmeyted b 0.03
the contribution coming from the temperature

arLLG

Hef = Hint+ = (1— 1) n, @)

2X| T/Te

where)(T) = (dm/0H)n 0 is the longitudinal susceptibil-

ity . The LLB equation contains two relaxational parame-
ters: transverse and longitudinaty, related to the intrinsic
coupling-to-the-bath parameter In the quantum description

the coupling parametér contains the matrix elements repre-
senting the scattering events and, thus, is proportiontieo
spin-flip rate due to the interaction with the environmerftisT
parameter, in turn, could be temperature dependentandrin o
opinion, it is this microscopic parameter which should be re
lated to the Gilbert parameter calculated through abeiraiil-
culations as in Refé:39 since the contribution coming from

the spin disordering is not properly taken into account @sth
models. In the quantum case the temperature dependence of
the LLB damping parameters is given by the following ex- Figure 2. (Up) The transverse damping parameter(a g) as
pressions: a function of temperature within the LLB model for differespin
valuesS. The intrinsic coupling parameter was setXc= 0.03.
(Down) The longitudinal relaxation time, as a function of tem-

7 [ps]

g oMM 20 AT (3  Perature within the LLB model for different spin valués The
= me 3Tc Sinh(20s) S—»o Me 3 c’ temperature-dependent magnetisation and the longitusliisaepti-
bility X” were evaluated in both cases in the MFA approach using the
Brillouin function.
A [tanh(gs) T A T
O [ gs 3T Som 1= 3T |’ (4) In the "thermal" model the nature of the longitudinal and
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the transverse relaxation differs from the point of view of thermal field only Hj,; = 0) and with spinS=1/2, i.e. itis
characteristic spinwave frequencies. The transverseatiden ~ equivalent to

(known as the LLG damping) is basically the relaxation of the

FMR mode. The contribution of other spinwave modes is re- dm

duced to the thermal averaging of the micromagnetic parame- o YO | Heft- (8)
ters and the main effect comes from the decrease of the mag-

netisation at high temperature. Consequently, the trassve This gives a relation between the intrinsic coupling par@me
damping parameter increases with temperature (sekl Fig.2),and the material specific paramet@&and finally with the
consistent with atomistic modelling reséfsind well-known ~ phonon-mediated EY spin-flip probability via the formula:
FMR experiment¥:4%,

On the contrary, the main contribution to the longitudinal 3Rt Tp T
relaxation comes from the high-frequency spin waves. This YR P ALE
process occurs in a strong exchange field. As a result, the lon 2y keTe Te €
gitudinal relaxation time (the inverse longitudinal redéivn)  Thus the two approaches are reconciled, provided that the
is much faster and increases with temperature, known as critemperature-dependent coupling rdie (9) is used in the LLB
ical slowing down, see Fig.2. This slowing down has beerequation, in contrast to other wof#&%:2?where the coupling
shown to be responsible for the slowing down of the femto-\ is considered to be temperature-independent. Combining
second demagnetisation timg as a function of laser pump expressiond{517) anfl(9), one can immediately see that in
fluency8:22 The characteristic longitudinal timescale is not the case of the phonon-mediated EY process, the longitudina
only defined by the longitudinal damping paramefér (3) butrelaxation time is determined by
also by the temperature-dependent longitudinal susakfytib

9)

X (T)#, according to the following equation: X E3
== (10)
f)z (T) asf GepVan
T(T) = % (5)  InRefl25 and basing on the phonon-mediated EY picture, the

classification of materials on the basis of the "magnetic in-
As it can be observed in Fidl 2 the transverse relaxatiofteraction strength” parametgy;/J was proposed, whetkis
parameten | (aLg) and the longitudinal relaxation tinmg, the material exchange parameter. According to the exjnessi
have a strong dependence on the quantum spin nugties-  above, the demagnetisation rate depends on more parameters
sen to describe system’s statistics. We conclude here abo@mong which the important one is also the electron-phonon
the occurrence of quite different relaxation rates for the t couplingGep defining how fast the electron system can pass
extreme caseS= 1/2 andS = . the energy to the phonon one. Another important parameter is
B. Koopmanset al. recently used a different equation the microscopic spin-flip ratasz. Comparing to the B. Koop-
to describe the ultrafast demagnetisation dynafijasalled  manset al2 materials classification, the longitudinal suscep-

