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We report the generation and detection of spin-orbit torque ferromagnetic resonance (STFMR) in micropat-
terned epitaxial Fe/Pt bilayers grown by molecular beam epitaxy. The magnetic field dependent measurements
at an in-plane magnetic field angle of 45◦ with respect to the microwave-current direction reveal the presence
of two distinct voltage peaks indicative of a strong magnetic anisotropy. We show that STFMR can be em-
ployed to probe the underlying magnetic properties including the anisotropies in the Fe layer. We compare
our STFMR results with broadband ferromagnetic resonance spectroscopy of the unpatterned bilayer thin
films. The experimental STFMR measurements are interpreted using an analytical formalism and further
confirmed using micromagnetic modeling, which shed light on the field-dependent magnetization alignment in
the microstructures responsible for the STFMR rectification. Our results demonstrate a simple and efficient
method for determining magnetic anisotropies in microstructures by means of rf spectroscopy.

Exploring spin-orbit torques (SOTs) in novel mate-
rial systems is a prosperous field in spintronics that
has attracted enormous attention in the past decade.
Studies on SOTs enable both the realization of highly
energy efficient storage applications and an improve-
ment of our understanding of fundamental spin physics
at interfaces. In this regard, spin-torque or spin-orbit
torque ferromagnetic resonance (STFMR) is a prominent
choice for studying spin-orbit toques in multilayers1,2.
It has been demonstrated that this mechanism can be
observed in a large range of material systems includ-
ing metallic1 and insulating ferromagnetic bilayers3,4,
antiferromagnets5, heterostructures made of topological
insulators6 and transition metal dichalcogenides7, etc.
A particular emphasis of these efforts has been on de-
termining the spin-to-charge conversion efficiency and
the spin-Hall angle. Moreover, most of these works re-
lied on a macro-spin approach without considering any
anisotropies1,8.

An overlooked aspect of STFMR has been the dy-
namic response driven by oscillatory SOT. Other magnon
spintronic effects such as spin pumping, spin-Hall effect
and auto-oscillation studies have extensively been used
to determine what role the underlying magnetization dy-
namics plays. For instance, Sandweg et al. reported
an enhanced contribution of surface spin-wave modes to
the spin pumping signal9. Meanwhile, Papaioannou et
al. observed strong magnetic anisotropies giving rise to
two distinct inverse spin-Hall effect voltage peaks driven
by spin pumping in Fe/Pt10. Corresponding reports on
STFMR driven dynamics are scarce11,12 and successful
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demonstration of probing magnetic anisotopy directions
by STFMR remained elusive until now.

Here, we report the generation and detection of
STFMR in micropatterned epitaxial Fe/Pt bilayers
grown by molecular beam epitaxy. We compare our
STFMR results with standard ferromagnetic resonance
spectroscopy and show that in-plane magnetic field de-
pendent STFMR can be employed to probe all underlying
magnetic properties including the anisotropies in the epi-
taxial Fe layer. The experimental results are interpreted
using an analytical formalism and further confirmed us-
ing micromagnetic modeling. Our results demonstrate
a simple and efficient method for determining magnetic
anisotropies in microstructures by means of rf spec-
troscopy.

The bilayers were grown epitaxially on MgO (100) sub-
strates by electron-beam evaporation under a base pres-
sure of 5 × 10−9 mbar. The substrate’s surface was ini-
tially cleaned in organic solvents, followed by annealing
at 650◦C for 1 hour. The bilayers were then deposited
with a rate of 0.01 nm/s at a substrate temperatures
300◦C, followed by 1 hour total annealing time at the
growth temperature, resulting in a Fe (10 nm)/ Pt (5 nm)
bilayer configuration.

