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Abstract

Dynamic modes of atomic-force microscopy offer new possibilities for
imaging because of the availability of the various vibrational modes of the
probes. However, each mode has a different sensitivity to variations in
surface stiffness. This sensitivity directly controls the image contrast.
Low-stiffness cantilevers have typically been unusable for imaging of stiff
materials because of the lack of sensitivity of the first flexural mode. In this
paper, the sensitivities of the flexural and torsional modes are derived.
Closed-form expressions are obtained for cantilevers with constant cross
sections. For cantilevers with other shapes, an approximate solution is
developed using the method of Rayleigh—Ritz. The interaction of the
cantilever with the surface is modelled by linear springs, which restricts the
results to experiments involving low-amplitude excitations. Both flexural
and torsional vibration modes are considered. For given nominal values of
surface and AFM probe properties, the appropriate mode for highest

contrast may be predicted.

1. Introduction

The atomic force microscope (AFM) was originally developed
to provide surface topography information [1]. The deflection
of the microscope cantilever plotted as a function of
surface location gives a high-resolution image of surfaces.
Recent applications of the AFM have exploited the dynamic
characteristics of the AFM. Many versions of dynamic
atomic force microscopy have been proposed for imaging
specimens [2-6]. All of these methods rely on the relative
motion between the AFM tip and the specimen surface. This
work has shown that high-frequency excitation of the specimen
surface or AFM cantilever can provide a better signal-to-noise
ratio for imaging while doing less damage to the specimen
surface. These techniques also offer the potential for high-
resolution measurement of material properties and surface
properties [2,3,7,8]. These techniques utilize the dynamical
response of the cantilever, specifically in terms of the higher-
order vibrational modes. The dynamical response of an elastic
cantilevered beam in contact with a surface, however, is not
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easily described. The tip—sample interaction forces are, in
general, nonlinear and are the subject of intensive research
themselves. When an elastic beam interacts with these surface
forces, the many flexural and torsional modes must be included
as part of the complete dynamics. These higher modes are
often excited simultaneously in experiments. In much of
the current research, the amplitude of the surface motion
is kept small. In this case, the motion may be studied by
linearizing the nonlinear tip—sample interaction forces about
an equilibrium point. The linearized motion is much easier to
analyse, although it does not describe all possible cantilever
motion. If the motion is very large, the nonlinear motion may
be chaotic [9].

It was recently shown that the surface interactions acting
through the cantilever tip affect each of the vibration modes
differently [10, 11]. The effects of the surface stiffness and
damping act locally at the position on the beam at which the
tip is attached. Because each mode has a different mode shape,
each mode is affected by the local surface loading in a different
way. Each mode was also seen to have a different sensitivity
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the flexural vibration problem. The AFM probe is in contact with a specimen. Initial contact is made when
the sample offset, z, is zero. The static sample offset causes a static beam deflection, y(x). The dynamic motion, w(x, ¢), is defined relative
to y(x). The contact force between the tip and sample is modelled as a linear spring with stiffness «,,.

to local variations in stiffness or damping [2,10,12]. The most
sensitive modes are those which should be used for imaging
because their response will provide the highest contrast.

In this paper, the linear dynamics of AFM cantilevers are
considered in terms of both flexural and torsional vibrations.
The flexural and torsional models used here are restricted to
beams which are much longer than their width. When this
condition is not satisfied, plate theory is more accurate[13].
Exact expressions for the modal sensitivities are derived
for cantilevers with uniform cross sections. The sensitivity
defines the relative change in the frequency of a mode due
to changes in surface stiffness. An approximate solution
technique is then developed for cantilevers with nonuniform
cross sections. This technique, based on the Rayleigh—
Ritz method, results in an expression for the sensitivities in
terms of the approximate eigenvalue problem (EVP). The
approximate method is validated using the exact expressions
derived for cantilevers with uniform cross sections. Sample
results for triangular cantilevers are also presented using
the derived approximate solution. It is anticipated that the
derived sensitivities, exact and approximate, will improve the
understanding of image contrast and materials characterization
in AFM research.

2. Flexural vibrations

The primary type of cantilever deflection for most AFM studies
is flexural. If the sample surface is vibrated normal to the
surface, the AFM probe will vibrate flexurally. The flexural
AFM modes have been studied extensively since it was first
recognized that the AFM behaves as a continuous member
with appropriate modes [14].

