arXiv:2004.14030v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 29 Apr 2020

First principles calculations of steady-state voltage-controlled magnetism: application to x-ray absorption spectroscopy experiments

Alberto Marmodoro,^{1, 2} Sebastian Wimmer,^1 Ondřej Šipr,^2 Masako Ogura,^1 and Hubert Ebert^1 1Ludwig-Maximilians-University Munich, Department of Chemistry, Butenandtstrasse 11, D-81377 Munich, Germany 2FZU – Institute of Physics of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Cukrovarnicka 10, CZ-162 53 Prague, Czech Republic (Dated: March 12, 2023)

Recent x-ray absorption experiments have demonstrated the possibility to accurately monitor the magnetism of metallic hetero-structures controlled via a time-independent perturbation caused for example by a static electric field. Using a first-principles, non-equilibrium Green function scheme, we show how the measured dichroic signal for the corresponding steady-state situation can be related to the underlying electronic structure and its response to the external stimulus. The suggested approach works from the infinitesimal limit of linear response to the regime of strong electric field effects, which is realized in present experimental high sensitivity investigations.

The creation, control and detection of spin polarized currents lie at the heart of spintronics. Accordingly, a number of magneto-optical experiments have been proposed over the years to explore related magnetic phenomena and corresponding materials. Obviously, Xray-based measurement techniques seem to be especially suited for this purpose because they provide a high signalto-noise ratio, precise targeting of individual chemical species and tunable sensitivity to either surface or bulklike properties of a sample, depending on photon energy [1, 2].

In particular the time-dependence of magnetic properties has been studied over a broad range of time scales by means of magneto-optical techniques, addressing for example ultra-fast demagnetization [3–9] or optical manipulation of the magnetic order [10–13]. In general, the most comprehensive information can be acquired by corresponding experiments using pump-probe techniques. Early experiments in the field, such as time-dependent MOKE (magneto-optical Kerr effect) or XMCD (X-ray magnetic circular dichroism) experiments [3, 4] have been performed by controlling the investigated system via an external magnetic field and using different delay times for the read-out via x-ray pulses.

Another type of interesting experiments exploits the XMCD to study the impact of an external static electric field on the magnetization. For the resulting outof-equilibrium situation one may have pure charge rearrangements with a continuous flow of electric charge prevented by applying the electric field across an interface to vacuum or an insulating layer, i.e. having a capacitor like experimental setup [14, 15]. For the combination of conducting subsystems, on the other hand, a steadystate out-of-equilibrium situation will be created with a constant electric current flowing [16, 17]. In this case one may focus on the electric field induced change of the magnetization longitudinal [16] or transverse [17] with respect to the electric field. The electric field-induced electric current will in general be accompanied by a spin current that might be used for example for switching the magnetization via the spin transfer torque (STT), spinorbit torque (SOT) or the spin Hall effect (SHE) [18]. Accordingly, the question concerning the connection between the observed XMCD and the induced spin current arises in a natural way.

In the following, a theoretical description of the electric field induced XMCD for the case of a conducting system is given, with a focus on the longitudinal setup investigated by Kukreja et al. [16]. These authors investigated the bilayer system Co/Cu by XMCD measurements at the Cu L_3-edge. It was found that a voltage applied across the layer system changes the XMCD spectra primarily in the vicinity of the Fermi level. By switching the sign of the voltage it was possible to separate in a reliable way the electric field induced contribution from that due to the so-called proximity effect (see below). This allowed in particular to demonstrate the linear dependence of the induced changes for the XMCD spectra on the applied voltage. Here, we present an ab-initio description of the observed phenomenon, that accounts in particular for the out-of-equilibrium situation when a finite voltage is applied to a conducting system. To deal with the XMCD in this case, an appropriate expression for the X-ray absorption coefficient together with a corresponding extension of the XMCD sum rules [19–22] are suggested. This allows to relate the XMCD spectra of an atom to its spin and orbital moments under the new out-of-equilibrium conditions.

