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U sing tem perature-dependent m agnetoresistance and m agnetization m easurem entson Fe/Crm ul-
tilayers that exhibit pronounced giant m agnetoresistance (GM R), we have found evidence for the
presence of a glassy antiferrom agnetic (GAF) phase. This phase re ects the iIn uence of interlayer
exchange coupling (IEC) at low tem perature (T < 140K ) and is characterized by a eld-independent
glassy transition tem perature, T4, together w ith irreversble behavior having logarithm ic tin e de—
pendence below a \de A In eida and Thouless" (AT) critical eld line. At room tem perature, where
the GM R e ect is still robust, IEC plays only a m nor role, and it is the random potential vari-
ations acting on the m agnetic dom ains that are responsible for the antiparallel interlayer dom ain

alignm ent.

PACS numbers: 75.70 P a

G ven the established presence of GM R -based devices
In technology, especially in the m ultidbillion dollar com —
puter hard disk drive m arket, it m ay com e as a surprise
that there is still an incom plete scienti ¢ understand-
ing of the GMR e ec‘d:[l]. The mechanisn ©r GMR,

rst observed In single crystalline (100) Fe/C r m ultilay—
ers grown by m olecular beam epiaxy {_2, :_3] and subse-
quently In m agnetron-sputtered polycrystalline Im s:£4],
relies on spin-dependent scattering E] and the associated
dependence of resistance on the reltive ordentations of
the m agnetizations in neighboring layers. It is In portant
to recognize that interlayer exchange coupling (IEC) is
not necessarily required PraGMR e ect:_[i]. In a partic—
ularly sin ple m anifestation, two neighboring In s, sepa—
rated by a non-m agnetic spacer layer, could have di er-
ent coercive elds, thus giving rise to antiparallel align—

mentandaGM R e ect, asthe extemal eld jscyc]ed'_i6].

R andom nesstj, Ej] and ocom peting interactions such as
bigquadratic ooup]jngi_d, :_l-(_i] can also play a signi cant
role. In this paper we dentify a glassy antiferrom ag—
netic GAF) phase which by m arking the iIn uence of
IEC at low tem peratures in plies that at higher tem per-

atures random potential variations rather than IEC are
resgoonsible for antiparallel alignm ent.

O ur Fe/C r m ulilayer sam ples have been prepared on
silicon substratesby ion beam sputter deposition of sepa—
rate Fe and C r targets. E xtensive characterization ofthe
deposited m ultilayers show ed distinct com positional and
structural m odulations w ith welkde ned Interfaces and
a surface roughness on the order of 5A . Ten and thirty—
layer stacks w ith the repeat sequence Fe(20A)/Crde )]
are typically deposited and passivated w ith a 50A -thick
Cr Jayer. The Cr spacer thickness dc, is varied over
the range 8{12A .The Inset ofFig. 1 show stypicalGM R
traces at 300K and 10K forthem agnetic eld parallelto
the planesofa Fe(0A)/Cr(12A) ] 30 sample.

In Fig. 1 we show a selected subset of tem perature—
dependent eld-cooled FC, open symbols) and zero-—

eld-cooled (ZFC, closed symbols) m agnetization data
fora thirty ayer samplewih dc . = 12A andaGM R ra-—
tio (R ©0) R ®#))=R (0),Fig.1 inset) of20.6% at 10K .
The data were taken using a SQU ID m agnetom eter In

elds (indicated on the plot) ordented parallel to the lay—
ers. Ateach eld the corresponding FC and ZFC curves
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FIG. 1: M agnetization of a multilayer sample

(Fe(0A)/Cr(12A)] 30) nom alized to the weight of iron
plotted as a function of tem perature at the indicated elds.
Thedata ateach eld are taken in pairs: the open (solid) sym —
bols referring to the eld-cooled, FC, (zero- eld cooled, ZFC)
procedure. T he vertical arrow s and dashed line are described
in the text. Inset, dependence of the giant m agnetoresistance
(GMR) ratio on applied eld for the same In at 300K (left
axis) and at 10K (rght axis).

can be characterized by three distinct tem peratures: an

irreversibility tem perature Ty H ) denoting the bifirca—
tion point below which there is hysteresis (upward ar-
row s), a tam perature T, H ) (downward arrow s) denot—
Ing the maximum in each of the ZFC curves, and an

In ection tem perature Ti,r1 (Verticaldashed line) which

m arks the in ection point of each FC curve. Evidently
Tine1 Is quite robust and independent of eld, having
a value Tihe1 = 930 14K detem ined to rehtively

high precision from FC m easurem entsat 5di erent elds
spanning the range 50400 O e.