2.1. Linear theoretical model

A uniform, homogenous beam of constant, rectangular cross
section is cantilevered at one end as depicted in figure 1. At
the end opposite to the cantilever, a tip with a small radius
is attached. The linearized boundary value problem for this
system has a governing equation and boundary conditions
given by [10, 13]

*w(x, 1) 2w(x, 1)
EI A =0, 1
dx4 e ot? M
w(x, H)|y=0 =0, w'(x, £)|x=0 = 0, 2

ETw"” (x, )| =1 = taw(x, )] 2=L-
(3)
In equations (1)—(3), w(x,t) defines the cantilever
position relative to its initial static deflection, y(x). The AFM

w”(x, )]y=r =0,

cantilever is defined by E, the modulus of the cantilever, 7,
the area moment of the cantilever, p, the volume density, and
A, the cross-sectional area of the cantilever. Here, EI and
pA are assumed uniform over the length of the cantilever.
The boundary conditions given by equation (2) correspond to
conditions of zero displacement and zero slope at x = 0. The
boundary conditions given by equation (3) correspond to zero
moment at x = L and the force balance between the beam
and the linear tip—sample stiffness. Because a linear model is
used to describe the tip—sample interaction force, the results
are restricted to small tip displacements. The actual value of
the linear spring constant, k,, in terms of the tip and sample
parameters depends on the interaction model used. Simple
Hertzian theory [15,16], more complex Maugis mechanics [16]
or other models [17-20] may all be linearized about some
initial equilibrium position to determine this spring constant.

Equations (1)—(3) define completely the linearized flexural
vibration problem. The natural frequencies of the cantilever
vibrations are dependent on the linear spring constant. These
frequencies are found through derivation of the corresponding
eigenvalue problem. We seek harmonic solutions of the form
w(x, t) = W(x)e'". Substitution into equations (1)—(3) gives
the EVP in the form of a fourth-order ordinary differential
equation (ODE) and four boundary conditions. The solution
of the eigenvalue problem gives the mode shape [10]

W(x) = D(sinkx — sinh kx — Dy(cos kx — coshkx)), (4)

where k is the flexural wavenumber and

sinkL + sinh kL
Dy=————"¥—/¥——. (®)]

coskL + coshkL
In equation (4), D defines the amplitude of the mode shape.
The linearized eigenvalue problem does not depend on this
amplitude. The mode shape given by equation (4) has
been written to satisfy directly the boundary conditions of
displacement and slope (equations (2)) and that of zero moment
at x = L (the first of equations (3)).

The characteristic equation defines the wavenumbers
which admit solutions to the problem. The characteristic
equation is found by substituting equation (4) into the boundary
condition involving the linear spring. The characteristic
equation is given by [10, 14]

C(y, Bn) = y>(cosy coshy + 1)
—PBn(sinh y cosy —siny coshy) =0, (6)

where y = kL is the normalized wavenumber and 8, =
ko/(EI/L?) is the normal contact stiffness relative to the
stiffness of the cantilever. Equation (6) is also used to define
the characteristic function C(y, f,) which will be used below.
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The dispersion relation between wave number and frequency
is found by substituting the mode shape equation (4) into the
EVP. This relation is given by

El

2 4
I = gpars?

)
The linear vibration model is appropriate when the
specimen amplitude is kept small while remaining in contact
with the AFM tip. The linear vibrations are used for current
materials characterization studies [2, 3, 7, 8]. It should be
noted that additional factors have been omitted from the above
model. The tip position, tip mass and initial angle of the AFM
cantilever have all been neglected. The inclusion of these
parameters follows in a straightforward manner [11].