Considering the electronic structure of a system out-of-equilibrium, the occupied and unoccupied states can be represented in an appropriate way in terms of the lesser and greater Green functions, respectively [23]. Here we deal with the steady state situation encountered for a layered system exposed to a constant electric field across the layers, or equivalently a layered system connected to left and right leads with a corresponding voltage drop Φ in between. In this case, it is most convenient to consider the lesser and greater Green functions, G^<_Φ (E) and G^>_Φ (E), respectively, as functions of the energy E and dependent on the applied voltage Φ. For the setup of a layered system as sketched schematically in Fig. 1 it was shown by several authors [24–26] that the Green functions G^≶_Φ (E) can be calculated by means of a Dysonlike equation, that relates the various spatial regions and Green functions, through an appropriately defined selfenergy Σ^≶_Φ (E). This way one gets G^≶_Φ (E) by the expres-

FIG. 1. Sketch of the layered system considered: a Co/Pd layer system is connected to the left and to the right to Cu leads. The Co and Pd layers, together with few neighboring Cu layers, form the central so-called interaction zone.

sion [27–29]

G^≶_Φ (E) = G^r_Φ(E) Σ^≶_Φ (E) G^a_Φ(E) (1)

in terms of the retarded and advanced Green functions, G^r_Φ(E) and G^a_Φ(E), respectively, that in turn can be calculated using standard techniques [30]. In this context, the finite voltage Φ determines the finite and fixed difference in the chemical potentials of the left and right leads, μ_L = E_F + Φ/2 and μ_R = E_F − Φ/2, respectively, where E_F is the Fermi level of the unperturbed reference system with Φ = 0 V. To deal with the gradual voltage drop across the region between the leads, denoted interaction zone in Fig. 1, a corresponding model suggested in the literature [31, 32] was adopted. (See Appendix A for more details).

The scheme to calculate the lesser and greater Green functions, briefly sketched above, was implemented within the framework of local spin density approximation making use of the Korringa Kohn Rostoker (KKR) Green function technique as suggested by Ogura and Akai [33]. As the study aimed among others at the calculation of spin-orbit induced XMCD spectra, a fully relativistic formulation of the scheme was used on the basis of the fourcomponent Dirac equation, i.e. all Green functions are 4 × 4-matrix functions [34].

With the lesser and greater Green functions G^≶_Φ (E) available, many electronic properties of interest can be calculated straightforwardly. For example the density of states (DOS) related to the occupied (<) and unoccupied (>) states is given by n^{≶(d)}_Φ (E) = −1/π Trace G^{≶(d)}_Φ (E), where the angular-momentum representation used for the Green function [34] allows in a simple way to project out the contribution due to d-electrons as indicated by the optional index d. In a similar manner one has for the spin magnetic moment m^{(d)}_Φ associated with the occupied states

m^{(d)}_Φ = − 1 π �_{EF +|Φ|/2} −∞ dE Trace β σ_z G^{<(d)}_Φ (E) , (2)

where β is one of the standard Dirac matrices, σ_z a 4×4- Pauli matrix [35] and the integration regime has been restricted according to the maximum of μ_L and μ_R (See Appendix B for more details.)

For the steady-state situation considered here, an appropriate expression for the X-ray absorption coefficient μ^{⃗q,λ}_Φ (ω) can straightforwardly be derived by replacing in the standard expression for an unperturbed ground state [36] the product of the retarded Green function and the Fermi distribution at given temperature, i.e. G^r(E) [1 − f_T (E)], by the greater Green function G^>_Φ (E) representing the unoccupied final states. This leads to: μ^{⃗q,λ}_Φ (ω) ∝ ∑ i∈occ ⟨Ψ_i|X^†_{⃗q,λ} G^>_Φ (E_i + ω) X_{⃗q,λ}|Ψ_i⟩ , (3) where Ψ_i represents an occupied initial core state i while X_{⃗q,λ} stands for the interaction of the electrons with the photons with wave-vector ⃗q, energy ω and polarization λ [36]. Dealing with X_{⃗q,λ} we make use of the dipole approximation. Accordingly, the index ⃗q can be omitted in the following. Finally, for the case Φ = 0 V the rather general expression for μ^λ_Φ(ω) in Eq. (3) is of course fully equivalent to the standard one in terms of G^r(E) [36]. This is demonstrated by a numerical example in Appendix C.

An extremely attractive tool to interpret experimental as well as theoretical XMCD data, i.e. the difference in absorption of left or right circularly polarized x-rays, is provided by the XMCD sum rules [19–22]. Focusing on L_{2,3}-spectra, the spin-related sum rule is given by

m^d + 7 × T^d_z N^d_h = �_{Ecutoff}

E_{min} [ μ^{λ=+}_{L3} (ω) − μ^{λ=−}_{L3} (ω) ] dω − 2 × �_{Ecutoff}

E_{min} [ μ^{λ=+}_{L2} (ω) − μ^{λ=−}_{L2} (ω) ] dω �_{Ecutoff}

E_{min} [ μ̄_{L3} (ω) + μ̄_{L2} (ω) ] dω , (4)

where m^d is the spin magnetic moment associated with d-states, T^d_z denotes the magnetic dipole or asphericity term, N^d_h = 10 − �_{EF} −∞ n^d(E) dE is the number of d-like holes derived from the d-like DOS n^d(E) above the Fermi level E_F and μ̄_{L2(3)} (ω) stands for the polarization averaged absorption coefficient for the L_2 (L_3) edge. All energy integrals in Eq. (4) run up to the cutoff energy E_{cutoff} for which the integrated d-like DOS covers 10 dstates; i.e.