M3TM model: tibility in Eq.(@0) is indeed defined by the value of the atomi
momentuy and by the fact that this function rapidly increases
d_m -R T <1_ mcoth< m'IE:)) ) (6)  with temperature and diverges closeltoll J. At T ~ Tc one
dt m?c Te obtains a simple linear relatiéﬁXH O pat/J, thus showing the

Eq.[8) has been obtained through the general Master equati(siependence of the demagnetisation rate on this parameter, a

approach for the dynamics of the populations of a two levefuggested in Ref.25.

system (spirS= 1/2 was used) with the switching probabil- " the case of the phonon-mediated EY process the tem-
t perature dependence of the longitudinal relaxation is ngmi

ity evaluated quantum-mechanically for the phonon-media =1 o
EY spin-flips. HereT, andT, are phonon and electron tem- 10M the longitudinal susceptibiliy only (cf. Ed._(10)), ap-
= const (cf. Eq[(b)). (We do not discuss

peratures, respectively, aiRds a material specific parameter, posed to the ‘?6?5_‘9 ) .
related to the spin-flip probability in the phonon-medicgati ~ Nere the possibility that the phonon-mediated EY spin-tipr
scattering eventay, as asi may be also temperature dependent.) However, the tem-

perature dependence of the susceptibility is charactbbye
8a5fGepkaBVaTc2 its exponential divergence closeTg. In these circumstances
R= 2 ) (7) " an additional linear temperature dependence providedéy th
HatES aci \r tempere pendence p Joy
longitudinal damping is difficult to distinguish in the fittj
whereV, andpg are the atomic volume and magnetic moment,procedure of experimental data.
respectivelyGe is the electron-phonon coupling constaat,
is the Boltzmann constanig is the Bohr magneton arigh is

the Debye energy. This equation has allowed to fit the ultra- Ill. MODELLING OF THE LASER-INDUCED
fast demagnetisation timay{) obtaining the values oR in ULTRA-FAST DEMAGNETISATION WITHIN THE LLB
Ni, Co and Gé&® and relating them to the phonon-mediated MODELS.

EY scattering ratess;.
As we show in the Appendix, the M3TM equatidn (6) cor-  In the spirit of Refst®:29-222%or the modelling of ultra-fast
responds to the longitudinal part of the LLB equation with demagnetisation dynamics, the LLB equation may be coupled
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to the electron temperatuiie only, understanding the elec- remaining fitting parameter for the LLB model is the coupling
trons as the main source for the spin-flip mechadfs®2?  parametei. The choice of\ together with the parameters
or to both phonon and electron temperatures in the spirit 0bf the 2T model defines all magnetisation rates. In[Fig.3 we
the phonon-mediated Elliott-Yafet procéssin both cases it present modelling of the ultra-fast demagnetisation and re
is the electron temperatuiie= T which couples to the mag- magnetisation for various values of the coupling paramleter
netisation in the LLB formalism, since the phonon tempera-chosen to be independent on temperature, as in [Réf. 22. If
ture could only enter into the temperature dependence of thir some reason the scattering channel was suppressed, this
coupling-to-the bath parametarvia Eq.[9) . Note that the would lead to a small scattering rate and consequently d smal
temperaturd is not the spin temperature, since the resultingdemagnetisation and a slow recovery. Indeed, the value of
dynamics is taking place out-of-equilibrium. for Gd was found to be 60 times smaller than for Ni (see Table
The electrorTe and phonofT, temperatures are taken from [). This small value ok assures a large delay in the magnetis-
the two-temperature (2T) modét®48 \ithin this model  arion relaxation towards the equilibrium electron tempae
their dynamics is described by two differential equations: ~ Thus this parameter defines the diversity of the demagnetisa
tion rates in larger extend than the rafig/J, suggested in