2.2. Sensitivity

The characteristic equation given by equation (6) defines the
wavenumbers in terms of B,. Allowable frequencies are
governed by the zeros of the characteristic function, equation
(6). The interest here is in the modes which will change
significantly for small variations of stiffness across the sample.
Thus, we are indirectly interested in the change of y with
respect to B,. Differentiation of equation (6) with respect to
B implies that

dy _ _BC/G,BH. @®)
dpn dC/dy
Equation (6) gives
dy . .
ap, = (cos y sinh y — siny cosh y)
x{3y%(1 +cos y cosh y) + 2B, sin y sinh y
+y3(cosy sinhy — siny cosh )}~ L. (O]

Equation (9) is the wave number sensitivity to changes in
surface stiffness. Of course, experimentally it is the change
in frequency f that is measured. Further expansion gives

d af d
fo_ o dr (10)
By 9y dpn
The dispersion relation, equation (7) implies that
af 1 | EI
==Y (11)
ay '\ pAL

Finally, the expression for the shift in frequency due to
surface stiffness changes is

df 1

El
T T lm(Zy(cosy sinh y — sin y cosh y))

x{3y2(1 + cos y cosh y)

+y3(cos y sinhy — siny cosh )

+2B,(sin y sinh )} 1. (12)

For a given normal stiffness, fB,, the frequency equation,
equation (6) is solved for the wavenumbers. The corresponding
sensitivities for each mode may then be calculated using
equation (12).
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Figure 2. End view of the torsional problem. The AFM probe is in
contact with a specimen. The contact is modelled as a linear lateral
spring with stiffness «;, which acts at the end of the AFM tip. The
dynamic torsional motion is described by the twist angle, ¢ (x, ).

A dimensionless form of the flexural sensitivity is given

by
df/d
or = M (13)
1 | EI
27\ pAL*

This form of the sensitivity may be thought of as the ratio of
the measurement frequency resolution, d f/dp,, relative to a

EI

characteristic frequency of the cantilever. SALT

X ﬁ Example
results of equation (13) are presented below.

3. Torsional vibrations

A similar sensitivity analysis may also be developed when
considering the torsional modes. In this section, the
sensitivities of the torsional modes to variations in lateral
stiffness are derived for a uniform cross section cantilever. The
schematic diagram in figure 2 shows the boundary condition
assumed at the AFM tip. The contact of the tip with the sample
is modelled with a linear lateral spring.

3.1. Linear theoretical model

Let the parameter ¢ (x, ¢) be defined as the twist of the bar,
which is a function of position along the beam x and time ¢.
The torsional vibrations of a uniform bar are described by [13]

GE\ Pp(x,0)  9P(x, 1)
(p]) ax2 a2

(14)

where G is the shear modulus, J is the polar moment of area
and p is the mass density. The parameter £ in equation (14)
is a torsional constant related to the cross-sectional area. For
a rectangular cross section with width b and thickness ¢, this
constant is given by [21]

1,/(b
£=—1 (f - 0.630) .
3\t

Equation (15) is an approximation based on the assumption
that the cross section is a narrow rectangle with » > ¢. This
assumption is valid for most AFM cantilevers. The exact
expression for &€, written as a series solution, is found in
elasticity texts [21].

The required boundary conditions are given by

as)

¢(x=0,1) =0, (16)
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ap(x, 1)

G
§ 0x =L

= —iqh®¢(L, 1), (17)
where % is the tip height as illustrated by figure 2. Equation
(16) is the condition of no rotation at x = 0. Equation (17) is
the moment balance at x = L with «; the lateral spring stiffness
which is assumed to be linear. It is related to the sample shear
rigidity [15, 16].

Looking for harmonic solutions of the form ¢ (x, ) =
d(x)el, gives the eigenvalue problem. The solution for ¢ (x)
is given by [13]

®(x) = Cy sin px, (18)

where the torsional wavenumber p is related to frequency w
through the dispersion relation

]

Ge (19)

p=w

The second boundary condition, equation (17), gives the
characteristic equation

C(y,B) =ycosy +pisiny =0, (20)
where y = pL is the normalized torsional wavenumber. The
parameter B = xh>L/GE defines the lateral stiffness of the
surface relative to the torsional rigidity of the beam (G&/L).
As was seen in the flexural case, the characteristic equation is
the basis for determining the modal sensitivities.

3.2. Sensitivity

The torsional characteristic function C(y, ), defined by
equation (20) defines the torsional wave numbers in terms of
the normalized lateral stiffness. The interest is in the modes
which will change significantly for small variations of lateral
stiffness across the sample. Following the same procedure as
for the flexural modes we find the torsional modal sensitivity

af 1 Gé& siny 21
3 2w\ pJL2ysiny — (1+B)cosy)’
or in normalized form
af/o
or = M (22)
1 [ Ge
27\ pJL?