Com pelling evidence for an interlayer rather than in-
tralayer e ect is found in the resistance m easurem ents
of Fig. 2 on the sam e sam ple. For each datum on this
graph, the sample was zero— eld coold to the target
tem perature, the resistance R (0) m easured, and then a

eld applied to m easure the change in resistance R =
R©O) R®H). Theratio j R=R (0) jis plotted against
tem perature for the elds indicated in the legend. The
striking agpect of these data is that although the peaks
are not as pronounced as those In the ZFC m agnetiza-
tions of Fig. 1, their positions n an H -T plt ofFig. 3
(open triangles) show close sin ilarity w ith respect to the
positions of the ZFC peaks (solid circles).

T he presence of a spin—glass-like phase isbuttressed by
our nding that T, # ) de nesa critical eld line (solid
circles in F ig. 3) w hich delineates the onset of strongly ir—
reversble behavior and has the de A In elda and T houless
@T) om {1, 14, H=T / T,=T 1)*? (hset), where

Ty is the spin glass tem perature. A lthough other cri-

teria could have been used f_l-@‘], we note that our choice

of T, # ) as the criterion determ ining the AT line has

particular cogency because it obeys the scaling form of

the AT prediction and extrapolatesat zero eldtoa eld-
independent glasstem perature Tg = 1:51 Ty, e1= 140K,

where Tihr1, an apparent xed point, has been inde-
pendently determ ined from the FC data (dashed line of

Fig.1).

An additional and essential ngredient for a glassy
phase is the presence of disorder measured by the
variance, J, In the antiferrom agnetic AF) coupling
strengths. This variance arises because of the existence
ofdom ains and the concom iant constraints in posed by
Intralayer dipolar interactions T he exchange energy be—
tween two Fe m om ents separated by a spacer layer is of
the form E = Jar cos( ), where denotes their rel-
ative angle. The intralayer dom ain structure in poses
wellde ned orientations of the spins and this constraint
w illnot be consistent, in general, with = (ie.wih a
minimum valie ofE ). Because of the Iong-range nature
of dipolar interactions, low ering the exchange energy re—
quires the overtuming of one or of several clusters of Fe
m om ents, w hich is energetically inhibited at low tem per-
ature. In this regine, behaves lke a pseudo random
variable. A realistic estin ate for J can be obtained by
assum Inga at distrdbution for thelga_]ues of onthe [,
2 ]iterval, kadingto J = Jar= 2.AtT > T4, IEC
is present but ine ective because the intralayer dipolar
Interactions dom inate.

M any glassy system s, ncliding the one discussed here,
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FIG .2: Tem perature dependence of the relative changes in

resistance at the elds indicated in the legend for the sam e
sam ple characterized in Fig. 1. For each data point, the sam —
ple was zero— eld cooled asdescribed in the text. T he vertical
arrow s indicate the positions ofthem axin a foreach eld and
de ne a critical eld dependence sim ilar to that de ned by
the m axin a of the ZFC m agnetizations In Fig. 1.



show AT likeboundariesw ithout being Ising spin glasses
to which the theory {13, 13] strictly applies. The GAF

phase associated with our GM R mulilayers is clearly
not an Ising system and is m ore reasonably described
In tem s of an anisotropic vector m odel In which the
elem ental spins, belonging to m agnetized dom ains, are
coupled ferrom agnetically in the X -Y plane and antifer—
rom agnetically in the perpendicular direction. For such
vector glass system s there is an additionaldegree of free—
dom iIn the orderparam eter and the true phase boundary
is delineated at higher tem peratures and elds by the
G abay-Toulouse (GT) boundary l_l-fi] A more com pre—
hensive viewpoint that facilitates understanding of our
experin ent can be gleaned from the schem aticphase dia—
gram ,shown in Fig.4 fortheH -T planeatJar= J > 1.
(N ote that the PM phase is not labeled as a ferrom ag—
netic M ) phase, sihce in the presence ofa eld there is
no spontaneous symm etry breaking as the tem perature
is reduced through the C urie tem perature.) In simpli ed
term s the GT line (solid) can be thought of as denoting
the onset ofa phase transition to glassy behavior and the
AT line (dotted) as the onset of pronounced irreversibil-
ity. (The experim ental signature of the GT line, which

hasnot been m easured here, is a divergence in the trans—
verse ac susceptbility.) At H = 0 both lines term inate
atT = Tg.