Ce% = —Gep(Te—Tp) + P(t), Ref(25 and discussed in the previous subsection.
dT, 0
de_tp = Gep(Te— Tp). (11)
HereCe = YeTe (Ve = const) andC, are the specific heats of 01

the electrons and the lattice. The Gaussian sourceRér)is EO

a function which describes the laser power density absorbed ~

in the material. The functioR(t) is assumed to be propor- 51 02
tional to the laser fluencé with the proportionality coeffi- ’
cient which could be obtained from the long time scale de-

magnetization data (for whicl, = Tp)2—2. The dynamics of 03 L ,
the electron temperature can be also measured directhgin th ’ 0 10 20
time-resolved photoemission experinfént

The first of Egs[(1l1) may also include a diffusion term t [ps]

O,(kO;Te) taking into account a final penetration depth of

the deposited energy into the film thickn€sand a term,  Figyre 3. The result of integration of the LLB mod& ¢ «) with
Ce(Te — 300K) /1th describing the heat diffusion to the exter- different parameter (increasing from top to the bottom). In this
nal spacé. In the present article, the parameters for the 2T-case the the 2T model parameters were taken from Ref.22 asien |
model were taken either from Koopmaeisal22 or from U.  fluenceF =30 mJ/cn?
Atxitia et al2? (for Ni only), where they were carefully pa-
rameterized through the reflectivity measurements. The Ni Another parameter strongly influencing the demagnetisa-
(Co, Gd etc) parameters, such as magnetisation as a functigion rates is the phonon-electron coupli@g, defining the
of temperature were taken assuming the Brilloiun (Langevirrate of the electron temperature equilibration time. This i
for S— ) function. the main parameter governing the magnetisation recovering
The coupling of the 2T model to the LLB equation ade-time te. Indeed, in Ref® the phonon-electron couplin@ep
quately describes all three stages of the ultra-fast destagn was chosen to be 20 times smaller for Gd than for Ni. By
sation rates: sub-ps demagnetisation, ps recovery andssub-adjusting this parameter, the ultra-slow demagnetisatites
precessioft2?, see Fig.1. As a consequence of the temperobserved in ThFe alldy, Gd*® and in half-metak® as well
ature dependence of both longitudinal damping and susceptas the two time-scales demagnetisattgi are also well-
bility, and since the temperature is dynamically changed acreproduced (see, as an example,[Fig.4). Within this model
cording to Eqs[(dl1), the longitudinal relaxation time imé+  the two-time scale process consists of a relatively fastadpm
dependent via EQ5). It is also strongly dependent on thaetisation (however much slower than in Ni), defined by the
parameters of the 2T model and its dynamics is not simpleelectron temperature and small valuépfollowed by a much
Consequently, the sub-ps ultra-fast demagnetisatiorrgliyne  slower process due to a slow energy transfer from the electro
speaking is not exponential and cannot be described in ternte the lattice system.
of one relaxation timey. Simple analytical expression is  As it was mentioned in the previous subsection, the
possible to obtain with the supposition of a square-shapeghonon-mediated EY mechanism predicts the coupling to the
temperature pul€é. The two-exponential fitting is also often bath parametek to be dependent on the ratio between the
used?:3% In our approach the fs demagnetisation is fitted di-phonon and electron temperature through the relafibn (9). A
rectly to the solution of the LLB equation without assumptio decrease ol up to two times at high fluencies is observed
of the one- or two-exponential decay. However, to complyfor Ni and Co. The analysis of the data presented in Ref. 25
with the existing approaches, we still discuss the demagnetand 47 for Gd has shown that during the demagnetisation pro-
sation rate in terms of a unique parameigr cess the ratide/T, has increased almost 6 times. In Elg.5
In the experiment performed in the same material the onlyve present the magnetisation dynamics for Ni evaluated for



]- T T ﬂlll T T T
_ o8}
£ £
5 06} &
04l yp v ..
0123 100 200 300 400

t [ps]

t [ps]

Figure 4. The result of integration of the LLB mod& - ) with

constanf\o = 0.0015 (see Table I). In this case the 2T model param-Figure 5. Magnetisation dynamics during laser-inducedatgrati-

eters were taken from Refl25 corresponding to Gd. sation process calculated within the LLB model with differgpin
numbers and for two laser-fluenciEs= 10 mJ/cnd (upper curves)
and F = 40 mJ/cn? (bottom curves). Ni parameters from Ref.22

two laser pulse fluencies, assuming various values of thre spiwere used. The symbols are calculated with the LLB equatitim w