The epitaxial films were then etched to produce the
STFMR devices: first, a negative-tone photoresist was
used to cover 80 µm × 130 µm rectangular sections
of the film. The rectangular sections are rotated 15◦
to cover relative angles between θSTFMR = 45◦ and
θSTFMR = −120◦. The surrounding film was then etched
using Ar ion milling. The shorted coplanar waveguides
were patterned on the top of the rectangular epitaxial
film sections using a direct laser writer and a positive-
tone photoresist. 10 nm of Ti and 100 nm of Au were
e-beam evaporated and lifted off to finalize the waveg-
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Figure 1. Illustration of experimental setup and measurement
configuration. (a) Schematic illustration of flip-chip FMR
measurement configuration of the unpatterned Fe/Pt films
using a coplanar waveguide (CPW). The films were placed on
the top of a CPW parallel to the external magnetic field. Mea-
surements for three different in-plane field directions (θFMR =
45◦, 0◦,−45◦) were collected. (b) Illustration of the STFMR
measurement configuration with the patterned devices. The
Fe/Pt microstructures have lateral dimensions of 80 µm x 130
µm. A series of samples with different orientations in 15◦-
steps with respect to crystallographic directions (θSTFMR =
45◦, 30◦, 15◦, 0◦...) are patterned. The solid straight arrows
show the magnetic anisotropy and the in-plane magnetic field
directions. Schematic of the coordinate systems used for (c)
FMR and (d) STFMR. The red arrows indicate the orienta-
tions of the corresponding in-plane fields which rotates clock-
wise by 45◦ (FMR) or 15◦ (STFMR) (please note that for
the FMR measurements ϕH,FMR = θFMR and for the STFMR
measurements ϕH,STFMR = 45◦+θSTFMR). ϕu is the hard uni-
axial anisotropy direction (easy axis direction perpendicular
to ϕu) which remains fixed at 0◦ in our coordinate setup. All
angles are measured with respect to the horizontal direction.

uide contacts on the devices; see Fig. 1 for a schematic
We introduce two angular coordinate sets for our setup:

θ, the sample/device orientation angle, and ϕ, the field
angle; both defined with respect to the anisotropy axes
[see Fig. 1]. For both FMR and STFMR measurements,
the coordinate system is defined with respect to the
hard axis of the uniaxial anisotropy of the sample. In
our Fe/Pt cubic system, an in-plane fourfold magnetic
anisotropy is expected due to the cubic lattice symme-
try of Fe, together with an additional uniaxial magnetic
anisotropy, which is superimposed on top of the four-
fold anisotropy13,14. The FMR measurements were per-
formed prior to the microstructuring in STFMR devices
using the identical samples. For the FMR measurements,
the entire substrate is rotated anti-clockwise in steps of
45◦ for successive measurements. In our coordinate setup

(where hard axis of the uniaxial anisotropy is fixed along
x-axis), the magnetic field is effectively rotated clockwise
by 45◦. We set the sample angle θFMR = 0◦ when the
external magnetic field is parallel to the hard axis [see
Fig. 1(a)]. The external field angle ϕH,FMR is rotated
clockwise with respect to the hard axis of the uniaxial
anisotropy [see Fig. 1(c)], so that ϕH,FMR = θFMR. The
bilayers were then patterned into microstrips for STFMR
experiments at orientations (θSTFMR) clockwise with re-
spect to the hard axis in steps of 15◦ as illustrated in
Fig. 1(b). We set θSTFMR = 0◦ when the pattern
is parallel to the hard axis of the uniaxial anisotropy
field and assign the device angles θSTFMR with respect
to this position [see Fig. 1(b)]. The external magnetic
field [shown as a red arrow in Fig. 1(b)] for all mea-
surements is applied at 45◦ with respect to the device
edge so that a maximum STFMR signal strength can be
achieved in saturation1,2,15. Hence, the external field an-
gle is given by ϕH,STFMR = 45◦ + θSTFMR. The fourfold
cubic anisotropy direction is always along the substrate
edges [blue arrows in Figs. 1(a,b)]. In this coordinate
setup it is easy to realize that the FMR device oriented
at θFMR is equivalent to the STFMR configuration ori-
ented at θSTFMR = θFMR − 45◦. All measurements were
performed at room temperature.