�_{Ecutoff} −∞ n^d(E) dE = 10. Equation (4) was initially derived for the situation that no external voltage is applied to the system. Nevertheless, it can be straightforwardly adapted to the situation of a finite applied voltage Φ by calculating the absorption coefficients μ^λ_Φ(ω) by means of Eq. (3) and using the greater Green function G^>_Φ (E). The quantities m^d, T^d_z and N^d_h , on the other hand, have to be calculated accordingly using the lesser Green function G^<_Φ (E). Finding the number of d holes N^d_h requires in particular an integration of the DOS n^{<d}_Φ (E) related to G^{<d}_Φ (E) up to the energy where it goes to zero. This upper threshold energy lies typically above the original Fermi energy E_F for the case Φ = 0 V. On the other hand, the lower threshold energy from which on unoccupied states may contribute to the X-ray absorption via G^>_Φ (E) is given by E_{min} ≤ E_F − |_Φ 2 | . To avoid numerical problems and to ensure pronounced field-induced changes of the magnetic properties the bilayer system Co/Pd has been considered in this work, as Pd has a much higher spin polarizability than Cu. Otherwise, the set-up sketched in Fig. 1 followed essentially the work of Kukreja et al. [16] on Co/Cu; i.e. we investigated a fcc (001) textured Co/Pd bilayer system consisting of 8 layers of Co with their magnetization oriented perpendicular to the layers (out-of plane) and 8 layers of Pd. On both sides 4 buffer layers of Cu have been added to allow for a smooth connection to the fixed Cu leads with their respective chemical potential shifted by the voltage drop Φ.

The top panel of Fig. 2 shows the resulting profile of the spin magnetic moment m^n_Φ for the Co/Pd bilayer for Φ = 0 and ±0.34 V, where n is the layer index. For Φ = 0 V one finds an enhancement for the Co moments at the Co/Pd interface [37], while for the Pd layers there is an appreciable induced moment that decays rapidly with the distance from the interface (proximity effect). These well known features of the magnetization profile at the Co/Pd interface are obviously essentially unchanged when a finite voltage Φ is applied, that modifies the magnetic moments depending on the sign of Φ. The corresponding electric field induced contribution to the magnetization profile Δm^n_Φ = m^n_Φ − m^n_0 is shown for Φ = +0.34 V in the bottom panel of Fig. 2. As one can see, the changes of the Co and Pd moments are of the same order of magnitude but interestingly of different sign. In addition one notes that Δm^n_Φ has nearly exclusively to be ascribed to the part of the d-electrons (Δm^{d n}_Φ ). The layer resolved induced magnetic moments, and with these also the averaged induced moments of Co and Pd, scale fairly well linearly with the applied voltage Φ (see below).

These observed properties of the induced magnetic

FIG. 2. Top: layer (n) resolved profile of the spin magnetic moment m^n_Φ (in μB ) for the investigated Co/Pd bilayer system for three applied voltages: Φ = −0.34 (red bars), 0 (black bars) and +0.34 V (blue bars). Bottom: electric field induced contribution to the profile Δm^n_Φ = m^n_Φ − m^n_0 (full bars) for the voltage drop Φ = +0.34 V with Δm^{d n}_Φ its part due to the d-electrons (shaded bars).

moments suggest an alternative description of the phenomenon of an electric field induced magnetization by means of Kubo’s linear response theory. The corresponding Kubo-Bastin like expression for the non-local response coefficient p^{nn′}_{zz} that gives for layer n the induced magnetization along the z-axis due to an electric field in layer n^′ along the same direction can be found in Appendix D. Corresponding numerical results for the local layer dependent polarization coefficient p^n_{zz} defined by the sum ∑ n^′ p nn^′ zz are given in Fig. 3 for the investigated Co/Pd bilayer. Obviously, the profile of p^n_{zz} is in full accordance with the profile of the induced magnetic moment Δm^n_Φ shown in Fig. 2. In particular, the different sign for the induced moment for Co and Pd is fully confirmed by the linear response calculations. In addition, we find also that p^n_{zz} is by far dominated by its part stemming from the d-electrons (p^{d n}_{zz} ). Here it should be stressed that a perfect one-to-one correspondence of Δm^{(d) n}_Φ in Fig. 2 and p^{(d) n}zz in Fig. 3, respectively, cannot be expected as the evaluation of the induced magnetic moment requires the non-local response coefficient p^{nn′}_{zz} together with the local electric field E^{n′}_z for the various layers. However, the later one will depend in a non-trivial way on the layer index n^′ as it is suggested by the local electrical conductivity σ^n_{zz} that varies in an appreciable way from layer to layer for the Pd subsystem as can be seen in Fig. 3 (orange circles). Nevertheless, the com-