T he ollow ing three consequences, con m ed by experi-
m ent, are In m ediately apparent: F irstly, sihce Tg / Jar
and J '’ Jar,itisclearthatasTy increases, thebound-
ary of the GAF phase m oves out to higher tem peratures
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FIG .3: Critical eld lines forthe 30 layer Fe(Q0A)/Cr(12A)]
(solid circles and open triangles) sam pl shown in Fig.1 and
for a second 30 layer Fe (20 )/C r(10A )] (solid squares) m ulti-
Jlayer sam ple w ith sm aller C r spacer thickness. T he solid sym —
bols refer to detem nations using the experim ental T, H )’s
of ZFC m agnetizations and the open triangles are determ ined
by sin ilar peaks in the resistance m easurem ents. Inset, plot
of the high tem perature points (solid circles) show ing the de
A In eida-Thouless (AT) scaling dependence or soin glasses.

and elds. Experin entally this is con med in Fig. 3
where the AT line for the sasmple with dc, = 10A (solid
squares) has higher critical elds and a correspondingly
higher T4 than the sample wih 12A spacer. A second
consequence is that the disorder-induced close proxin iy
of Ty and Jar implies that at low H the presence of an
AF phase is obscured on the transition  ig. 4, horizon-—
tal dashed arrow) from the PM to GAF phase. If this
were not the case, then the eld-cooled dc susceptibility
would have a maximum at the AF boundary and then
saturate at a smnallervaluieasT ! 0. Such maxina are
not observed! A third consequence supporting the ex—
istence of a GAF phase comes from the scaling of the

eld-cooled m agnetization with H . Fild- cooled EC)
m agnetizations including those shown in Fig. 1 reveal
thatM =H H Y asT ! 0.Herewe ndu=0.58Q2) or
5K m agnetization data taken at 7 di erent elds rang—
Ing from 100 to 8000 e, thus con m ing behavior char-
acteristic of spin glass system s below the lower critical
dim ension i_12:] F inally, In addition to hysteresis, we also
observe slow relaxations in the m agnetization and resis—
tance that are logarithm ic in tim e and which, but for
lack of space, can be explained by invoking constraints
on the dynam ics in posed by a hierarchy ofdom ain sizes
fLs, el

To fully appreciate the role of random ness In m ultilay—
ers, it is In portant to recognize the di erence between
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FIG. 4: Schem atic of phase diagram in the H-T plane
show ing the relationship between the glassy antiferrom ag-
netic (GAF), the antiferrom agnetic A F) and the param ag—
netic PM ) phases. The axes are nom alized as discussed in
the text. The Gabay-Toulouse (GT) and de A In eida and
Thouless AT) lne (dashed) are described in the text. For
our sam ples the disorder is su ciently large (ie, J'’ J ar)
and the eld su ciently low to ensure that the presence ofan

AF phase is obscured on the transition from the PM to GAF
phase (horizontaldashed arrow ).



GM R multiilyers, in which there is a strong interac—
tion between closely coupled interfaces, and bilayer or
trilayer con gurations In which such Interactions can be
ignored since there are at m ost only two interfaces. T hus
for exam ple, In studies of exchange bias in singlke fer-
rom agnetic/antiferrom agnetic (Co/Co0 ) bﬂayers@], the
onset of exchange bias, which is Induced by random

J'nteractjonst/:], is observed to occur at a single tem pera—
ture, the N eeltem perature. By contrast, in ourcase there
are two tem perature ranges: T < T4y = 140K for glassi-
nessand T > 250K where there is a loss of AF order
In Cr and disorder is still In portant. A ccordingly, the
picture described for FM /AF bﬂayers[é] is di erent for
closely coupled multilayers where interactions between
multiple ferrom agnetic FM ) layers and interactions be-
tween interfaces should be taken Into account. Sim i-
lar considerations also apply to the m agneto-optic K err
e ect MOKE) and scanning electron m icroscopy w ith
polarization analysis (SEM PA) studjeslﬂl] on Fe/Cr/Fe
trilayers and m agnetization and ferrom agnetic resonance
studies of CoFe/M n/C oFe t:aJayers[lO], allofwhich spe-
cializeto a speci ctype of spacer layerand do not inclide
the m ultilayer interactions responsible for our GAF be-
havior. O ur results are thus com plem entary yet distinct
from the results of bilayer/trilayer experin ents.