For the FMR measurements [Fig. 1(a)], the magneti-
zation dynamics is excited by the microwave magnetic
field of a coplanar wave guide (CPW) in transmission.
The transmitted S12 parameter is measured using a vec-
tor network analyzer. The external magnetic field is ap-
plied in-plane and swept between −2000 Oe and 2000 Oe.
Upon achieving the FMR resonance condition [Eq. (2) be-
low], the microwave magnetic field induces a precession
of the magnetic moments in the Fe layer. This leads to
a resonant absorption of the microwave signal and thus
results in a characteristic symmetric Lorentzian absorp-
tion when approaching resonance16. Compared to the
bare Fe film, the Gilbert damping of the Fe/Pt bilayer is
enhanced due to spin pumping from the Fe layer into the
adjacent Pt layer10,17.

For the STFMR measurements a bias tee is used to si-
multaneously apply a microwave current and to measure
the rectified dc voltage using a lock-in amplifier. A mi-
crowave frequency signal of 22 dBm power is supplied by
an Agilent E8257D signal generator. The external mag-
netic field Hext applied in the sample plane and swept
between −2000 Oe and 2000 Oe for each device.

The micromagnetic simulations are carried out us-
ing the graphics processor unit (GPU)-accelerated
program Mumax318. The device is modelled into
1024 × 1024 × 1 cells with an individual cell size of
3.0 nm × 3.0 nm × 5.0 nm with periodic boundary con-
ditions in two dimensions. The material parameters em-
ployed in simulations were obtained from the experimen-
tal data [fits to Eqs. (1) and (2)]. The Gilbert damp-
ing constant19 α = 0.0081 and the exchange stiffness
constant20 A = 2 × 10−6 erg/cm were used as simula-
tion parameters. An ac sinc pulse driving magnetic field
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Figure 2. (a) Absorption spectrum obtained by broadband FMR at θFMR = 45◦. (b) Corresponding results of the STFMR
measurements of the microstructure at an orientation of θSTFMR = 0◦ (note that due to the chosen coordinate system θSTFMR =
θFMR − 45◦). (c) Resonant frequency vs. magnetic field plot extracted from the FMR and STFMR results shown in (a) and
(b). Open circles represent results obtained from FMR, filled circles represent results obtained from STFMR measurements.

of amplitude 5 Oe and 50 GHz cut-off frequency is ap-
plied at an angle 90◦+ θsim with respect to the hard axis
of the uniaxial anisotropy. A sweeping external field var-
ied between 0 Oe and 2000 Oe is applied in the plane
at −45◦ (45◦ in clockwise orientation) angle from the
ac driving field, hence ϕH,sim = 45◦ + θsim. Thus, θsim

is equivalent to θSTFMR. The magnetization is relaxed
and simulated for a total duration of 3 ns without an ac
driving field to find the ground state configuration of the
magnetization. The simulation is then run for another 4
ns for the dynamics simulation. The resonance frequency
is then found from the Fourier transformation of the time
dependence of the magnetization.

Figure 2(a) shows the FMR spectra (S12 parameter)
at θFMR = 45◦ for different frequencies. The external
field is swept between −2000 Oe to 2000 Oe at each fre-
quency. Upon achieving the resonance condition, a min-
imum transmission (S12) is observed, corresponding to a
maximum absorption. The spectrum is symmetric with

Figure 3. Fit to analytical model for an in-plane geometry,
Eq. (2). The solid and dotted lines show the fitted curves
for different devices and the solid circles are the experimen-
tal results for STFMR measurement. The global minimum
of the least square residue is numerically found and used as
fitting method to fit all experimental STFMR data points for
different device angles θSTFMR simultaneously. The obtained
parameters are summarized in Tab. I.

respect to zero field. At low frequencies (below 5 GHz),
only one mode is detectable. As the frequency increases,
a second peak emerges, see Fig. 2(a). This second peak
decreases in field as the frequency is increased [Figs. 2(a)
and (b)]. At even higher frequency (f > 9.5 GHz), this
second mode disappears and the remaining mode shows
a typical Kittel-like increase of the resonance field with
frequency.