FIG. 3. Layer n resolved Edelstein coefficient p^n_{zz} (full bars) together with its part p^{d,n}_{zz} due to the d-electrons (shaded bars). In addition the layer resolved charge conductivity σ^n_{zz} (orange circles) is shown.

parison of the profiles of Δm^{(d) n}_Φ and p^{(d) n}_{zz} in Figs. 2 and 3, respectively, clearly shows that the electric field induced magnetization is first of all a manifestation of the Edelstein effect [38, 39]. Concerning this, it should be stressed that the lack of inversion symmetry as the central precondition for the occurrence of the Edelstein effect [38]. This is of course given for the Co/Pd interface region.

The proximity effect mentioned above, i.e. the occurrence of an induced spin magnetic magnetization in an non-magnetic metal at the interface to a ferromagnetic metal, could be demonstrated in the past for several systems by means of XMCD measurements on the nonmagnetic metal. A prominent examples for this is Pt in Co/Pt [40] but also Cu in Co/Cu [41] with the high and small, respectively, spin susceptibility of the nonmagnetic metal reflected by the correspondingly high and small induced spin magnetic moments that differ by one to two orders of magnitude (see also Fig. 2).

In an earlier study we predicted that the magnetization induced by an external magnetic field should give rise to a corresponding XMCD signal that scales in a one-to-one manner with the spin and orbital susceptibilities [42]. This could indeed be demonstrated experimentally for the non-magnetic metals Pt and Pd [43] but also for Au [44]. In a completely analogous way, one can expect that the magnetization induced by an external electric field via the Edelstein effect leads also to the occurrence of an XMCD in case of an otherwise non-magnetic system. For an element in a system with a spontaneous or induced magnetization, on the other hand, this mechanism will alter the already present XMCD spectrum accordingly. This was indeed found when calculating the Pd L_{2,3}-spectra for the investigated Co/Pd bilayer system when a finite voltage drop Φ is applied (see Appendix E). To deduce the relationship of the additional XMCD signal and spin magnetic moments induced by the electric field, the L_{2,3} XMCD spectra for the individual Pd layers have been calculated in a first step for the voltages ±Φ. Taking for each layer the difference leads accordingly to the field induced contribution of the XMCD spectra, that have been analyzed by making use of the modified version of the spin sum rule given in Eq. (4). This leads finally to the field induced spin magnetic moments Δm^{XMCD d n}_Φ of the d-electrons as deduced from the XMCD spectra. As a corresponding experiment does not allow to distinguish the XMCD spectra of the individual Pd layers n, the average over all these have been taken. This average value ⟨Δm^{XMCD d}

Φ ⟩ is given in Fig. 4 as a function of the applied voltage Φ with the corresponding averaged spin magnetic moment ⟨Δm^d_Φ⟩ calculated directly from the lesser Green function G^<(E) via Eq. (2). Keeping in mind the various

FIG. 4. Electric field induced spin magnetic moment of the d states of Pd, as a function of the applied voltage Φ, averaged over the Pd layers: ⟨Δm^d_Φ⟩ calculated directly from the lesser Green function G^<_Φ (E) via Eq. (2) (open diamonds) and ⟨Δm^{XMCD d}

Φ ⟩ deduced from the XMCD spectra at the L2,3-edges via the modified sum rules (see Eq. (4)) (full circles).

approximations used to derive the XMCD sum rules [36] the agreement between the directly and XMCD-derived moments is rather satisfying. This finding is very similar to the results of studies on systems with the magnetization occurring spontaneously or induced by the proximity effect [45].

The close connection between the spin magnetic moment ⟨Δm^d_Φ⟩ calculated directly for the Pd layers and ⟨Δm^{XMCD d}

Φ ⟩ deduced from the spectroscopic data clearly shows that the electric field induced XMCD indeed reflects in a one-to-one manner the induced spin magnetic moments for a steady-state situation. Accordingly, we conclude that the experimental findings of Kukreja et al. [16] for Co/Cu have to be interpreted as well this way; i.e. that the observed additional XMCD signal due to the applied voltage has to be seen as a rather direct measure for the electric field induced spin magnetic moment and as a manifestation of the Edelstein effect. The fact that the calculated as well as the observed field induced changes of the XMCD spectra occur primarily in the vicinity of the Fermi level supports this conclusion and interpretation of the experimental findings. Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that the observed XMCD spectra may have additional contributions due to spin accumulation caused by the specific features of the experimental set-up not accounted for within the present theoretical study.

