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Usingtem perature-dependentm agnetoresistanceand m agnetization m easurem entson Fe/Crm ul-

tilayers that exhibit pronounced giant m agnetoresistance (G M R),we have found evidence for the

presence ofa glassy antiferrom agnetic (G AF)phase. Thisphase re
ectsthe in
uence ofinterlayer

exchangecoupling (IEC)atlow tem perature(T < 140K )and ischaracterized by a�eld-independent

glassy transition tem perature,Tg,together with irreversible behavior having logarithm ic tim e de-

pendencebelow a \de Alm eida and Thouless" (AT)critical�eld line.Atroom tem perature,where

the G M R e�ect is stillrobust,IEC plays only a m inor role,and it is the random potentialvari-

ations acting on the m agnetic dom ains that are responsible for the antiparallelinterlayer dom ain

alignm ent.

PACS num bers:75.70.Pa

G iven the established presenceofG M R-based devices

in technology,especially in the m ulti-billion dollarcom -

puterhard disk drivem arket,itm ay com e asa surprise

that there is stillan incom plete scienti�c understand-

ing of the G M R e�ect[1]. The m echanism for G M R,

�rstobserved in single crystalline (100)Fe/Crm ultilay-

ers grown by m olecular beam epitaxy[2, 3]and subse-

quently in m agnetron-sputtered polycrystalline �lm s[4],

relieson spin-dependentscattering[5]and theassociated

dependence ofresistance on the relative orientations of

them agnetizationsin neighboringlayers.Itisim portant

to recognize that interlayer exchange coupling (IEC) is

notnecessarily required fora G M R e�ect[1].In a partic-

ularly sim plem anifestation,two neighboring �lm s,sepa-

rated by a non-m agnetic spacerlayer,could have di�er-

entcoercive �elds,thusgiving rise to antiparallelalign-

m entand a G M R e�ect,astheexternal�eld iscycled[6].

Random ness[7, 8] and com peting interactions such as

biquadratic coupling[9, 10] can also play a signi�cant

role. In this paper we identify a glassy antiferrom ag-

netic (G AF) phase which by m arking the in
uence of

IEC atlow tem peraturesim pliesthatathighertem per-

aturesrandom potentialvariationsratherthan IEC are

responsibleforantiparallelalignm ent.

O urFe/Crm ultilayersam pleshave been prepared on

silicon substratesby ion beam sputterdeposition ofsepa-

rateFeand Crtargets.Extensivecharacterization ofthe

deposited m ultilayersshowed distinctcom positionaland

structuralm odulations with well-de�ned interfaces and

a surface roughnesson the orderof5�A.Ten and thirty-

layerstackswith therepeatsequence[Fe(20�A)/Cr(dC r)]

are typically deposited and passivated with a 50�A-thick

Cr layer. The Cr spacer thickness dC r is varied over

therange8{12�A.TheinsetofFig.1 showstypicalG M R

tracesat300K and 10K forthem agnetic�eld parallelto

the planesofa [Fe(20�A)/Cr(12�A)]� 30 sam ple.

In Fig.1 we show a selected subset oftem perature-

dependent �eld-cooled (FC, open sym bols) and zero-

�eld-cooled (ZFC,closed sym bols) m agnetization data

fora thirty layersam plewith dC r = 12�A and a G M R ra-

tio ((R(0)� R(H ))=R(0),Fig.1 inset)of20.6% at10K .

The data were taken using a SQ UID m agnetom eter in

�elds(indicated on theplot)oriented parallelto thelay-

ers.Ateach �eld the corresponding FC and ZFC curves
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FIG . 1: M agnetization of a m ultilayer sam ple

([Fe(20�A)/Cr(12�A)]� 30) norm alized to the weight of iron

plotted as a function oftem perature at the indicated �elds.

Thedataateach �eld aretaken in pairs:theopen(solid)sym -

bolsreferring to the�eld-cooled,FC,(zero-�eld cooled,ZFC)

procedure.Theverticalarrowsand dashed linearedescribed

in thetext.Inset,dependenceofthegiantm agnetoresistance

(G M R)ratio on applied �eld forthe sam e �lm at300K (left

axis)and at10K (rightaxis).

can be characterized by three distincttem peratures:an

irreversibility tem peratureTirr(H )denoting thebifurca-

tion point below which there is hysteresis (upward ar-

rows),a tem perature Tm (H )(downward arrows)denot-

ing the m axim um in each of the ZFC curves, and an

in
ection tem peratureTinfl (verticaldashed line)which

m arks the in
ection pointofeach FC curve. Evidently

Tinfl is quite robust and independent of �eld, having

a value Tinfl = 93:0 � 1:4K determ ined to relatively

high precision from FC m easurem entsat5di�erent�elds

spanning the range50-400 O e.