Figure 2(b) shows the frequency-dependent STFMR
results for a device aligned at θSTFMR = 0◦ [see Fig. 1(b)].
An oscillatory pure spin current is generated in the Pt
layer by means of the spin-Hall effect21,22. Upon injec-
tion of this pure spin current in the Fe layer, it interacts
with the magnetic moments in the ferromagnet by exert-
ing a SOT, which results in the onset of a precession of
the moments around an equilibrium axis. In addition,
the Oersted field created by the alternating charge cur-
rent contributes to the precession. Due to magnetore-
sistance effects, this results in an oscillatory resistance
change that mixes with the microwave current leading to
a rectified dc signal. This rectified dc voltage is then de-
tected by a lock-in amplifier through a bias tee1. As
is shown in Fig. 2(b), we observe two peaks for each
frequency for positive and negative biasing field. The
peaks separate from each other for increasing frequency,
in agreement with the FMR results shown in Fig. 2(a).
The observed FMR and STFMR lineshapes are different
as fundamentally different physical mechanisms lead to
the signal observed on resonance2.

To compare the FMR and STFMR measurements
[Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b)], we plot the frequency (f)/ field
(H0) relationships obtained from both techniques at dif-
ferent angles, see Fig. 2(c). The resonance conditions
were determined from fits to Lorentzian lines in the FMR
and STFMR spectra [Fig. 2(a,b)]. For any given fre-
quency/ field combination the results of a STFMR mea-
surement for a device at θSTFMR qualitatively matches
that of the FMR measurement at θSTFMR = θFMR − 45◦

as expected from the definition of our coordinate sys-
tem [see Fig. 1]. This result shows that STFMR can be
used to determine magnetic anisotropies in microstruc-
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tures. For example, two distinct resonances are found
when the external field is parallel to the cubic hard axis
(i.e., θSTFMR = 0◦ and −90◦ and θFMR = 45◦ and −45◦).
The physical reason behind this can be explained through
resonance conditions as detailed in the following.

We analyze the STFMR results considering the free
energy expansion and finding the resonance condition for
our in-plane geometry as follows23:

H0sin(ϕ− ϕH) +
1

2
H1sin 4ϕ−Husin 2ϕ = 0 (1)

(
ω0

γ

)2

= [H0cos(ϕ− ϕH) +
1

2
H1(3 + cos 4ϕ)

+ 4πMeff − 2Hucos
2ϕ][H0cos(ϕ− ϕH)

+ 2H1cos 4ϕ− 2Hucos 2ϕ] (2)

Here, H0 is the external resonance field, H1 and Hu are
the cubic and uniaxial anisotropies, and ϕ and ϕH are
the direction of the magnetization and the direction of
the external field, respectively [see Fig. 1]. The appear-
ance of two resonance peaks can be understood by con-
sidering that the cubic hard direction is determined by
an energy unstable equilibrium state superimposed with
an energy gradient from the uniaxial anisotropy. When
magnetic field is applied in that direction, it lowers the
energy in that direction. As a result, the orientation of
the magnetization is locked in the direction of external
field [see Fig. 4(b)] and the resonance frequency drops
with reduced magnetic field. When the magnitude of the
energy associated with the external field is comparable
to the energy gradient from the uniaxial anisotropy, the
magnetization direction starts rotating to the easy di-
rection. As the magnetization rotates towards the easy
axis the effective field Heff increases, making it possible
to meet the resonance condition at two different external
field values10 [see Fig. 4(a) and (b)].

The FMR condition is modeled based on the set of
equations, Eqs. (1) and (2). In the following, we describe
the fitting procedure to experimental STFMR data we
use to extract the magnetic parameters including satura-
tion magnetization Ms and anisotropy fields Hu and H1.
The equations have two independent variables, the exter-
nal field H0, and the external field angle ϕH, while the
static equilibrium magnetization direction ϕ is a hidden
variable that cannot be eliminated by analytically solv-
ing Eq. (1). Therefore, we numerically solve Eq. (1) for
each pair of H and ϕH to obtain the equilibrium orien-
tation ϕ. This result is then used in Eq. (2) to find the
resonance frequency. An optimization process is imple-
mented to find the global minimum of the least square
residue24 for the fitting parameters: saturation magne-
tization Ms = 2226 ± 5 Oe, crystalline anisotropy fields
H1 = 215± 1 Oe and Hu = 4.4± 0.1 Oe. The solid lines
in Fig. 3 show the fits to the experimental data STFMR
data (solid dots).