In summary, a numerical study on the electric field induced changes in the electronic, magnetic and spectroscopic properties of the ferromagnet/non-magnet bilayer system Co/Pd has been presented. The field induced magnetic moments were found to scale essentially linearly with the applied voltage. This finding as well as additional linear response calculations allow to ascribe the induced magnetic moments to the Edelstein effect. To make contact with recent XMCD investigations on Co/Cu an appropriate expression for the calculation of the X-ray absorption coefficient for a steady-state outof-equilibrium situation was suggested. Together with a corresponding extension of the XMCD sum rules the one-to-one corresponding relation between the electric field induced contributions to the spin magnetic moment and XMCD spectra could be demonstrated. From this it could be concluded that the results of a recent experimental XMCD study on the bilayer system Co/Cu first of all reflect the field induced magnetic moment in the vicinity of the Co/Cu interface.

We gratefully acknowledge insightful discussions with Prof. Hisazumi Akai, Institute for Solid State Physics (ISSP), Tokyo. This work was supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft grant: DFG EB 154/35.

Appendix A: Accounting for finite voltage effects

In order to include effects from a non-zero applied voltage, the initially equal chemical potential of the left and right leads of the considered trilayer system is rigidly shifted by ±^Φ_2 with respect to the Fermi level E_F coming from selfconsistent calculations performed without any external perturbation, i.e., in terms of the retarded Green function (GF) alone. This translates into a constant shift for the potentials which describe atoms of the left or right semi-infinite leads.

Different levels of self-consistency can be deployed to study the effects of such boundary conditions on the quantities of interest within the interaction zone, i.e., the middle part of the considered trilayer system. In this work we rely on a “ohmic conductor” assumption, that makes use of Ohm’s law V = R × I to simply extend the same manipulation of the potentials also to the interaction zone. The layer-dependent voltage offset is applied gradually in a piecewise constant way, so that the whole interval [ −^Φ_2 , +^Φ_2 ] is covered accross the interaction zone. The difference between the offsets for adjacent layers is, in principle, proportional to the local resistivity, which undergoes only relatively minor variations across the interaction zone.

Appendix B: Practical calculation of observables

When evaluating the induced spin moment via Eq. (2) in the main text, the lesser GF goes by definition to zero for unoccupied states. The choice of the upper integration limit is hence not crucial, provided that it samples a large enough energy range up to which the applied voltage can shift spectral weight, with respect to the original Fermi level for Φ = 0 V. This interval has a width roughly proportional to the magnitude of the external perturbation: [ −^Φ_2 , +^Φ_2 ] , with a cutoff that becomes smoother with larger electronic temperature (if applied) in the Fermi-Dirac distribution that enforces the different definition of lesser and greater GFs in the steadystate non-equilibrium Green function (NEGF) scheme of Refs. [26, 33].

Obtaining the observables within the NEGF formalism requires that the energy integrations [as in Eq. (3) of the main paper] are performed on the real axis. One cannot make use of the complex contour integration as it is common when dealing with G^r or G^a. This makes both the Brillouin zone and energy integrations numerically quite demanding. One has to address numerical problems arising from the need to evaluate the relatively small differences between the majority and minority integrated density of states (IDOS).

This difficulty can be addressed by exploiting the fact that changes in the electronic structure due to the NEGF self-energy are typically significant only close to the Fermi level. Following proposals in the literature [26], we split the energy integration for the spin projected IDOS over two sub-intervals, one of them covering most of the energy range up to a small value below E_F and the other one covering the rest. Within the first interval (lying lower in energy) the lesser GF can be safely replaced by the retarded GF, computed for the same local potentials, as discussed in Appendix A above. This allows to resort to well-known Gaussian-Legendre quadrature in the upper complex semiplane and invest more computational resources for the adjacent energy window at higher energy, where we sample the lesser GF along a contour parallel and close to the real energy axis. Although not adopted for the present investigations, analytical continuation schemes for each individual term of the underlying KKR-NEGF expression also appear viable, after adaptation from the retarded GF case [46].