Com pelling evidence for an interlayerratherthan in-

tralayer e�ect is found in the resistance m easurem ents

ofFig.2 on the sam e sam ple. For each datum on this

graph, the sam ple was zero-�eld cooled 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(0)� R(H ). The ratio j�R=R(0)jis plotted against

tem perature for the �elds indicated in the legend. The

striking aspectofthese data isthatalthough the peaks

are not as pronounced as those in the ZFC m agnetiza-

tionsofFig.1,theirpositionsin an H -T plotofFig. 3

(open triangles)show closesim ilarity with respectto the

positionsofthe ZFC peaks(solid circles).

Thepresenceofaspin-glass-likephaseisbuttressed by

our�nding thatTm (H )de�nesa critical�eld line (solid

circlesin Fig.3)which delineatestheonsetofstrongly ir-

reversiblebehaviorand hasthedeAlm eida and Thouless

(AT) form [11,12],H =T / (Tg=T � 1)3=2 (inset),where

Tg is the spin glass tem perature. Although other cri-

teria could have been used[12],we note thatour choice

ofTm (H ) as the criterion determ ining the AT line has

particular cogency because it obeys the scaling form of

theAT prediction and extrapolatesatzero�eld toa�eld-

independentglasstem peratureTg = 1:51� Tinfl= 140K ,

where Tinfl, an apparent �xed point, has been inde-

pendently determ ined from the FC data (dashed line of

Fig.1).

An additional and essential ingredient for a glassy

phase is the presence of disorder m easured by the

variance, �J, in the antiferrom agnetic (AF) coupling

strengths. This variance arisesbecause ofthe existence

ofdom ainsand the concom itantconstraintsim posed by

intralayerdipolar interactionsThe exchange energy be-

tween two Fe m om entsseparated by a spacerlayerisof

the form E = JA F cos(	), where 	 denotes their rel-

ative angle. The intralayer dom ain structure im poses

well-de�ned orientationsofthe spinsand thisconstraint

willnotbeconsistent,in general,with 	 = � (i.e.with a

m inim um value ofE ).Becauseofthe long-rangenature

ofdipolarinteractions,lowering the exchangeenergy re-

quiresthe overturning ofone orofseveralclustersofFe

m om ents,which isenergetically inhibited atlow tem per-

ature. In this regim e,	 behaves like a pseudo random

variable.A realisticestim atefor�J can beobtained by

assum ing a 
atdistribution forthevaluesof	 on the[0,

2�]interval,leading to �J = JA F =

p
2.AtT > Tg,IEC

is present but ine�ective because the intralayer dipolar

interactionsdom inate.

M any glassysystem s,includingtheonediscussed here,

FIG .2: Tem perature dependence ofthe relative changesin

resistance at the �elds indicated in the legend for the sam e

sam plecharacterized in Fig.1.Foreach data point,thesam -

plewaszero-�eld cooled asdescribed in thetext.Thevertical

arrowsindicatethepositionsofthem axim a foreach �eld and

de�ne a critical�eld dependence sim ilar to that de�ned by

the m axim a ofthe ZFC m agnetizationsin Fig.1.
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show AT likeboundarieswithoutbeing Ising spin glasses

to which the theory[12,13]strictly applies. The G AF

phase associated with our G M R m ultilayers is clearly

not an Ising system and is m ore reasonably described

in term s of an anisotropic vector m odel in which the

elem entalspins,belonging to m agnetized dom ains,are

coupled ferrom agnetically in the X-Y plane and antifer-

rom agnetically in the perpendiculardirection. Forsuch

vectorglasssystem sthereisan additionaldegreeoffree-

dom in theorderparam eterand thetruephaseboundary

is delineated at higher tem peratures and �elds by the

G abay-Toulouse (G T) boundary[14]. A m ore com pre-

hensive viewpoint that facilitates understanding ofour

experim entcan begleaned from theschem aticphasedia-

gram ,shown in Fig.4fortheH -T planeatJA F =�J > 1.

(Note that the PM phase is not labeled as a ferrom ag-

netic(FM )phase,sincein thepresenceofa �eld thereis

no spontaneous sym m etry breaking as the tem perature

isreduced through theCurietem perature.) In sim pli�ed

term sthe G T line (solid)can be thoughtofasdenoting

theonsetofaphasetransition toglassy behaviorand the

AT line (dotted)asthe onsetofpronounced irreversibil-

ity. (The experim entalsignature ofthe G T line,which

hasnotbeen m easured here,isa divergencein thetrans-

verse ac susceptibility.) AtH = 0 both lines term inate

atT = Tg.