Figure 4. (a) Frequency vs. resonating field for different θsim
from micromagnetic modeling using Mumax3. The magnetic
parameters were extracted from experimental data shown in
Fig. 3. (b) Polar plot of the magnetization direction ϕ, ,
where the color of the curves represents the simulated device
angle θsim as introduced in (a). We notice that the magnetiza-
tion aligns with the external field direction ϕH,sim = 45◦+θsim
at high field and rotates towards the nearby cubic anisotropy
direction (90◦, 0◦, and −90◦) as the external field is lowered.
When the external field ϕH,sim is in the direction of cubic hard
axis (θsim = 0◦,−90◦), the magnetization direction ϕ is locked
in that direction (i.e., ϕ = ϕH,sim) until the lowest frequency
is reached, after which ϕ rapidly changes to the nearest easy-
axis direction (±90◦, not 0◦ as uniaxial easy axis makes the
former favorable than the later for θsim = 0◦ or −90◦). (c)
Magnetization in the simulated sample for θsim = 0◦ for ex-
ternal field H = 260 Oe. The magnetization direction ϕ along
with other related directions is illustrated at the bottom.

A comparison of our magnetic parameters and the lit-
erature is presented in Tab. I. The saturation magnetiza-
tion we find is higher than the bulk value of Fe20, while
the anisotropy constants are slightly lower than the liter-
ature values25. Enhancement of magnetization in 3d/5d
multilayers have been reported previously, e.g.,26–29. The
effect is usually attributed to the narrowed d bands and
localized electronic states. The latter emanates from the
changes in the symmetry and the coordination number
of ferromagnetic atoms located at or near a surface or a
metal-metal interface. Particularly in the Fe/Pt system,
the interplanar distance and the Fe-Pt hybridization of
the electronic wave functions are considered as the key
factors for this enhancement26,27.

We further verified our result through micromagnetic
simulation using Mumax318. For the magnetization pa-
rameters we relied on the values obtained from the fits
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Parameter Value (This work) (Oe) Value (Literature) (Oe)
Hs 2226 ± 5 170020

H1 215 ± 1 26025

Hu 4.4 ± 0.1 Negligible25

Table I. Magnetization parameters obtained by fitting experi-
mental results to Eq. (2) and comparison to literature values.

to the experimental data as summarized in Tab. I. Fig-
ure 4(a) shows the simulated resonance frequency vs.
field plot, where an excellent agreement with the exper-
imental FMR and STFMR results is found. Moreover,
the micromagnetic simulations enable us to determine
and visualize the magnetization direction with respect to
the hard axis of the uniaxial anisotropy (as per our coor-
dinate system) as a function of the external field for each
simulated field angle, θsim. As is apparent from Fig. 4(b)
the magnetization tries to align with the external field
at a high external field (ϕH,sim = 45◦ + θsim) and ro-
tates continuously towards the nearby easy anisotropy
direction (90◦, 0◦, or −90◦) as the external field reduces
(note that the curves are slightly “bent” as the field is
lowered). By comparing Fig. 4(a) and (b), we see that
the resonance frequency increases as the orientation of
the magnetization moves away from the direction of the
external field. However, when the external field is along
the cubic hard direction, for θsim = 0◦ or θsim = −90◦,
the magnetization stays locked in the direction of the ex-
ternal field (ϕH,sim = 45◦ and −45◦, respectively) while
the resonance frequency steadily reduces. After it reaches
the lowest resonance frequency at about 450 Oe [see Fig.
4(a)], the magnetization attempts to quickly align in the
direction of the easy axis (ϕH,sim = 45◦ and −45◦, respec-
tively). This magnetization re-alignment away from the
external field direction is accompanied by a fast increase
in frequency [see Fig. 4(a)].