The torsional sensitivity, equation (22), is defined in a similar
manner as the flexural. It is the ratio of the measurement
frequency resolution, df/dfB,, relative to a characteristic

: 1 [ G
frequency of the cantilever, 5- oI

equation (22) are also presented below.

Example results of

4. Approximate methods

The above analysis for both the flexural and torsional
sensitivities was done under the assumption of a uniform
cross section. However, many cantilevers commonly used in
AFM research do not have a uniform cross section. For these
cantilevers, the bending stiffness E I, linear mass density pA,

torsional stiffness G& and the polar moment per unit length o J
are all functions of position along the cantilever. The V-shaped
cantilever is just one example. In this section, the method of
Rayleigh—Ritz is used to approximate the natural frequencies.
Subsequently, an expression for the modal sensitivities to
surface stiffness is then derived. The the exact solutions
derived above for flexural and torsional vibrations also serve
to validate the approximate methods derived in this section.
The Rayleigh-Ritz method is fundamentally based on
Rayleigh’s quotient [13]. The governing partial differential
equations for the flexural and torsional vibrations have
eigenvalue problems which may be represented by

LY ] = w; M1, (23)

where £ and M are linear operators on eigenfunction v, with
corresponding frequency w,. Operator L is of even order (2¢g)
for flexure and torsion. The eigenfunctions must satisfy all
boundary conditions of the problem. If we multiply both sides
of the eigenvalue problem by 1, and integrate over the domain
Q2 of the system, we obtain

i JawLv14 NIy,
" Jo MUy 142~ DIy’

for r = 1,2,.... Equation (24) defines the numerator
N[] and denominator D[] of Rayleigh’s quotient, R[] =
N[y]/Dly].

Rayleigh’s quotient forms the basis for the method of
Rayleigh—Ritz. A set of admissible functions u is defined as
being ¢ times differentiable over the domain of the system.
These functions are also required to satisfy the geometric
boundary conditions, but need not satisfy the natural boundary
conditions. The eigenfunctions, v,, are then expanded in terms
of the admissible functions as

(24)

V() =Y aiui(x). (25)
i=1

The stationarity of Rayleigh’s quotient is then exploited
by attempting to minimize the ratio in equation (24). The
minimization procedure results in a discretized eigenvalue
problem [13]

Ka=2"Ma, (26)

where a = {ai, a,...,a}". This eigenvector has
components which are the coefficients of the expansion,
equation (25), for the rth eigenfunction, %,.(x). The
eigenvalue in equation (26), A2, is the approximation of the
exact eigenvalue, ®?. The stiffness and mass matrices in
equation (26) are defined in terms of the admissible functions

and operators by

K,'j :/M[E[Mj]dg, (27)
Q

M;; = / i Mlu;1d2. (28)
Q

These expressions for the Rayleigh—Ritz method are now
applied to the flexural and torsional problems.
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4.1. Flexural vibrations

The necessary operators for the flexural vibrations of a
nonuniform beam are given by [13]

2

Lly] =

(29)

[EI( )3 1//()6)}’

MY ] = pAX) Y (x).

In terms of the admissible functions, u; (x), the numerator
of Rayleigh’s quotient for flexure is

(30)

L 32
Nu] = / ullu]dQ :/ u—- (EI(x)u”)dx. (31)
Q o Ox?
Integrating equation (31) by parts twice gives
L
Nlu] = kau*(L) + / EI(x)(u")*dx. (32)
0
The denominator reduces to
L
Dlu] = / uMluld2 = / ,oA(x)(u)2 dx. (33)
Q 0

The components of the mass and stiffness matrices are then
defined as

L u; (x)\ (d%u;(x)
K,-,:/O EI(x)( i >< d)jcz )dx+Knu,-(L)uj(L),
(34)

(35)

L
M;; :/ PAQ)u; (x)u;(x)dx.
0

These matrices may be normalized for comparison with
the exact results derived in section 2. In this case,

i — Ky _/1 EI(X) (d?u;(¥)
YUEL/LY )y Ely dx?

