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A Theoretical Search for the O ptim um G jant M agnetoresistance
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D epartm ent of P hysics and N ational H igh M agnetic F ield Laboratory, University of F lorida, G ainesville, FL 32611
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Them axin um current-perpendicularto-plane giant m agnetoresistance is searched for in m agnetic
m ultilayersm ade ofC o, N i, and Cu w ith disorder levels sim ilar to those found in room tem perature
experin ents. The calculation is m ade possible by a highly optin ized linear response code, which
uses the in purity averaged G reen’s function technigque and a 9-band per spin tight binding m odel.
U sing sin ulated annealing, hundreds of di erent con gurations of the atom ic layers are exam ined
to ndamaximum GMR of450% in ultrathin N i/Cu superlattices.

PACS numbers: 75.70Pa, 7225M k, 7215G d

T hephenom ena ofthe giantm agnetoresistance GM R)
has been extensively investigated both theoretically and
experin entally since its discovery.f], }] This interest
stem s from both findam entalquestionsaboutm agnetisn
and transport on the nanoscale and also from techno-—
logical applications like m agnetic sensors.E] From this
body ofw ork a basic understanding ofthe physicsbehind
the GM R has emerged. W hen a m agnetic eld causes
the m agnetic dom ains In a m agnetic m ultilayer or other
GM R structure to change their relative orientation, the
resistance changesbecause thebulk and Interface scatter-
ing rates depend on the electron spin ordentation. W hile
this is sin ple to explain, the actualdetails are quite com —
plkx. Experin entally, it is known that the GM R is very
sensitive to atom ic com position ofthem agneticm ultilay—
ers. In cases adding a single m onolayer can change the
m agnetoresjstanoe.ﬁ] Fim growth param eters can sin i-
larly change the GM R by an order ofm agnjtude.ﬂ] The
sensitivity to atom ic com position and In m orphology as
well as GM R sam ples consisting of m any atom ic layers
hasm ade the theory ofthe GM R challenging (for review s
see Refs. E and ﬂ) .

N onetheless, m uch progresshasbeen m ade in elucidat-
Ing the physics ofthe GM R in generaland In explaining
speci ¢ experim ents. Thus, in this paper we take a dif-
ferent approach. Based on our work and those of other
groups, we assum e that we have an accuratem odelofthe
GMR. ]W e then ask the question: what is the largest
GM R one can ocbtain for a class ofm agnetic m ultilayers
w ith experin entally reasonable disorder param eters? In
other words, can one theoretically search the param eter
space of a speci c class of GM R structures and nd the
optinum or near optinum atom ic con guration? This
isamuch m ore challenging problem than com puting the
GMR for a speci ¢c GM R structure because one must
perform m any indixidualGM R calculations in the search
for the optin um m agnetoresistance. Indeed there have
been very few calculations lke this in condensed m at-
ter physics. Franceschetti and Zunger dem onstrated the
use of sin ulated annealing to optin ize the band gap in
sem iconductor alloys and superlattices. By searching as
much as 10? sam ples, they ound them axin um band gap

con guration to be very com p]ex.ﬁ] U sing a sin ilar ap—
proach, Iniguez and B ellaiche optin ized the ground state
structural properties and electrom achanical response of
perovskite aﬂoys.@] T his article presents one ofthe rst
attem pts to optin ize a transport property.

O ptin izing the transport properties of nanostructures
requires a delicate balance between accuracy and speed.
To ensure that the optim ization resuls are valid, the
m odelhas to lnclude the band structure ofthem aterials,
the geom etry ofthe nanostructure, and scattering e ects
caused by In purities, disorder, and tem perature. O n the
other hand, the calculation ofthe transport property has
to be fast enough that the optin ization can be nished n
a reasonable am ount tim e. To solve these di culties, we
have developed a highly optim ized parallel tight-binding
code to com pute electron transport in nanostructures us—
ing the In purity averaged G reen function technigque and
Iinear response theory. W hilke the tight bindingm odelwe
use is not as accurate as other techniques such as density
finctional theory, [[] it does allow us to include real-
istic band structure e ciently. Sim ilarly, the im purity
averaged G reen’s flinction technique allow s us to include
di erent kinds of interface and buk scattering w ithout
worrying about the placem ent of ndividual defects.

