SE'M has become a fundamental tool in many disciplines and fields. Among the different operation modes, the dynamic mode
is without doubt the most important and versatile one. In this mode, the tip is oscillated at or near the resonance frequency of the
supporting cantilever and the variation of resonance frequency or oscillation amplitude is used as feedback signal. For quantitative
applications we believe that the calibration of the system is an issue that has not yet been resolved satisfactorily. In particular,
most experiments are performed without a precise knowledge of oscillation amplitude, even though it has been shown [2] that due
to the non-linearity of the SFM-system this amplitude can be a critical parameter for the behaviour of the total system.

Up to now, calibration of oscillation amplitude in a typical SEM-experiment can be performed in a variety of ways (see |3]

for a recent overview), the most popular ones being based on the analysis of either the thermal noise spectrum of the cantilever
4] or a force versus distance curve [5]. In the first case, the force constant of the cantilever has to be known precisely. In the
second case, contact between tip and sample has to be made, which is a serious disadvantage for fragile tips such as very sharp
or functionalized ones. In this work a new technique is presented for the usual case of a piezo driven cantilever. This technique
avoids the disadvantages just discussed, in addition it is very easy and fast. The essential idea underlying the technique is that
the resonance amplitude of an oscillating free cantilever must somehow be related to the excitation amplitude of the driving piezo
element. To find this relation, we solve the equation of motion for a piezo driven cantilever in a typical SFM-setup (see also [1]).
The fundamental features of the model will be presented and discussed. First experimental results as well as simulations confirm
the validity of the model.
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Properties of the solutions

The family of “eigenfunctions” ¢;({) have important mathematical properties:

e They are eigenfunctions of the “self-adjoint” differential operator DW = 9 /OCH, 15(4)@@ ) = /ifgbz(g ).
1
e They are normalized with respect to the usual scalar product for functions, (¢;, ¢;) = / [ps(C)]2dC.
0

e They are mutually orthonormal, (¢;, ¢;) =0;;. In addition the extension is normalized, ¢;(1) = 2 Vi, therefore
zi(ky) = 200;(k() /2, has an amplitude z; at the free end.

n

1
e Any function in the interval [0, 1], can be decomposed as f(¢) = > ¢, 0, (C) with ¢, = / f(C)pn(¢)dC. For a constant
0
function f(() = by, we find using (2) and the boundary condition ¢"'(1) = 0,

1 L[ diulC o (0
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Piezo driven cantilever — The important factor

Up to now we have treated only the homogeneus problem, i.e. no external forces acts on the cantilever. In present context is
necessary to generalize the model to account for friction and external forces. The corresponding equation of motion is,

pSwz(y) + E12W(y) + iwyz(y) = f(y) (7)

where f(y) describes any loading force (per unit length) acting on each section of the cantilever. For an inertially driven cantilever,

the driven force is an “external” inertial force, f™'(y) = pSw?z,(y) = pSw?z0¢(k(). In analogy to the case of a driven harmonic

p
oscillator we find for each mode

() = 220,02\ (02 — w2)” + (i Q) (5)

and thus at resonance 27! . (wg) = QZchn, where () is the quality factor. The model discussed above essentially predicts a
(mode-dependent) constant factor %, relating the oscillation amplitude of the clamped end of the cantilever to the oscillation
amplitude of the free end. Using (6)
a Zﬁver<w0> L gb’”(O)
F, = —2 (9)
Qz) K

Simulation results

To verity the validity of our model, a simple
numerical simulation has been implemented.
The equation of motion (7) has been discre-
tised and solved as a function of driving fre-
quency. A frequency interval containing the
first two resonances was chosen. In total 3
different spectra were simulated each with a
different friction coefficient. From the mea-
sured curves the corresponding ()-factor and
the factor Fgmu=Amplitude (wy)/(Q Driv-
ing amplitude) were calculated.

The corresponding results are summarized in
the table.
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Experimental results

The experimental procedure discussed above was applied with three different rectangular cantilevers. Since optical beam deflection
was used, the correction factor discussed above has to be taken into account. In our experiments, we found the following issues
important:

e The resulting amplitude should not be too high. High oscillation amplitude when tip and sample are in contact result in a
non-harmonic response of cantilever motion, possibly due to spurious frictional effects. To minimise these effects, a low-friction
surface such as for example graphite should be used

e The experiments, that is the determination of the free cantilever motion and the corresponding calibration of the motion with
tip and sample in contact should be performed at the resonance frequency. Note that for an “ideal” driving this is not necessary;,
since the usual “dither” piezos used for cantilever excitation have resonance frequencies well over 1 Mhz and therefore have a
flat response with unitary gain at frequencies below 1 Mhz. Unfortunately once mounted in the whole SFM set-up, the response
is not flat and spurious resonances appear, that have to be taken into account by the procedure just described.
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Theory

The equation of motion of a SFM cantilever

A SFM cantilever can be considered a bar clamped on one side and free at the other. Its equation of motion is:

. 0tz
pSZE(y,t) + EI@(y,t) =0 (1)

with S the cross section, p, density, £/, modulus of Young and I, moment of inertia. The first term represents the inertial force
(per unit length) and the second term the elastic force per unit length. Separating variables, z(y, t) = z(y)e™", we find,

) (@) (4) 4 pSw?\ !
—pSwia(y) + EL(y) = 0o 20(y) = kzly) k=7 (2)

We are thus looking for a function that essentially repeat itself after four derivatives. The general solution is z(y) =
2o |1 cos(ky) + agsin(ky) + ag cosh(ky) + aysinh(ky)] where 2 is a parameter that defines the strength of oscillation (with
dimension of length), and the parameters «; defines the “strength” of the four basic functions, and are determined by boundary
conditions. In what follows, in addition to the physical solution z(y), it will be useful to define a dimensionless “mathematical
solution”

d(k() = a1 cos(k() + assin(k() + ag cosh(k() + ay sinh(k() (3)
so that z(ky) = 200(k() where k = k/l and y = (l. Now we impose the boundary conditions,

$(0) =0; ¢'(0)=0; ¢"(1)=0; ¢"(1)=0 (4)

These boundary conditions lead to
—1
— 5
cosh(k() (5)

which defines the solutions x; = {1.875, 4.609, 7.855,...,(n+1/2)x}.

cos(k()

Verification of the model — Results

According to the theory just discussed, to experimentally verify the model it seems sufficient to:

(a) bring tip and sample into contact and drive the piezo element with a given driving voltage. For a stiff sample, cantilever motion
equals piezo motion and the detected signal UP? can be related to the tip motion via an appropriate calibration factor (see

below),
(b) take a spectrum of the cantilever oscillation, that is, excite the driving piezo at different frequencies and record the response,

(c) measure the oscillation amplitude at resonance (at the same driving voltage as in (a)).

From the data obtained in (a)-(c) the experimental factor between the oscillation amplitude of the clamped end and the oscillation
amplitude of the free end is:
d
ngexp — Urpesonance/Q

!

contact

(10)

Unfortunately, for the optical beam deflection technique, this simple procedure is not quite correct, since it does not take into
account the fact that this method detects angles and not directly displacements. Therefore, a correction term has to be introduced.
We first recall some basic points related to calibration issues in the optical beam deflection technique. The experimentally measured
photodiode signal UP? and the true deflection, measured either as displacement (unit: [m]) or angle are related by calibration
factors:

Zorar(l) = Eur UM 2 (D) = e U™ (11)
[n the static deflection mode displacement and angle are related by 2/(1) = 3z(1)/(2l), therefore we have

3
angle displacement
Cstat = 2_l€stat (12)

Static and dynamic modes are different accordingly the calibration factors cannot be assumed the same, we define,

2o (1) = edPyPet A (1) = etnsleyrd (13)

n

In analogy to (12) we find for the dynamic modes e8¢ = ed5p¢y (kI) /1, (kl), and finally,

- 3¢, (k) g ] 497" (0) ¢ (k)
. [) = dlspUpd _ = ISpUpd, ggbeam def _ n n 14
< < ) €n 2§b;1 (kl)eStat ) n 3/{4¢n (k‘l) ( )

Conclusion

e A model for a piezo driven SFM cantilever has been developed that allows to calculate the free oscillation amplitude as a
function of the driving motion applied to the clamped end of the cantilever.

e Within this model, the free oscillation amplitude for each oscillation mode is determined by the quality factor of the oscillation
and parameters related to the properties of each eigenmode.

e For the case of the beam deflection technique, correction factors have to be introduced to take into account that this mode
detects variation on angles, and not directly variation of displacements.

e [irst numerical simulations of the behaviour of the cantilever at the first and second resonance frequency give a reasonably
good agreement with the model (very good agreement for the first mode, less good agreement for the second mode, possibly
the simulation routines have to be improved).

e Our experiments also give reasonable agreement with the model.

Fn
Lever Mode 1 | Mode 2
soft (0.01 N/m) 1.6 0.6
hard 1 (0.75 N/m)| 1.8 :
hard 2 (0.75 N/m)| 1.9 -

We therefore propose as very simple and fast way of calibrating sensitivity in a SEM-setup

e Calibrate (once!) the response of the driving piezo at the resonance frequency of the cantilever (for example from a force vs.
distance curve or from thermal noise)

e Then, for any new cantilever measure its oscillation spectrum, calculate its ()-factor and finally the sensitivity of the detection
system follows as

2 1444 O

G beam-det _ o (V) _ 1.57, 0.87, 0.5, ... 15
n 4
K

or (for the optical beam deflection scheme)

agrbeam-def 4@%”:, (O) qﬁgz (kl)
ol -~ 3kie, (kD)

— {1.43, 2.77,..., 8/3} (16)