Thefollowingthreeconsequences,con�rm ed byexperi-

m ent,areim m ediately apparent:Firstly,sinceTg / JA F

and �J ’ JA F ,itisclearthatasTg increases,thebound-

ary oftheG AF phasem ovesoutto highertem peratures

FIG .3: Critical�eld linesforthe30layer[Fe(20�A)/Cr(12�A)]

(solid circlesand open triangles)sam ple shown in Fig.1 and

forasecond 30layer[Fe(20�A)/Cr(10�A)](solid squares)m ulti-

layersam plewith sm allerCrspacerthickness.Thesolid sym -

bolsreferto determ inationsusing the experim entalTm (H )’s

ofZFC m agnetizationsand theopen trianglesaredeterm ined

by sim ilar peaksin the resistance m easurem ents. Inset,plot

ofthe high tem perature points(solid circles)showing the de

Alm eida-Thouless(AT)scaling dependence forspin glasses.

and �elds. Experim entally this is con�rm ed in Fig.3

where the AT line forthe sam ple with dC r = 10�A (solid

squares)hashighercritical�eldsand a correspondingly

higher Tg than the sam ple with 12�A spacer. A second

consequenceisthatthedisorder-induced closeproxim ity

ofTg and JA F im pliesthatatlow H the presence ofan

AF phase isobscured on the transition (Fig.4,horizon-

taldashed arrow)from the PM to G AF phase. Ifthis

werenotthe case,then the �eld-cooled dc susceptibility

would have a m axim um at the AF boundary and then

saturate ata sm allervalue asT ! 0. Such m axim a are

not observed! A third consequence supporting the ex-

istence ofa G AF phase com es from the scaling ofthe

�eld-cooled m agnetization with H . Field- cooled (FC)

m agnetizations including those shown in Fig.1 reveal

thatM =H � H
�u asT ! 0.Herewe�nd u= 0.58(2)for

5K m agnetization data taken at 7 di�erent �elds rang-

ing from 100 to 800O e,thus con�rm ing behavior char-

acteristic ofspin glass system s below the lower critical

dim ension [12].Finally,in addition to hysteresis,wealso

observe slow relaxationsin the m agnetization and resis-

tance that are logarithm ic in tim e and which,but for

lack ofspace,can be explained by invoking constraints

on thedynam icsim posed by a hierarchy ofdom ain sizes

[15,16].

To fully appreciatetheroleofrandom nessin m ultilay-

ers,it is im portant to recognize the di�erence between

GT

AT

Hs

Tg

H/ JD

PM

T/ JD

AF

GAF

FIG . 4: Schem atic of phase diagram in the H-T plane

showing the relationship between the glassy antiferrom ag-

netic (G AF),the antiferrom agnetic (AF) and the param ag-

netic (PM ) phases. The axes are norm alized as discussed in

the text. The G abay-Toulouse (G T) and de Alm eida and

Thouless (AT) line (dashed) are described in the text. For

oursam plesthedisorderissu�ciently large(i.e.,�J ’ J A F )

and the�eld su�ciently low to ensurethatthepresenceofan

AF phaseisobscured on thetransition from thePM to G AF

phase (horizontaldashed arrow).
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G M R m ultilayers, in which there is a strong interac-

tion between closely coupled interfaces,and bilayer or

trilayercon�gurationsin which such interactionscan be

ignored sincethereareatm ostonly twointerfaces.Thus

for exam ple, in studies of exchange bias in single fer-

rom agnetic/antiferrom agnetic(Co/CoO )bilayers[8],the

onset of exchange bias, which is induced by random

interactions[7],isobserved to occurata single tem pera-

ture,theNeeltem perature.Bycontrast,in ourcasethere

are two tem perature ranges: T < Tg = 140K forglassi-

ness and T > � 250K where there is a loss ofAF order

in Cr and disorder is stillim portant. Accordingly,the

picture described for FM /AF bilayers[8]is di�erent for

closely coupled m ultilayers where interactions between

m ultiple ferrom agnetic (FM )layersand interactionsbe-

tween interfaces should be taken into account. Sim i-

larconsiderationsalso apply to the m agneto-optic K err

e�ect (M O K E) and scanning electron m icroscopy with

polarization analysis(SEM PA) studies[17]on Fe/Cr/Fe

trilayersand m agnetization and ferrom agneticresonance

studiesofCoFe/M n/CoFetrilayers[10],allofwhich spe-

cializetoaspeci�ctypeofspacerlayerand donotinclude

the m ultilayerinteractionsresponsible forour G AF be-

havior.O urresultsare thuscom plem entary yetdistinct

from the resultsofbilayer/trilayerexperim ents.