T he tight binding H am iltonian we consider is

X
H = H r;j;ro;j"cz;jcr“;j; @
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where r and r° are sites on the Jattice. The indices j
and j0 denote one of the one s, three p, or ve d levels
and also the spin ordentation. W ithin a tight binding
m odel, the disorder com es from variations in the m atrix
elem ents. In the In puriy averaged green function tech-
nique, these variations are treated statistically by aver—
aging over an ensem ble of di erent m icroscopic con gu-—
rations of the disorder w ith the sam e m acroscopic prop—
erties, eg. density of Impuriies. D enoting this aver-
age by angularbrackets, our unperturbed H am iltonian is
H,= M i. Thedeviation from thisaverage for a particu—
larocon guration ofthedisorderisgivenby H = H H,.

Scattering is ncluded through the choice of the self-
energy. W e use the selfconsistent Bom approxin ation
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w ith uncorrelated disorder uctuations. Forenergy ! the

retarded and advanced selfenergies, R= , are expressed
In tem s of the retarded and advanced green fiinctions,
GR=2 as

R=a

r;3iri]

R=a

r;3iri]

(1) = h( Hyyj;9)° G (); @)
w here the green fiinction is in tum expressed in tem s of
the selfenergy via
I oH, RRERPa)=1: 3)
T his last equation is a m atrix equation, w here the r and
j Indices have been suppressed.
W ithin the linear response theory, the conductivity is
com puted via the Kubo form ula. For the geom etry w ith
the current ow Ing perpendicular to the planes (CPP) it

is necessary to include the vertex correction, , which is
given by the self-consistent equation,
rigiri = DO Hyggor )2i GR J+ )GA o @)
riJirid
where J is the current operator,
T = 1 T p500,50 ©)

A conserving approxin ation for the conductivity at r is

2
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where J (r) isthe localcurrent density operatorat r. The
sum of J (r) over position tim es the lattice uni cell vol-
um e is equalto the current operator n Eqg. (5). In the
CPP geom etry this conductivity w illbe constant because
the current density is independent of position.

Letting g be the conductivity when them agnetic lay-
ersare aligned ferrom agnetically and  p . bethe conduc-
tivity when adpoent m agnetic layers are aligned antifer—
rom agnetically, the giant m agnetoresistance isde ned as
GMR = (g Ap )= ap - Note that in practice the
m agnetic Jayers w ill not necessarily be aligned antiferro-
m agnetically at zero eld; however, our sin ulation does
not com pute the m agnetic dom ain structure, but only
the conductiviy. In particular som e ofthe utrathin m ag—
netic Jayerswhich we ndw ith JargeGM R could very well
be ferrom agnetically ooup]ed.@] Tt ispossible to achieve
antiparalle]l alignm ent even w ith ferrom agnetic coupling
by going to a spin valve geom etry w ith only twom agnetic
layers w here one of the layers is exchange bjased.E]

An optin ization study involves many GM R calcula-
tions, therefore, the speed for each GM R calculation is
crucial. The trace in Eq. (6) is over all positions and
atom ic levels; however, since the system is periodic, it
can be broken up Into a sum in k-space and a sum w ithin

a unit cell. T hus, the m atrices are of order 9N for each
soin, where N is the number ofatom s In a uni cell. At

rst glance, them atrix products and inverses in Egs. (3),
@) and (6) areallo M °) operations, whereN isthenum —
ber of atom s In the uni cell. In addition, both Egs. (3)
and (4) are selfconsistent equations. Perform ing opti-
m ization w ith a selfconsistent O ™ 3) in plem entation is
estin ated to take about 5 CP U ~years, which is in practi-
cal. To overcom e this, we have developed an O N ) algo—
rithm to solveEgs. (3) and (6), and an O (N 2) algorithm
to solve Eq. (4) directly without the need for iteration.
ForN = 50, this algorithm ism ore than 100 tin es faster
than the O (N 3) algorithm . Running on a Linux cluster
of ve dual 866M Hz Pentium IITI CPU workstations, it
takes about 20 m inutes or each GM R calculation and
about two weeks for an optin ization.