In summary, we demonstrated the generation and de-
tection of STFMR in micropatterned epitaxial Fe/Pt bi-
layers grown by molecular beam epitaxy. Using an an-
alytical formalism we extract the material parameters
including saturation magnetization, uniaxial, and cubic
anisotropies. It is found that saturation magnetization
is larger than the literature value for bare Fe thin films,
which is likely due to induced magnetic moments medi-
ated by the presence of the Pt capping layer and the mi-
crostructuring of the devices. Micromagnetic modeling
using Mumax3 revealed that the magnetization rotates
in the direction of the nearby cubic anisotropy direction
as the field is lowered to minimize the total energy. Thus,
the condition for maximum STFMR is no longer fulfilled
and the signal intensity decreases in that field range.
Our results show that STFMR can reveal these magnetic
anisotropies in individual microstructure devices – a chal-
lenging task for conventional rf spectroscopy techniques
such as broadband FMR due to their relatively signal
strength for microstructures.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Dr. Hang Chen and Dr. John Xiao for as-
sistance with the broadband FMR measurements. This
work was supported by NSF through the University of
Delaware Materials Research Science and Engineering
Center DMR-2011824.

The data that support the findings of this study are
available upon reasonable request.

REFERENCES

1L. Liu, T. Moriyama, D. C. Ralph, and R. A. Buhrman, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 106, 036601 (2011).

2M. Harder, Z. X. Cao, Y. S. Gui, X. L. Fan, and C.-M. Hu,
Phys. Rev. B 84, 054423 (2011).

3M. B. Jungfleisch, W. Zhang, J. Sklenar, J. Ding, W. Jiang,
H. Chang, F. Y. Fradin, J. E. Pearson, J. B. Ketterson,
V. Novosad, M. Wu, and A. Hoffmann, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
057601 (2016).

4J. Sklenar, W. Zhang, M. B. Jungfleisch, W. Jiang, H. Chang,
J. E. Pearson, M. Wu, J. B. Ketterson, and A. Hoffmann, Phys.
Rev. B 92, 174406 (2015).

5W. Zhang, M. B. Jungfleisch, F. Freimuth, W. Jiang, J. Sklenar,
J. E. Pearson, J. B. Ketterson, Y. Mokrousov, and A. Hoffmann,
Phys. Rev. B 92, 144405 (2015).

6A. R. Mellnik, J. S. Lee, A. Richardella, J. L. Grab, P. J. Mintun,
M. H. Fischer, A. Vaezi, A. Manchon, E.-A. Kim, N. Samarth,
and D. C. Ralph, Nature 511, 449 (2014).

7W. Zhang, J. Sklenar, B. Hsu, W. Jiang, M. B. Jungfleisch,
J. Xiao, F. Y. Fradin, Y. Liu, J. E. Pearson, J. B. Ketterson,
Z. Yang, and A. Hoffmann, APL Materials 4, 032302 (2016),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4943076.

8T. Chiba, G. E. W. Bauer, and S. Takahashi, Phys. Rev. Applied
2, 034003 (2014).

9C. W. Sandweg, Y. Kajiwara, K. Ando, E. Saitoh, and
B. Hillebrands, Applied Physics Letters 97, 252504 (2010),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3528207.

10E. T. Papaioannou, P. Fuhrmann, M. B. Jungfleisch, T. Brächer,
P. Pirro, V. Lauer, J. Lösch, and B. Hillebrands, Applied Physics
Letters 103, 162401 (2013), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4825167.

11H. Fulara, M. Zahedinejad, R. Khymyn, A. A. Awad,
S. Muralidhar, M. Dvornik, and J. Åkerman, Sci-
ence Advances 5 (2019), 10.1126/sciadv.aax8467,
https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/5/9/eaax8467.full.pdf.

12J. Zhou, X. Wang, Y. Liu, J. Yu, H. Fu, L. Liu, S. Chen,
J. Deng, W. Lin, X. Shu, H. Y. Yoong, T. Hong,
M. Matsuda, P. Yang, S. Adams, B. Yan, X. Han, and
J. Chen, Science Advances 5 (2019), 10.1126/sciadv.aau6696,
https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/5/5/eaau6696.full.pdf.

