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Second harm onic generation m agneto-optic K err e�ect (SHM O K E) experim ents, sensitive to

buried interfaces,were perform ed on a polycrystalline NiFe/FeM n bilayerin which areas with dif-

ferent exchange bias �elds were prepared using 5 K eV He ion irradiation. Both reversible and

irreversibleuncom pensated spinsarefound in theantiferrom agneticlayercloseto theinterfacewith

the ferrom agnetic layer. The SHM O K E hysteresis loop shows the sam e exchange bias �eld as ob-

tained from standard m agnetom etry.W edem onstrate thattheexchangebiase�ectiscontrolled by

pinned uncom pensated spinsin the antiferrom agnetic layer.

PACS num bers:33.55.Fi,75.70.-i,42.65.-k,75.30.G w

The m agnetic exchange interaction between an anti-

ferrom agnetic (AF) and an adjacent ferrom agnetic (F)

layerm ay lead to the exchange biase�ectdiscovered in

1956[1,2].Am ong othervariousintriguing features,this

e�ectleadsto a shiftofthe F hysteresisloop along the

�eld axis by the so-called exchange bias �eld H eb. For

recent reviews see Refs.[3,4,5]. Proposed m odels to

account for the exchange bias involve (i) dom ain walls

or partialdom ain walls in the AF layer which are ei-

ther parallel[5,6]orperpendicular [7]to the interface,

and/or(ii)uncom pensated AF layerm agnetic m om ents

at the interface [7,8,9]and/or in the bulk [9,10]. In

m ost exchange bias m odels, the interfacialuncom pen-

sated spinsarelinked to roughness,structuraldefects,or

disoriented grains. Although uncom pensated spinshave

been already evidenced [11],theirbehaviorduring theF

layerm agneticreversalhasnotbeen reported so farand,

experim entally,therelationship between uncom pensated

spins and exchange bias is stillunclear. In the special

case where arti�cialrandom defects can be introduced

in the AF layer (such as in a diluted antiferrom agnet),

the so-called \dom ain state m odel" [9,10]showed that

the exchangebiase�ectstem sfrom the volum e AF spin

arrangem enttriggered by non m agnetic defects. In this

m odel,AF interfacialreversible and irreversible uncom -

pensated spins(creating M
F =A F
rev and M A F

irr respectively)

aredistinguished.Som eoftheinterfacialAF uncom pen-

sated spinsreverseunderthe action ofan externalm ag-

netic�eld and theadditionale�ectiveinterfaceexchange

�eld originating from the m agnetized F layer,whereas

the rest ofthe AF uncom pensated spins rem ain frozen

in the sam e range ofapplied �elds. The reversible un-

com pensated spinshysteresisloop isfound to be shifted

along the �eld axisby H eb and along the m agnetization

axisby an am ountdirectly proportionalto M A F
irr ,which

scaleswith H eb [10].Usingsuperconducting quantum in-

terferencedevicem agnetom etry,thisverticalshiftofthe

hysteresisloop ofF/AF bilayershas already been m ea-

sured and related to the exchange bias �eld sign [12],

although itsorigin wasnotdeterm ined.

Here we study the second-harm onic m agneto-optic

K err e�ect (SHM O K E) in an exchange-bias system . A

second-harm onic signalin centrosym m etric m aterials is

selectively generated attheirinterfacesdueto sym m etry

breaking,so that the e�ect only senses about 2 m ono-

layersin thevicinity of
atsurfaces/ interfaces[13,14].

In contrast,the standard linearM O K E signaloriginates

m ainly from the bulk of the F layers. G enerally, the

second harm onic opticalpolarization ~P (2!),generated

ata single interface,consistsofboth m agnetic and non-

m agnetic contributionsdue to the m agnetic opticalsus-

ceptibility �m (2!) (linear with respect to the m agneti-

zation ~M )and thenon-m agneticone�nm (2!)(indepen-

dentoreven with respectto ~M ),

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0211580v1
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Pi(2!) =
X

j;k

�ijk(2!)E j(!)E k(!) (1a)

�(2!;~M ) = �nm (2!;~M )+ �m (2!;~M ) (1b)

�(2!;� ~M ) = �nm (2!;~M )� �m (2!;~M ) (1c)

where E j(!) are the electric �eld com ponents of the

incident light and �ijk(2!) the second harm onic sus-

ceptibility tensor elem ents. Each surface or interface

contributesto theSHM O K E signalso thatthem easured

intensity from an m ultilayerisgiven by thesum ofallin-

terfering signals:I(2!)/
P

(a;b)= (1;:::;n)
Pa(2!)P

�

b
(2!).

In the presentstudy,polycrystalline bilayersofferro-

m agneticNi81Fe19 and antiferrom agneticFe50M n50 were

used in orderto tailortheexchangebias�eld by lightion

irradiation [15,16]. Bilayersof10 nm FeM n and 5 nm

NiFe were evaporated on a 15 nm thick Cu bu�erlayer

deposited on a therm ally oxidized Sisubstrate. A thin

Crcoverlayerprotected the sam plesfrom oxidation.In

orderto initializetheunidirectionalanisotropy,thesam -

pleswereheated and then �eld cooled.Thisled to a ho-

m ogeneousexchange bias�eld H eb of200 O e acrossthe

sam ple,asdeterm ined from linearM O K E (see Fig.1a).