T he optim ization technique we use is sinulated an-—
nealing. Since not every con guration quali es as a
GMR structure, the optin ization is performed in the
constrained subspace consisting of a unit cell with two
m agnetic layers separated by two non-m agnetic spacer
layers. A fter an arbirarily chosen initial unit cell, each
subsequent con guration is generated by one of the ol
low ingM onte Carlom oves: (i) Inserting a m onolayer, (i)
rem oving a m onolayer, or (i) changing the com position
of a monolayer. If the GM R of the new con guration
is higher than the previous con guration, then it is ac—
cepted. On the other hand, if the new GM R is lower,
it isonly accepted w ith a probability ofexp ( GM R=T),
where GMR is the change In the GMR and T is the
sin ulated annealing tem perature. T he process is contin—
ued as the annealing tem perature is gradually lowered
until there is no further change In the con guration and
a nalnearglbbalmaxinum in the GMR is attained.

In the follow ng, we show results ofa study that looks
for the optin alcon guration of superlattices m ade w ith
Co, Ni and Cu in conditions sin ilar to GM R experi-
ments at room tem perature. To m ake the study m ore
m anageable, we only consider foc (111) lattices. The
m ininum thickness ofeach layer is 1im ited to two m ono—
layers in order to avoid com plications such as pin holes.
T he tight binding param eters in Eq. (1) are obtained
from ts to density-flinctional calculations where up to
second-nearestneighbor hoping energies are included.

T w o types of scattering are nclided : spin-independent
scattering and spin-dependent scattering. The spin—
Independent scattering represents the structuraldisorder
and is included in the calculation by uniform ly shifting
all the orbital levels at a site: h( H,,jz;4)°1 = 02eV 7,
w hich correspondsto a Cu resistivity of3.1  an , about
tw ice the value of clean Cu at room tem perature. The
soin-dependent scattering is assum ed to be due to inter—
di usion of atom s near the Interface. Tt is m odeled by
the shifting of the d-levels only, since the d-Jevels are the
prin ary di erence in the tight binding param eters for
these elem ents. The shift In the d-levels are detem ined
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FIG.1l: GMR asa function of the sin ulated annealing step.
The four m arked con gurations and their GM R values are:
(a) |_C03/CU3/CO3/CU3] 36% ’ (b) E\]jz/CU3/Nj2/Cu2] 221% ’
(© N%/Cup/N%/Co1/Cuz]138% ,and (d) N%/Cuz/N%/Cuz]
450% . N otice that the GM R isvery sensitive to the con gura—
tion. Both (o) and (c) di er from (d) by only onem onolayer.

by tsto 4-atom supercelldensiy-finctionalcalculations
of an im purity in three host atom s. W e then assum e an
Interface m ixing percentage of 10% in each of the two
m onolayers on either side of the interface. T he value of
h( Hy,;j;5)?1 or the maprity and m fnority d-states is
equalto 029 and 0.84 eV ? at the Co/Cu interface, and
0.03and 0.11 eV ? at theN i/Cu interface. U sing these pa—
ram eters, the GM R fora [Co3/Cusz/Co3/Cus] superlat—
tice is 36% , which is in the range of dbserved CPP-GM R
at room tem perature.@] O ur spin-dependent scattering
does not include spin I scattering, which can be in —
portant for short spin i scattering ]engths.[@]

T he gilant m agnetoresistance for a sin ulated annealing
rnun isshown n Fig. 1. The nitialcon guration hasbeen
chosen to be the superlattice [Co3/Cusz/Co3/Cus], with
a unit cellm ade of four layers, each consisting of three
m onolayers of either Co or Cu. T he particular choice of
nitialcon guration doesnote ectthe nalresul forthis
calculation. A s the annealing tem perature T decreases
from its initial value of 60% , the GM R becom es larger.
The GM R doesnot Increase m onotonically because a su—
perlattice that reducesthe GM R is accepted w ith a prob—
ability set by the Boltzm ann factor, which is crucial for
escaping from localm axina n the GM R . A s the anneal-
Ing tem perature is lowered, the chance of leaving a local
maximum becomes an aller and an aller. At step 89 In
this run, the GM R Jum ps to 450% and no other con g-—
urations are acoepted. T he atom ic con guration for the
highest GMR (d) is N%/Cu,/N%/Cuy]. This is a very
surprising result because m ost room tem perature studies
to date have GM R values less than 100% .[],[14, 4] From
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FIG .2: H istogram ofthe GM R in the con guration space for
600 random ly generated con gurations. The average GM R is
22% , and the standard deviation is 36% . About 97% of the
con gurations are located near them ain peak wih GM R val-
ues Jss than 100% , whilke 3% ofthe con gurations are m any
standard deviations away from them ain peak wih GM R val-
ues greater than 100% . These large GM R con gurations are
m ostly ultrathin N i/Cu superlattices.