Sand temperature-dependent and indepentieatues. Note  the intrinsic damping parameter using a constant= 0.003 value,

quite different demagnetisation rates at high fluency fay tw and the solid lines with the LLB equation and the intrinsicjoiing

limiting casesS = 1/2, used in Ref.25 anG = o, used in  With the temperature dependent-Ao (Tp/Te).-

Refl22. The differences in the choice dfare pronounced

at high pump fluency but are not seen at low fluency. On d and bi qii | ¢ av. th
can also hope that in the fitting procedure of experimentalmMtosecond and picosecond timescales. Unfortunatedy, t

data it would be possible to distinguish the two situations.damping problgm in ferromagnetic m_aterigls is very compli-
. cated and the literature reveals the diversity of measuaéd v

Unfortunately, the fitting to experimental data procedwe i . ; . : :
complicated and the changes coming from the two cases g&es in the same material, depending on the preparation-condi
tions.

scribed above are competing with several different passibi .

ities such as an additional temperature dependency in elecﬁ Thus, to have a dgﬁmte answer the measurement on
tron or phonon specific hedls Additionally, we would like the same sample is hlgh_ly de5|red|.\ﬁ_2The measurements of
to mention different electron-phonon coupling constaBgs both a, and 1y are available for where an excel-

used in Refs| 22 anld 25. Fitting to experimental data frorﬂem agreement between ultra-fast magnetisation rates via

Refl25 for Ni for high fluence, we have found that the case"Nidue temperature-independent paramter0.04 has been

ted?. The results of the systematic measurementyof
of the temperature-dependent= Ao(T,/Te) can be equally PO _ _ _
fitted with the temperature-independant Ao/2. To answer ~ &r€ also available for Ni, Co, Gd in Ref. |25, as well as for

definitely which fitting is better, more experimental data-pr Fe®. The next problem which we encounter herg is that the

moting one or another intrinsic mechanism and varying |asege_ma_gnet|s§1t|or_1 rates strongly depe_nd on the spin \Blag

fluency is necessary. IS |_nd|cated in FlgsE_IZ arE;I 5. The fitting of expe_rlme_ntal data

using LLB model with differentS values results in different

values of the coupling paramet&s. The use ofS= 1/2

IV. LINKING DIFFERENT TIMESCALES value?® or S= w value? is quite arbitrary and these values
do not coincide with the atomic spin numbers of Ni,Co, Gd.

Since the longitudinal relaxation occurs under strong eX_GeneraIIy speaking, for metals the spin value is not a good

change field and the transverse relaxation - under externaqyantum number. The measured temperature dependence of

applied field, their characteristic timescales are quitte magnetisation, however, is well fitted by the Brillouin func
’ ; . : tion with S= 1/2 for Ni and Co ands= 7/2 for G4, These
ent. However, the LLB equation provides a relation be-

o oo . are the values ddwhich we use in Table I.
tween the ultra-fast demagnetisation (longitudinal ratepn) : .
‘ . . Consequently in Table | we present data for the coupling

and the transverse relaxation (ordinary LLG damping param- . . )

: N 7 parametel extracted from Ref.25. Differently to this article,
eter) via the parameteko (A = Ag or A = Ag(Tp/Te) for

L for Gd we corrected the value of the paramd®dp account

Tp = Te). The two demagnetisation rates could be measure . ; , -~
. or a different spin value by the ratio of the factors, R =
independently by means of the ultra-fast laser pump-prob?f /fs,) RS with
techniqué2 It has been recently demonstratedhat the 2/ 1S
damping of the laser-induced precession coincides with the
measured by FMR in transition metals. By separate measure- fo— 20s 1 (12)
ments of the two magnetisation rates, the relatibhs (4)Bnd ( ™ sinh(2qs) MEox?