2. (=
x (d ;’;E”) di + e (D (1), (36)
o My TpA®)
M;; = DAL —/0 oo u;(X)uj(x)dx, (37)

where E Iy and p A are the bending stiffness and mass density
at x = 0, respectively, B, = «,/(Ely/L?) and ¥ = x/L. Note
that in equation (36), the tip has been assumed to be at the end
of the beam.

In terms of the normalized matrices, K and M , the
eigenvalue problem is given by
Ka = Q?Ma, (38)

where a is the eigenvector of expansion coefficients and the
normalized frequency is

A
Q= — 39)

VEI/pAoL*

The derivative of the eigenvalue problem, equation (38),
is then taken with respect to 8,. The result is

IK
3P
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IQ
P

. da

~ 23M 2N
a+ K Ma+Q +Q°M
9Bn

0B "

=2Q

3,3n (40)

Equation (40) is then simplified. First, we see that the
mass matrix, M, does not depend explicitly on B,. We then
assume that the change in the eigenvector to small changes in
stiffness is negligible. Equation (40) then simplifies to

K a0
9B 3B

Finally, we multiply on the left by a”. The normalization
condition

a=20— Ma.

(41)

a'Ma = 1, (42)

is used to simplify the sensitivity to surface stiffness. The final
result is the approximate form of the flexural sensitivity

I 1 0K
o6, 22" 3,

This expression for the modal sensitivity relies on information
from the eigenvalue problem, equation (38). For a given
stiffness, B,, the eigenvalues, 2, and eigenvectors, a, are found
from equation (38). The sensitivity for each mode for the
same stiffness is then found directly using equation (43). The
approximate solution may be compared with the above exact
solution, equation (13). The exact result was derived assuming
a constant cross section. In this case, EI(X)/Ely = 1, and
PAF)/pAp = 1.

of = (43)

4.2. Torsional vibrations

The necessary operators for torsional vibrations of a
nonuniform beam are given by

Lly] =

(44)

[Gé( >3‘“x)]

My ] = pJ ()Y (x). (45)

In terms of the admissible functions, u; (x), the numerator
of Rayleigh’s quotient for torsion reduces to

L
Nu] :K]hzuz(L)+/ GE(x)()? dx. (46)
0

The denominator is given by

L
D[u]:/uM[u]dQ:/ pJ(x)(u)zdx. A7)
Q 0

The components of the mass and stiffness matrices are then
defined as

Kij :/ GE(x )<du (X)) (duj(x)) dx_thZMi(L)Mj(L)7
o dx dx
(48)

(49)

L
M;; :/ pJ (xX)u; (x)u;(x)dx.
0

These matrices are normalized for comparison with the
exact results. In this case,

7. - K _/1 GE(¥) (du,-(i))
YT GeJL )y GE \ di

du;(x) d | |
x( e ) X + B (Du (1),

(50)
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Figure 3. Exact and approximate expressions for flexural modal sensitivity, o¢, for a cantilever with uniform cross section. The solid curves
are the exact solution (equation (13)) and the symbols are the approximate solution from equation (43). The approximate solution is based

on a ten-term polynomial expansion.
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Figure 4. Exact and approximate expressions for torsional modal sensitivity, oy, for a cantilever with uniform cross section. The solid
curves are the exact solution (equation (22)) and the symbols are the approximate solution from equation (54). The approximate solution is

based on a ten-term polynomial expansion.

i (Fu (%) dF,

- 1 %
- M _/ pJ () 5h)
0

M,' = =
pJoL pJo
where G§y = G&(0) and pJy = pJ(0) are the torsional
stiffness and polar mass moment at x = 0, respectively,
B = kih?’L/GE and ¥ = x /L.
In terms of the normalized matrices, K and M , the
eigenvalue problem is given by
Ka=QMa, (52)
where a is the eigenvector of expansion coefficients and the
normalized frequency is

A
Q= —= (53)

VGéo/pIoL?
Following the same procedure as for the flexural modes, we
find the approximate torsional modal sensitivity

I 1 ;K

Oy

5. Results

Several results are now presented based on the exact (equa-
tions (13) and (22)) and approximate results (equations (43)
and (54)) derived above. First, results for cantilevers with uni-
form cross sections are presented using both the exact solution
and the approximate solution. Then, results for a cantilever
with nonuniform cross section are presented.