Fig. 1 one can see that the GM R is very sensitive to the
atom ic con guration. For exam ple, superlattices (o) and
(c) have GM R values 0f221% and 38% , respectively, yet
they di erby only onem onolayer from the optim alGM R
of superlattice (d), 450% .

To get a better picture of the GM R in con guration
space, we have calculated the GM R for 600 random ly
generated con gurations. The result is shown in Fig.
2 as a histogram . The average GM R is 22% , and the
standard deviation is 36% . There are two groups of
con gurations. About 97% of the con gurations are lo—
cated near the m ain peak. They have a GM R Iless than
100% . On the other hand, about 3% of the con gura-
tions have GM R m any standard deviations away from
the m aln peak. They scatter in the range from 100% to
450% . M ost of the large GM R con gurations are ultra—
thin N i/Cu superlattices. Only two of the large GM R
con gurations contain Co. Since the large GM R con g-
urations are rare, they m ay have been overlooked.

W hat causesthe GM R to be large iIn som e m ultilayers
but not others? The dom inant source of scattering in
these transition m etals is due to sd hybridization. The
d-levels In them a prity spin 0ofN i, Co, and Cu are below
the Fem i level; however, there is stilla nite d-density
of states at the Fem i level due to both sd hybridization
and disorder. In particular disorder can substantially
an ear the d-density of states, Increasing the value at the
Fem i kvel.f§] Since the d-%evels ;n Niand Cu are m ore
wellm atched than those in Co and Cu, the disorder due
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FIG.3: Comparison of N/Cuz/Ni%/Cuz] (circles) and

[Co,/Cuz/Co,/Cuz] (crosses) superlattices. (@) Atthe Ferm i
Jevel the ddensity of states for the m aprity spin when the

m agnetic layer aligns ferrom agnetically, d-D O San a3 , is higher
n the Co/Cu sam pl, leading to higher scattering. () The
conductivity for the sam e soin channel, ?aj, in Co/Cu is
thus lower than that In Ni/Cu. Sihce near the Fem ienergy

the conductivities for them inority spin and the antiferrom ag-
netically aligned m agnetic layers are relatively smalland at

com pared w ith ?aj,theGMR (©) resem bles ?aj.

to interface m ixing is sm aller in N i/Cu m ultilayer than
in a Co/Cu multilayer. Thus, the GM R is greater in a
N i/Cu mulilayer for the sam e level of nterface m ixing
because scattering via the sd hybridization is less.

To see thism ore clearly, n Fig. 3 we take a represen—
tative N i/Cu sam ple and a representative Co/Cu sam —
plk. The two sam ples have the sam e buk disorder, but
the N ibased m ultilayer actually hasm ore Interface m ix—
ing (10% ) than the one containing Co (5% ) to allow the
curves to t clearly on the same plots. As seen In Fig.
3 (@), the d-density of states is sm aller in the Nisample.
T he d-density of states correlatesw ellw ith the Jarger con—
ductivity shown in Fig. 3 (o) and the larger GM R shown
In Fig. 3(c). The fact that there is a sin ple explanation
forthis large GM R Indicatesthat it isa robust e ect and
not strongly dependent on the m any assum ptions w hich
we havem ade. A Iso, i saysthat for com parable coupling
between layers and disorder, the N i/Cu m ultilayers w ill
have a larger GM R than the Co/Cu ones.

In thispaperwe have perform ed a sin ulated annealing
search for the optinum orm axim um giant m agnetoresis—
tance by varying the atom ic com position of m ultilayers
com posed 0of N i, Co, and Cu. The disorder param eters
In our calculation were chosen to sim ulate room tem per—
ature experim ental conditions. A fter hundreds ofGM R
calculations for di erent atom ic con gurations, a surpris—
ngly large GM R was found for ultrathin Ni/Cu muli-
layers. The origin ofthis large GM R 0£450% was found
to be the fact that the d-levels in N iand Cu are relatively
close in energy. T hus, although we have m ade a num ber
of approxim ations in order to perform our calculation in
a reasonable am ount of tin ¢, the large GM R appears to
be a robust e ect. W e believe that this work is part ofa
large class of problem s In tailoring transport properties
of nanostructures to optin ize an observable such as the
m agnetoresistance.
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