Appendix C: Absorption spectra via retarded GF and via greater GF

The expression for the absorption coefficient μ^λ_Φ(ω) given in terms of the greater GF in Eq. (3) in the main text is applicable also for the equilibrium case (Φ = 0). This offers the opportunity to check the numerical results based on Eq. (3) with results based on the standard expression using the retarded GF [36]. Fig. 5 shows a corresponding comparison for the L_{2,3}-edge of pure Cu, that

FIG. 5. Calculated XAS spectra for the L2,3 -edge of pure Cu based on the standard expression for μ^λ(ω) shown using the retarded GF (full black curve) and the generalized expression in Eq. (3) in the main text shown using the greater GF (dashed red curve).

confirms the correctness of our generalized expression for calculating the absorption coefficient.

Appendix D: Edelstein effect calculations

In the linear response regime, the static spin polarization induced by an external electric field applied to a noncentrosymmetric solid is described by the so-called Edelstein or inverse spingalvanic effect [38, 47]. Here spinorbit coupling (SOC) and absence of inversion symmetry lead to an induced spin polarization of the conduction electrons.

Using Kubo’s linear response formalism the Edelstein response tensor p that gives the relation between spin polarization s and electric field E, s = pE, can be given by an expression analogous to the Kubo-Bastin formula for the conductivity tensor [48], p_{μν} = − ℏ 4π �_∞ −∞ dε df(ε) dε Tr [ P̂_μ(G^r − G^a)ĵ_ν G^a−

P̂_μG^rĵ_ν (G^r − G^a) ]

+ ℏ 4π �_∞ −∞ dεf(ε)Tr [ P̂_μG^rĵ_ν dG^r dε − P̂_μ dG^r dε ĵ_ν G^r − P̂_μG^aĵ_ν dG^a dε − P̂_μ dG^a dε ĵ_ν G^a ] , (D1)

where f(E) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution, evaluated here for the same chemical potential μ = E_F at T = 0 K throughout the trilayer system, G^r (G^a) is the retarded (advanced) single-particle Green function at energy E (arguments have been dropped for the sake of readability), P̂_μ is the spin-polarization operator and ĵ_ν is the current density operator (see below). The presence of f(E) implies that in the temperature limit T → 0 K the first term in Eq. (D1) above has to be evaluated only for the Fermi energy E_F (Fermi surface term), while the second one requires an integration over the occupied part of the valence band (Fermi sea term), which has been omitted based on the experience with the anomalous and spin Hall coefficient [49]. The product of two Green functions in Eq. (D1) implies that the response in an atomic cell n is due to the perturbation in all cells n^′. This leads in a natural way to the site resolved response function p^{nn′}_{μν} mentioned in the main text.

The current (density) operator ĵ_ν = −|e|cα_ν in Eq. (D1) represents the perturbation due to the electric field component E_ν . Adopting a fully relativistic formulation to account coherently for the impact of SOC, ĵ_ν is expressed by the corresponding velocity operator v̂_ν = cα_ν , where c is the speed of light and α_ν is one of the standard 4 × 4 Dirac matrices [50]. The spinpolarization operator P̂_μ on the other hand represents the spin-magnetic moment along the μ axis induced by the electric field, and is therefore most conveniently expressed in a relativistic four-component Dirac notation by: P̂_μ = βΣ_μ = ( σ_μ 0_2 0_2 −σ_μ ) , (D2)

with σ_μ being one of the standard 2 × 2 Pauli matrices [50].

Figure 3 in the main text shows results obtained by adding an imaginary part of 10^{−5} Ry to the Fermi energy and assuming T = 0 K.

Appendix E: Evaluating the sum rule

Making use of the modified sum rules given in Eq. (4) in the main text, similar considerations concerning the energy path and integration as outlined above also apply to the greater GF, which is used to compute the XAS/XMCD spectra in the non-equilibrium situation. Far above the Fermi level, results remain unmodified with respect to a retarded GF calculation, obtained under direct inclusion of the layer-to-layer voltage drop within each atomic potential. This allows to invest more computational effort for the low-lying contributions from the greater GF.

This work deals with layered systems via the tightbinding KKR (TB-KKR) formalism, meaning that for spectroscopy application, further care is required in choosing a suitably large (TB-KKR) screening parameter [51]. Namely, the greater GF needed to calculate the spectra has to be evaluated for higher energies than the lesser GF needed to calculate the ground state observables [compare Eqs. (2) and (3) in the main text]. The use of the TB-KKR scheme and considering energies well above the Fermi energy also implies a larger angular momentum cutoff, as already known from studies based on the retarded GF alone. Throughout this work, XAS/XMCD calculations were performed by using a TB-KKR screening parameter of 12 Ry, and spherical harmonics cut-off at ℓ_{max} = 4.