5.1. Uniform cross section

The flexural sensitivity, o, of the first five modes is plotted
in figure 3 for the case of a constant cross section beam.
The exact results are shown as the solid curves and the
approximate results are shown as the symbols. The exact
and the approximate flexural sensitivities agree very well.
Several conclusions may be reached from this figure. When
the cantilever is much more compliant than the sample surface,
the first mode is most sensitive to changes in surface stiffness.
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Figure 5. Geometry of the cantilever with nonuniform cross section
used in the example calculations.

The highest value of oy for all modes is found from the limit
of B, — 0 of equation (13). In this limit, the wavenumbers
approach those for the free vibration problem (i.e. y; = 1.8751,
Yy = 4.694, y3 = 7.854 etc). Thus the maximum sensitivities
for the first three modes are o = 0.57, 0.091 and 0.032. We
also see the effect of a stiff sample on the sensitivity. When
Bn is greater than about 30, the sensitivity of the first mode
becomes smaller than that of the second mode. Thus, we
expect that the second mode will experience the largest shifts
in frequency of all of the modes. At the same time, we see
that the overall sensitivity for all modes has been reduced to
a maximum around 0.1. When the stiffness ratio, g, is about
160, the first mode is less sensitive than modes two through
five. The sensitivity of all modes scales with 1/82 for large
Bn.

The approximate solution shown in figure 3 requires a
choice of admissible functions, u; (x). These functions must
be sufficiently differentiable over the domain of the system
and they must satisfy the geometric boundary conditions.
Recommended functions include polynomials or the mode
shapes from the exact solution, equation (4). The results shown
in figure 3 are based on admissible functions u; (X) = (%)Hl.

The number of expansion functions used in equation (25)
must be chosen with care. If too few are used, the
approximation of the natural frequencies is poor. On the
other hand, high-order polynomials may create numerical
instabilities, such that a large number of terms should not be
used. A reasonable compromise has been found to be ten
functions. With this number, the estimate of the first five
frequencies is quite good and numerical instabilities are not
encountered. The results shown in figure 3 were calculated
using a ten-term polynomial expansion. The error between
the two solutions is less than 0.02% for modes 1-4 with the
largest error in the highest mode. The error for mode 5 is less
than 1% for B, < 2(10)3, with a maximum error of 7% for
B, = 10*.

From a practical standpoint, figure 3 may be used as
in the following example. Consider an AFM probe with
rectangular cross section (width = 40 pm, thickness = 2 yum,
L = 200 pm). For a given set of cantilever properties
(E =170 GPa, I =24.7x 107 m*, p = 2330 kg m>), we

find that 5= /-£1

oA = 19.6 kHz. If the measurement frequency

resolution is d f/d B, = 0.5 kHz, the flexural sensitivity of the
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measurement system is oy = 0.026. If this value is plotted on
figure 3 as a horizontal line, the ‘usable’ modes for imaging
stiffness variations are then clear. For this example, only
the first three modes would lie above this line, and only for
Bn < 1000.

The torsional modal sensitivity for a cantilever with a
uniform cross section is plotted in figure 4 for the first five
modes. The sensitivity is plotted versus normalized lateral
stiffness with g ranging from 0.01 to 100. The exact results are
shown as the solid curves, while the approximation is shown by
the symbols. The torsional modal sensitivity has many similar
features to the flexural. The first mode is the most sensitive
for smaller values of ;. In the limit of small §; the maximum
sensitivity for the first mode is 0.5. For stiffer samples, the
sensitivity begins to decrease, finally dropping like 1/8; for
large B;. In contrast with the flexural sensitivity, we see that
the torsional sensitivities are more compact—the sensitivity of
the modes is about the same for §; > 4. The transition region
for the torsional sensitivity occurs at about the same level of
lateral stiffness for all modes.

The approximate solution for torsional vibrations was

calculated using a ten-term polynomial expansion with

polynomials u;(¥) = ().

7). The exact and the approximate
torsional sensitivities agree very well. The two solutions are
virtually identical using the ten-term polynomial expansion.
The error between the two solutions is less than 0.021% for
modes 1-4 with the largest error in the highest mode. The

error for mode 5 is less than 0.65% for the entire range of S;.