. . SA
given by the LLB theory could be checked. This can pro-
vide the validation of the LLB model, as well as the answer towhere the parameters are evaluated atklB8ing the MFA
the question if the same microscopic mechanism is acting oexpressions for each spin val& The data are evaluated



Material S F2 A o aLLe temperature dependent or independent parametdefined
Ni  1/2 172 00974 0032 00192.0.028' by the intrinsic spin-flip rate. The magnetisation dynamics

Co 12 253 0179 Q025 0Q00361-0,006%-0.0114 is co_upled to the electr(_)n temperature through this pammet

3 and is always delayed in time. The observed delay is higher
Gd  7/2 0.009 Q0015 Q00036 00008* for higher electron temperature. This is in agreement vhiéh t
Table I. The data for ultra-fast demagnetisation rate paters for exp_erlmental obsseorvatlon that different materlals deratiga .
three different metals from ultrafast demagnetizatioesand from at dlﬁerent rate®>°and that the process is slowed down with
FMR mesurements. The third column presents the demagtietisa the increase of laser fluency. We have shown that for the
parameterR from Ref. [25, corrected in the case of Gd for spin Phonon-mediated EY mechanism the intrinsic parameisr
S=7/2. The fourth column presents the value of thegparame- ~ dependent on the ratio between phonon and electron temper-
ter, as estimated from the M3TM modeland the formula Eq{9). atures and therefore is temperature dependent on the femto
The fifth column presents the data for; estimated via the LLB  second - several picosecond timescale. The LLB equation can
model Eq[(#) and thag value from the third column, at room tem-  reproduce slow demagnetizing rates observed in several ma-
peratureT = 30K for Co and Ni and afl = 120K for Gd . The  terjals such as Gd, ThFe and half metals. This is in agree-
last column presents the experimentally measured Gill@Mpihg | ,ant with both phonon-mediated EY picture since in Gd a
collected from different references. lower spin-flip probability was predicted and also with the i

elastic electron scattering picture, since the electréfngive

for the phonon-mediated EY process with the temperaturgl2rocesses are suppressed in insulators and half-rHetals
dependent parametarvia the expressiofi19). The value of Howevgr,_ we also stress the importance of other parameters
the Gilbert damping parameter. was then estimated through determmlng.the uItra.—fast demagnetisation rates, sudhes
formula [2) at 30& (for Ni and Co) and at 120 for Gd. Note ~ €lectron-lattice coupling.

that for temperature-independent Ag the resulting\o and

o | values are approximately two times smaller for Ni and Co.
The last column presents experimental values for the same p
rameter found in literature for comparison with the one$im t

The macroscopic damping parameters (longitudinal and
transverse) have different natures in terms of the involved
épinwaves and in terms of the timescales. Their temperature
dependence is different, however, they are related by time sp
afIip rate. We have tried to check this relation in several4ran
sition metals such as Ni, Co, Fe and the rare-earth metal Gd.
A good agreement is obtained in Co and Gd and an excel-
ent agreement in Ni. This indicates that on both timescales
the same main microscopic mechanism is acting. In Ni the
agreement is good both within the assumptians Ao and
A =AqTp/Te. In Co the agreement seems to be better with the
temperature-independent parameter A\g which does not in-
dicate towards the phonon-mediated EY mechanism. How-
ever, given a small discrepancy and the complexity of the
%amping problem, this conclusion cannot be considered defi-

ite. We can neither exclude an additional temperaturerdepe

ence of the intrinsic scattering probability (i.e. thegae-
Fer)\o) for both phonon-mediated EY and exchange scattering
mechanisms which was not taken into account.

fast demagnetisation timag; and the relation provided by
the LLB equation.

Given the complexity of the problem, the results presente
in Table | demonstrate quite a satisfactory agreement legtwe
the values, extracted from the ultra-fast demagnetiséiion
v and the Gilbert damping parameter via one unique
coupling-to-the-bath paramet®r The agreement is particu-
larly good for Ni, indicating that the same spin flip mechamis
is acting on both timescales. This is true for both experimen
in Refs.22 and 25. For Co the value is some larger. For th
temperature-independeht the resulting value is two times
smaller and the agreement is again satisfactory. We woul
like to note that no good agreement was obtained for Fe. Th
reported damping valuékare 5-10 times smaller as estimated
from the demagnetisation rates measured in Réf. 55.