13D. Karfaridis, L. Mihalceanu, S. Keller, K. Simeonidis, G. Dimi-
trakopulos, T. Kehagias, E. Papaioannou, and G. Vourlias, Thin
Solid Films 694, 137716 (2020).

14Q.-f. Zhan, S. Vandezande, K. Temst, and C. Van Haesendonck,
Phys. Rev. B 80, 094416 (2009).

15M. Harder, Y. Gui, and C.-M. Hu, Physics Reports 661, 1
(2016), electrical detection of magnetization dynamics via spin
rectification effects.

16S. S. Kalarickal, P. Krivosik, M. Wu, C. E. Patton, M. L. Schnei-
der, P. Kabos, T. J. Silva, and J. P. Nibarger, Journal of Applied
Physics 99, 093909 (2006), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2197087.

17Y. Tserkovnyak, A. Brataas, and G. E. W. Bauer, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 88, 117601 (2002).

18A. Vansteenkiste, J. Leliaert, M. Dvornik, M. Helsen, F. Garcia-
Sanchez, and B. Van Waeyenberge, AIP Advances 4, 107133
(2014).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.036601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.036601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.84.054423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.057601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.057601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.174406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.174406
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.92.144405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature13534
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.4943076
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4943076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.2.034003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.2.034003
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.3528207
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3528207
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.4825167
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.4825167
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4825167
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1126/sciadv.aax8467
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1126/sciadv.aax8467
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/5/9/eaax8467.full.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aau6696
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/5/5/eaau6696.full.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsf.2019.137716
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsf.2019.137716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.80.094416
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2016.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2016.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2197087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2197087
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2197087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.117601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.117601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4899186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4899186


6

19C. Guillemard, S. Petit-Watelot, S. Andrieu, and J.-C.
Rojas-Sánchez, Applied Physics Letters 113, 262404 (2018),
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5079236.

20Y. V. Goryunov, N. N. Garif’yanov, G. G. Khaliullin, I. A. Gar-
ifullin, L. R. Tagirov, F. Schreiber, T. Mühge, and H. Zabel,
Phys. Rev. B 52, 13450 (1995).

21J. E. Hirsch, Physical Review Letters 83, 1834 (1999).
22M. Dyakonov and V. Perel, Physics Letters A 35, 459 (1971).
23B. Aktaş, B. Heinrich, G. Woltersdorf, R. Urban, L. R. Tagirov,
F. Yıldız, K. Özdoğan, M. Özdemir, O. Yalçin, and B. Z.
Rameev, Journal of Applied Physics 102, 013912 (2007).

24M. Newville, T. Stensitzki, D. B. Allen, and A. Ingargiola, “LM-
FIT: Non-Linear Least-Square Minimization and Curve-Fitting

for Python,” (2014).
25S. Keller, J. Greser, M. R. Schweizer, A. Conca, V. Lauer,
C. Dubs, B. Hillebrands, and E. T. Papaioannou, Phys. Rev.
B 96, 024437 (2017).

26W. J. Antel, M. M. Schwickert, T. Lin, W. L. O’Brien, and G. R.
Harp, Phys. Rev. B 60, 12933 (1999).

27A. Simopoulos, E. Devlin, A. Kostikas, A. Jankowski, M. Croft,
and T. Tsakalakos, Phys. Rev. B 54, 9931 (1996).

28Z. Celinski, K. Urquhart, and B. Heinrich, Journal of Magnetism
and Magnetic Materials 166, 6 (1997).

29F. Wilhelm, P. Poulopoulos, G. Ceballos, H. Wende, K. Baber-
schke, P. Srivastava, D. Benea, H. Ebert, M. Angelakeris, N. K.
Flevaris, D. Niarchos, A. Rogalev, and N. B. Brookes, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 85, 413 (2000).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.5079236
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5079236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.13450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.1834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(71)90196-4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.2749469
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11813
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11813
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.024437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.024437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.60.12933
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.54.9931
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-8853(96)00428-3
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-8853(96)00428-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.413

	Probing anisotropy in epitaxial Fe/Pt bilayers by spin-orbit torque ferromagnetic resonance
	Abstract
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