A consideration of the relevant energy scales and the
mutual interactions of the m agnetized dom ains in the
Fe layers solidi es this em erging picture of spin-glass-
like behavior In GM R multilayers. If adpcent Fe lay-
ers of thickness t and saturation m agnetization M ¢ are
coupled through an antiferrom agnetic exchange J per
unit area, then saturation at a eld H Hg occurs
when J = HM =4, a relation found by equating the

eld energy per unit area, H M t, to the energy dif-
ference, 4J, between the aligned and antialigned m ag—
netic con gurations . W e note that a glass tem perature
near 140K corresponds to an antiferrom agnetic coupling
energy ’ 10 meV, in good agreem ent with theoretical
cakulktionsfl§, 9] HrFe/C r layers. In the rst caloula-
tion by Fishm an and Shif_l@l] the Fe layers are exchange
coupled below the N eel tem perature T,, of the C r spacer
and a very strongA F coupling between theFeand C rm o—
m ents at the Interface isassum ed. ForourGAF phase T,
is in reality Tg. In the second calculation by M ajum dar
et al.li‘é] m agnetoresistance data is well described by a
theoretical expression in which RKKY interactions give
abest tAF ocoupling strength of (70 20)K

For T > T4, the Fe layers are no longer AF cou-
pld and the expression J = HM st=4 to calculate the
IEC is no longer relevant. In its place we use the
expressjon@-(j, :_2-1:] Hg = 4 Mg, to calculate the m axi-
mum saturation eld necessary to align dipolar-coupled
dom ains w ithin each layer. This expression is valid for
both perpendicular and parallel e]dé‘,_[-z_'l]. The satura-
tion elds o0f1020kOe In our sampls Fig.1 inset) and
sin ilar sam ples reported by othersi_z, :fl] are the right or—

der ofm agniude forFe w hich w ith a saturation m agneti-
zation M 4 = 17000 e/an > in plies am axin um saturation

eld Hg = 4 M 5= 21kOe. Forour three di erent sam —
plkeswih d. .= 8,10 and 12A we nd a lineardependence
ofH 5 on d¢ » which extrapolates to the origin (dc » = 0)
to a value within 5% ofH = 21kO0 e, thus validating our
use of this analysis.

To associate eld scals with energy (or equiv-—
alently, tem perature), we use the oconversion ratio,
22 gB=kg T=15T /K, where the m agnetic m om ent of
Fe is 22 Bohr m agnetons. A ccordingly, the dipolar in—
teraction strengthsm easured by H 5, which are balanced
by dom ain wallenergies, are on the orderofa few K elvin
and hence not strong enough at T > T4 to determ ine do—
m ain ordentation. R ather, dom ain orientation at T > Tq4
is determ ined by the m uch stronger potential variations
associated w ith crystalline anisotropies and the presence
of In purities and defects. The presence ofa GAF phase
Impliesthat IEC ise ective In creating an antialignm ent
e ectbene cialto a largeGM R e ect only at Iow tem —
peratures (T < Ty4) and ow elds H < Har). The
shaded region in the Inset of Fig. 1 ilustrates jist how
narrow this region is.

In summ ary, we show that a heretofore-unrecognized
glassy antiferrom agnetic (GAF) state coexistswith GM R
n polycrystalline Fe/C rm ulilayer stacks. T he very pres—
ence of this glassy phase sets an energy scale (Ty=140K)
for antiferrom agnetic Interlayer exchange coupling (IEC)
that iswellbelow room tem perature. W e therefore con—
clude that, for tem peratures greater than T4, IEC plays
only am inor roke in forcing the antiparallel interlayer do—
m ain orientationsthat give risesto the H = 0) high resis-
tance state of m ultilayer Fe/Cr GM R sam ples. Rather,
random potentialvariations, which constrain dom ain ori-
entation, m ust be taken into account to understand GM R
In multilbyer GM R devices. The origin of the depen—
dence ofH g on spacerthickness in m ultilayersasobserved
here and by others[_z, E4] as well as the origin of the AF
couplings for T < T4 are totally open questions. This
contrasts w ith the bilayer and trilayer casest_‘z, 3_3!, :_[j] for
which the AF couplings have a clear source.
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