A consideration ofthe relevantenergy scalesand the

m utualinteractions of the m agnetized dom ains in the

Fe layers solidi�es this em erging picture of spin-glass-

like behavior in G M R m ultilayers. Ifadjacent Fe lay-

ers ofthickness tand saturation m agnetization M s are

coupled through an antiferrom agnetic exchange J per

unit area, then saturation at a �eld H = Hs occurs

when J = H M st=4, a relation found by equating the

�eld energy per unit area, H M st, to the energy dif-

ference,4J,between the aligned and antialigned m ag-

netic con�gurations. W e note thata glasstem perature

near140K correspondsto an antiferrom agneticcoupling

energy ’ 10 m eV,in good agreem ent with theoretical

calculations[18,19]forFe/Crlayers.In the�rstcalcula-

tion by Fishm an and Shi[18]the Fe layersare exchange

coupled below the Neeltem peratureTn oftheCrspacer

and averystrongAF couplingbetween theFeand Crm o-

m entsattheinterfaceisassum ed.ForourG AF phaseTn
isin reality Tg. In the second calculation by M ajum dar

etal.[19]m agnetoresistance data is welldescribed by a

theoreticalexpression in which RK K Y interactionsgive

a best�tAF coupling strength of(70� 20)K .

For T > Tg, the Fe layers are no longer AF cou-

pled and the expression J = H M st=4 to calculate the

IEC is no longer relevant. In its place we use the

expression[20,21]H s = 4�M s, to calculate the m axi-

m um saturation �eld necessary to align dipolar-coupled

dom ains within each layer. This expression is valid for

both perpendicular and parallel�elds[21]. The satura-

tion �eldsof10-20kO ein oursam ples(Fig.1 inset)and

sim ilarsam plesreported by others[2,4]aretherightor-

derofm agnitudeforFewhich with asaturation m agneti-

zation M s = 1700O e/cm 3 im pliesa m axim um saturation

�eld Hs = 4�M s = 21kO e. Forourthree di�erentsam -

pleswith dC r = 8,10and12�A we�nd alineardependence

ofH s on dC r which extrapolatesto the origin (dC r = 0)

to a value within 5% ofH s= 21kO e,thusvalidating our

useofthisanalysis.

To associate �eld scales with energy (or equiv-

alently, tem perature), we use the conversion ratio,

2.2�B B =kB T= 1.5T/K ,where the m agnetic m om ent of

Fe is 2.2 Bohr m agnetons. Accordingly,the dipolar in-

teraction strengthsm easured by H s,which arebalanced

by dom ain wallenergies,areon theorderofa few K elvin

and hencenotstrong enough atT > Tg to determ inedo-

m ain orientation.Rather,dom ain orientation atT > Tg

isdeterm ined by the m uch strongerpotentialvariations

associated with crystallineanisotropiesand thepresence

ofim puritiesand defects.The presenceofa G AF phase

im pliesthatIEC ise�ectivein creatingan anti-alignm ent

e�ectbene�cialto a large G M R e�ectonly atlow tem -

peratures (T < Tg) and low �elds (H < HA T ). The

shaded region in the inset ofFig.1 illustrates just how

narrow thisregion is.

In sum m ary,we show that a heretofore-unrecognized

glassyantiferrom agnetic(G AF)statecoexistswith G M R

in polycrystallineFe/Crm ultilayerstacks.Theverypres-

enceofthisglassy phasesetsan energy scale(Tg= 140K )

forantiferrom agneticinterlayerexchangecoupling (IEC)

thatiswellbelow room tem perature.W e therefore con-

clude that,fortem peraturesgreaterthan Tg,IEC plays

only am inorrolein forcingtheantiparallelinterlayerdo-

m ain orientationsthatgiverisetothe(H = 0)high resis-

tance state ofm ultilayerFe/CrG M R sam ples. Rather,

random potentialvariations,which constrain dom ain ori-

entation,m ustbetaken intoaccounttounderstand G M R

in m ultilayer G M R devices. The origin of the depen-

denceofH s onspacerthicknessin m ultilayersasobserved

here and by others[2,4]aswellasthe origin ofthe AF

couplings for T < Tg are totally open questions. This

contrastswith the bilayerand trilayercases[7,8,17]for

which the AF couplingshavea clearsource.
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