An open question is the problem of doped permalloy where
an attempt to systematically change the damping parameter b
V. CONCLUSIONS doping with rare-earth impurities was underta&n order to
clarify the relation between the LLG damping and the ultra-
The Landau-Lifshitz-Bloch (LLB) equation provides a mi- fast demagnetisation r&&** The results are not in agree-
cromagnetic tool for the phenomenological modelling of thement with the LLB model. However in this case we think
ultra-fast demagnetisation processes. Within this model o that the hypothesis of the slow relaxing impurities presént
can describe the temperature-dependent magnetisation diyr Ref34 might be a plausible explanation. Indeed, if the
namics at arbitrary temperature, including close and aboveelaxation time of the rare earth impurities is high, thensta
the Curie temperature. The micromagnetic formulation cardard LLB model is not valid since it assumes an uncorrelated
take into account the quantum spin number. The LLB modethermal bath. The correlation time could be introduced in
includes the dynamics governed by both the atomistic LLGhe classical spin dynamics via the Landau-Lifshitz-Majkis
model and the M3TM model by Koopmaret al2>. In  Seki approact. It has been shown that the correlation time
the future it represents a real possibility for the multisca of the order of 10 fs slows down the longitudinal relaxation
modelling?®. independently on the transverse relaxation. Thus in this,ca
We have shown that within this model the ultra-fast de-the modification of the original LLB model to account for the
magnetisation rates could be parameterized through a @niqwolored noise is necessary.



8

VI. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT We expand around equilibriumme = By />(de) the small
quantity 1- By /m
This work was supported by the Spanish projects

MAT2007-66719-C03-01, CS2008-023. Bl/z(Q) ., om Tc\
== T\t (% ) Byalte) (A4)
Appendix A wheredm = m—me . Next, we expanth aroundm2
To show the equivalence between the LLB model with 1 (n? —mg) dm  (m? —mg)
S=1/2 and the M3TM modéP, we compare the relaxation m=Me+ 2 meme o (AS)
rates resulting from both equations. We start with the M3TMan(,
equation

1-Byp/m 1 (nP—mg)

BraB) , — 2X m3
dm = —RE (1— mcoth[(E) mD m (A1) vz H
dt TC Te . . .
Finally, collecting the equationg (A3) arld (A6) altogether

(AB)

where we identify the Brillouin function for the caSe=1/2,
B/, = tanh(g) with q = ;2 = (Tc/Te)m. Now, we use the ~ dm _ <3R Hat > 2Tp, 29 < 1

mé
ﬁu(l_ E)”‘) (AT)

identity By, = 2/B} ,sinh(2q) to write dt ~ \ 2 kgTc/ 3Tc sinh(2q)
dm T 2 _ Bip Comparing this to the LLB equation with longitudinal re-
- _RZP [ - } < —0 ) 14 (A2) laxation only and without anisotropy and external fields, we
dt Tc [sinh(2q) B1/2 can write Eq.[(AY) in terms af:
we multiply and divide bygpa to obtain d A2T. 2
t _n:y__e-queﬁ:VaHHeff (A8)
Bi dt me 3Tc sinh(2q)
dm_ oTp e [ 29 ] " \m (A3)
dt ~ TckeTc [sinh(20) | \ kaiBB} whereHeg; = %‘(1— n®)n, and
3R Mat Tp} 2Te  2q
O =|mr—= | o= A9
LB - ” [2\/ keTo To | 3Tc sinh(2q) (A9)
M3TM — Thus the Koopmans’ M3TM equation is equivalentto the LLB
T equation withS= 1/2 and where the precessional aspects are
not considered. The link between both of them is the identifi-
cation
3R Mat Tp
AN=———F— A10
: — 2y kgTec Te (A10)
4 6 As an example we compare the result of the longitudinal re-
" laxation in a numerical experiment for both M3TM and LLB
[ps] (S=1/2) equations. The system is putin a saturated state with

S;/S=1and we let it relax towards the equilibrium state. The
Figure 6. Longitudinal relaxation calculated with M3TM ahtB comparison of the results for the temperatliydc = 0.8 are

(S=1/2) models for Nickel parametéfsandT /T c= 0.8. presented in Figl6.
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