For the practical use of the sum rule expression, one finally has to determine the energy cutoff parameter E_{cut} up to which 10 d electrons are entirely accounted for. Similarly as in Ref. [52, 53], we find this energy by requiring that the density of the d states accounts exactly for 10 electrons when integrated up to E_{cut}. For transition metal systems as considered in Ref. [16], we are typically in a situation where this IDOS value from the sum of lesser and greater GF lies fairly above the [ E_F −^Φ_2 , E_F +^Φ_2 ] energy window, in which the NEGF self-energy is operative. Noting the complementarity in the definition of lesser and greater Green functions [26, 33], we can exploit the DOS relationship: n^<(E) + n^>(E) = n^r(E), where all quantities are computed under the same assumed voltage drop. It is then possible to estimate the upper limit for absorption spectra integrations E_{cut} in terms of the IDOS from the right hand side term alone.

1 G. van der Laan, J. Electron. Spectrosc. Relat. Phenom. 220, 137 (2017). 2 S. Bonetti, J. Phys. Condens. Matter 29, 133004 (2017). 3 E. Beaurepaire, J.-C. Merle, A. Daunois, and J.-Y. Bigot,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 4250 (1996).

4 G. Ghiringhelli, M. Bonfim, N. B. Brookes, J. Camarero,

K. Mackay, F. Montaigne, T. Neisius, P. Ohresser, S. Pascarelli, F. Petroff, S. Pizzini, and A. Fontaine, in Magn. Synchrotron Radiat., edited by E. Beaurepaire, F. Scheurer, G. Krill, and J. Kappler (Springer, 2001).

5 H.-S. Rhie, H. Dürr, and W. Eberhardt,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 247201 (2003).

6 M. Battiato, K. Carva, and P. M. Oppeneer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 027203 (2010).

7 B. Koopmans, G. Malinowski, F. Dalla Longa, D. Steiauf,

M. Fähnle, T. Roth, M. Cinchetti, and M. Aeschlimann, Nat. Mater. 9, 259 (2010).

8 A. Mann, J. Walowski, M. Münzenberg, S. Maat, M. J.

Carey, J. R. Childress, C. Mewes, D. Ebke, V. Drewello, G. Reiss, and A. Thomas, Phys. Rev. X 2, 041008 (2012).

9 M. Hofherr, P. Maldonado, O. Schmitt, M. Berritta,

U. Bierbrauer, S. Sadashivaiah, A. J. Schellekens, B. Koopmans, D. Steil, M. Cinchetti, B. Stadtmüller, P. M. Oppeneer, S. Mathias, and M. Aeschlimann, Phys. Rev. B 96, 100403(R) (2017).

10 A. Kirilyuk, A. V. Kimel, and T. Rasing, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 2731 (2010).

11 P. Elliott, T. Müller, J. Dewhurst, S. Sharma, and E. Gross, Sci. Rep. 6, 2 (2016).

12 T. Ishii, H. Yamakawa, T. Kanaki, T. Miyamoto, and N. Kida, Nature 8, 4 (2018).

13 J. Dewhurst, P. Elliott, S. Shallcross, E. K. Gross, and S. Sharma, Nano Lett. 18, 1842 (2018).

14 S. Miwa, M. Suzuki, M. Tsujikawa, K. Matsuda, T. Nozaki, K. Tanaka, T. Tsukahara, K. Nawaoka, M. Goto, Y. Kotani, T. Ohkubo, F. Bonell, E. Tamura, K. Hono, T. Nakamura, M. Shirai, S. Yuasa, and Y. Suzuki, Nat. Commun. 8, 15848 (2017).

15 K. Yamada, M. Suzuki, A. Pradipto, T. Koyama, S. Kim, K. Kim, S. Ono, T. Taniguchi, H. Mizuno, F. Ando, K. Oda, H. Kakizakai, T. Moriyama, K. Nakamura, D. Chiba, and T. Ono, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 157203 (2018).

16 R. Kukreja, S. Bonetti, Z. Chen, D. Backes, Y. Acremann, J. Katine, A. Kent, H. Dürr, H. Ohldag, and J. Stöhr, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 096601 (2015).

17 C. Stamm, C. Murer, Y. Acremann, M. Baumgartner, R. Gort, S. Däster, A. Kleibert, K. Garello, J. Feng, M. Gabureac, Z. Chen, J. Stöhr, and P. Gambardella,

Phys. Rev. B 100, 024426 (2019).

18 E. Tsymbal and I. Zutic, Spintronics Handbook: Spin

Transport and Magnetism: Nanoscale Spintronics and Applications (CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group, 2019).