5.2. Nonuniform cross section

The approximate solution is also used to examine the flexural
sensitivity for a nonuniform cross section. Consider the
cantilever shown in figure 5 with a triangular plan view and
thickness #. Calculations were done using the approximate
sensitivity formulae of equations (43) and (54). A ten-term
polynomial expansion was used for both the flexural and
torsional sensitivities with the same polynomial functions as
in section 5.1. Values for the geometric properties (L; =
200 um, L, = 145 um, B = 164 um, W = 20 pum,
t = 0.6 um) and material properties (E = 179 GPa, v = 0.28,
p = 2330 kg m ™) were chosen to be similar to typical AFM
beams.

The flexural modal sensitivity for this triangular cantilever
is shown in figure 6 for the first five modes. The curves
in this figure are similar to those shown in figure 3 for the
uniform cross section. There are, however, several distinct
differences between the two sets of curves. First, we see that
the sensitivities are not as well separated as in the uniform case.
For example, the sensitivity of the third mode is about 17.5
times smaller than the first for the uniform cantilever. For the
triangular, this same ratio is only about 4.3. Thus, the higher
modes for the triangular cantilever are much more usable than
those of a uniform beam. Because the sensitivities are more
closely spaced, we also see that the value of the surface stiffness
is smaller when the first mode sensitivity is equal to that of the
second. For the uniform beam, this occurs at 8, &~ 30 while
for the triangular it occurs at 8, ~ 12. Another difference
between the triangular and uniform cantilever is the value of
stiffness at which the sensitivity begins the steep decent. For
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the triangular beam sensitivities, this transition occurs around
Bn =~ 100, much less than for the uniform beam. Thus, the
overall sensitivity of the triangular cantilever is greater than or
equal to that of the uniform beam for 8, < 100, but the flexural
sensitivity of the triangular beam is less than the uniform for
Bn > 100.

The torsional modal sensitivity for this same triangular
cantilever is shown in figure 7 for the first five modes. The
results are very different from those for the uniform cross
section shown in figure 4. It should be noted that the range
of lateral stiffness differs between figures 4 and 7. The
sensitivities for the triangular cantilever are much closer to
each other for all values of lateral stiffness. However, they
decrease more quickly than in figure 4 for increasing stiffness.
The most interesting result seen in figure 7 is the ordering of the
sensitivities, which is nonintuitive. The first mode is the most

sensitive for low B as might be expected. However, the second
mode is the least sensitive of the first five modes. The shape of
the cantilever can impact the modal sensitivity considerably.

6. Discussion

The flexural and torsional vibrations of AFM cantilevers have
been discussed in this paper. In particular, the sensitivities of
the modes to changes in surface stiffness have been examined.
For cantilevers with uniform cross sections, exact expressions
for the sensitivities were derived. As expected, the results
showed that the first mode is the most sensitive for materials
that are compliant relative to the cantilever. It was also shown
that higher-order vibration modes may be more sensitive than
the first if the surface stiffness is high enough.
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An approximate form for the sensitivities was also derived
based on the method of Rayleigh—Ritz. Results were presented
which validated the exact expressions. In addition, modal
sensitivity results were presented for a triangular cantilever
as an example of a cantilever with nonuniform cross section.
The flexural sensitivities were more closely spaced than those
for the uniform cantilever. The sensitivity of the higher modes
was also seen to begin decreasing for a lower value of surface
stiffness than for the uniform cross section cantilever. The
approximate form of sensitivity is also important for design of
new cantilevers. Using the approximate formulae, predictions
of modal sensitivity may be made such that cantilevers with
optimum sensitivity are created for specified uses.

In addition, the expressions for the sensitivities, both
exact and approximate, are simple enough that they
lend themselves to on-line computations. The frequency
and sensitivity expressions discussed in this paper have
been developed into on-line computational tools (http://em-
jaturner.unl.edu/calcs.htm). The user enters AFM cantilever
data into an html form. The data are then used to calculate
the modal frequencies and sensitivities as a function of normal
or lateral surface stiffness. The results are posted graphically
or in table format. The table data may be copied by the user
into a spreadsheet or other data analysis program. The authors
anticipate that such tools will be of great value to the general
AFM community.
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