19 R. Wienke, G. Schütz, and H. Ebert,

J. Appl. Phys. 69, 6147 (1991).

20 G. Schütz, M. Knülle, and H. Ebert, Phyica Scr. T49, 302

(1993).

21 B. Thole, P. Carra, F. Sette, and G. van der Laan,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 68, 1943 (1992).

22 P. Carra, B. Thole, M. Altarelli, and X. Wang,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 694 (1993).

23 G. Stefanucci and R. van Leeuwen, Nonequilibrium Many-

Body Theory of Quantum Systems (Cambridge University Press, 2013).

24 J. Henk, A. Ernst, K. Saha, and P. Bruno,

J. Phys. Condens. Matter 18, 2601 (2006).

25 C. Heiliger, M. Czerner, B. Y. Yavorsky, I. Mertig, and

M. D. Stiles, J. Appl. Phys. 103, 1 (2008).

26 S. Achilles, M. Czerner, J. Henk, I. Mertig, and

C. Heiliger, Phys. Rev. B 88, 125411 (2013). 27 J. Wang and H. Guo, Phys. Rev. B 79, 049119 (2009). 28 T. Kubis and P. Vogl, Phys. Rev. B 83, 195304 (2011).

29 M. Pourfath, The Non-Equilibrium Green’s Function Method for Nanoscale Device Simulation (Springer, 2014).

30 H. Ebert, D. Ködderitzsch, and J. Minár,

Rep. Prog. Phys. 74, 096501 (2011).

31 J. Taylor, H. Guo, and J. Wang,

Phys. Rev. B 63, 245407 (2001).

32 M. Brandbyge, J. L. Mozos, P. Ordejón, J. Taylor, and

K. Stokbro, Phys. Rev. B 65, 1654011 (2002). 33 M. Ogura and H. Akai, J. Phys. Soc. Japan 85, 1 (2016). 34 H. Ebert, J. Braun, D. Ködderitzsch, and S. Mankovsky,

Phys. Rev. B 93, 075145 (2016).

35 M. E. Rose, Relativistic Electron Theory (Wiley, New

York, 1961).

36 H. Ebert, Reports Prog. Phys. 59, 1665 (1996). 37 S. Jekal, S. H. Rhim, O. Kwon, and S. C. Hong,

J. Appl. Physics 117, 17E105 (2015).

38 V. Edelstein, Solid State Commun. 73, 233 (1990). 39 F. Hellman, A. Hoffmann, Y. Tserkovnyak, G. S. D.

Beach, E. E. Fullerton, C. Leighton, A. H. Macdonald, D. C. Ralph, D. A. Arena, and H. A. Dürr, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 025006 (2017).

40 R. Rüegg, G. Schütz, P. Fischer, R. Wienke, W. B. Zeper,

and H. Ebert, J. Appl. Physics 69, 5655 (1991). 41 M. Samant, J. Stöhr, S. Parkin, G. Held, B. Hermsmeier,

and F. Herman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 1112 (1994).

42 H. Ebert and S. Mankovsky, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 077404 (2003).

43 A. Rogalev, F. Wilhelm, J. N, J. Goulon, and K. J-P, “Magnetism: A synchrotron radiation approach. lecture notes in physics, vol. 697,” (Springer, Berlin, 2006) Chap. X-ray Magnetic Circular Dichroism: Historical Perspective and Recent Highlights, p. 71.

44 M. Suzuki, N. Kawamura, H. Miyagawa, J. S.

Garitaonandia, Y. Yamamoto, and H. Hori, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 047201 (2012).

45 G. Y. Guo, H. Ebert, W. M. Temmerman, and P. J.

Durham, Phys. Rev. B 50, 3861 (1994).

46 H. Eschrig, R. Richter, and B. Velicky, J. Phys. C: Solid State Phys. 19, 7173 (1986).

47 A. G. Aronov and Y. B. Lyanda-Geller, JETP Lett. 50, 431 (1989).

48 A. Crépieux and P. Bruno, Phys. Rev. B 64, 014416 (2001).

49 D. Ködderitzsch, K. Chadova, and H. Ebert, Phys. Rev. B 92, 184415 (2015).

50 M. E. Rose, Relativistic Electron Theory (Wiley, New York, 1961).

51 R. Zeller, Phys. Rev. B 55, 9400 (1997).

52 O. Šipr, J. Minár, and H. Ebert, Europhys. Lett. 87, 67007 (2009).

53 O. Šipr, J. Minár, A. Scherz, H. Wende, and H. Ebert, Phys. Rev. B 84, 115102 (2011).