Afterpreparation,theexchangebiaswasm odi�ed in dif-

ferentareasofthesam pleusing 5 keV Heion irradiation

in a 
uence range between 9� 1013 and 2� 1016 ions/cm 2,

leading to H eb values between 100 O e and 350 O e (see

Fig.2a,fullsym bols),consistentwith previouswork [16].

A discussion oftheexchangebias�eld evolution with ion


uence isgiven in Ref.[16]. Based upon the latter and

ion stopping calculations[17]we note thatthe interface

roughnessis not a�ected when ion 
uences are below a

few tim es1016 ions/cm 2.

SHM O K E experim ents were perform ed with a m ode-

locked Ti:Sapphire laser operating at a central wave-

length of800 nm ,em itting lightpulsesofwidth 100 fsat

a repetition rate of86 M Hz. Allexperim entswere per-

form ed in re
ection;theaveragepoweratthesam plesur-

facewas50 m W within a focusof30-40 �m .Using a P -

polarized laserbeam (Pin)atan incidentangleof45
� the

SH signalcanbem easuredin thetransversecon�guration

(T),and in thelongitudinalone(L)when com bined with

a polarization analysis. The com plex e�ective m agnetic

and non-m agneticsusceptibilities�m and �nm which en-

ter the calculation ofthe SHM O K E intensity are func-

tionsof�ijk(2!)tensorelem entsdepending on them ea-

surem ent geom etry,hence they di�er in the transverse

or longitudinalcon�gurations [13]. In order to extract

inform ation on them agnetization attheF/AF interface,

theSH contribution ofeach individualinterfaceand sur-

face (Cu/FeM n,FeM n/NiFe,NiFe/Crand Cr/air)m ust

beanalyzed.Dueto thesam ecrystallographicstructure

and theclosechem icalnatureoftheFeM n and NiFelay-

ers,independentofthem easurem entcon�guration,�nm
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FIG .1:Bulk and interfacialm agnetization reversalloopsin-

vestigated by linearM O K E (a),and second harm onicM O K E

(b),respectively. �
L
K is the linear K err rotation and IS H is

the SHM O K E intensity in the transverse con�guration.

originating from the FeM n/NiFe interface hasa sm aller

value than those ofthe upper NiFe/Cr and Cr/air in-

terfaces. Therefore (see de�nition of R L = j
�m

�n m

jL in

Eq.(3b)),m ostofthem agneticSH signaloriginatesfrom

theFeM n/NiFeinterfacewhoseR L islarge.No signalis

expected from the bulk centrosym m etric F or AF lay-

ers[13].

In transverse geom etry, with P -polarized incident

light,the SH outgoing beam is stillP -polarized. Thus,

the second harm onic intensity was m easured as a func-

tion oftheapplied �eld,which wasoriented perpendicu-

larto theplaneofincidenceand parallelto theexchange

bias direction. The resulting hysteresis loop is shifted

along the �eld axisby the sam e biasasthatofthe bulk

F layer(Figure 1b). W e conclude thatSHM O K E selec-

tively probes reversible (M
F =A F
rev ) uncom pensated spins

attheinterface,which arecoupled to theF layer[9,10].

M oreover,duetosom efrustration attheF/AF interface,

the SHM O K E hysteresisloop isbroaderthan itsbulk F

layer counterpart. As shown in Fig.2a,at all
uences

the exchangebias�eld valuesm easured via SH orlinear

M O K E agreewithin theerrorbars.

Another m agnetization term (M A F
irr ),required to in-

duce any H eb and which rem ains una�ected by the F

layerreversal(between � H ,with jH j= H F
sat),hasbeen

probed as follows. In order to separate out the m ag-

netic and non m agnetic contributions(see Eq.(1)),the

ion 
uencedependenceofthenon-m agneticcontribution

was�rstdeterm ined.Com m only [18]sincethem agnetic
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FIG .2: Ion 
uence dependence of: a) exchange bias �eld

(fullsym bols: M O K E,open sym bols: SHM O K E),b) non-

m agnetic contribution to the SHM O K E signal(IT ),and c)

irreversible (M
A F
irr =M

A F
irr;0,fulltriangles) and reversible m ag-

netization (M
F =A F
rev =M

F =A F

rev;0 ,em pty triangles),norm alized to

theirinitialvalueand deduced from asym m etry m easurem ent

in thelongitudinalcon�guration.Solid linesareguidesto the

eye.

term issm allascom pared to the averagepartofthe SH

intensity [19],thenon-m agneticcontribution scaleswith

the averagetransverseSHM O K E intensity IT [20]:

IT =
IT (2!;+ H )+ IT (2!;� H )

2
(2a)

/ j��nm j
2

T + j��m j
2

T � j��nm j
2

T (2b)

� and � arethee�ectiveFresnelfactors[20].IT (and thus

the e�ectivenon-m agneticopticalsusceptibility j�2
nm jT )

isshown in Fig.2b asa function ofion 
uence. Practi-

cally no evolution isobserved,con�rm ing thatno signi�-

cantinterfacebroadening occursupon irradiation in this


uence range.

Polarization m easurem entswereperform ed in thelon-

gitudinalcon�guration,and the m agnetic contributions

to the SH signal were extracted from the asym m etry

A L (H ; ),de�ned asthe norm alized intensity di�erence

when theF m agnetization isreversed [13].AttheF/AF

interface,thestructural(�nm )and twodistinctm agnetic

(�m (M
F =A F
rev )and �m (M

A F
irr ))contributionscan giverise

to a second harm onic signal. Each m agnetic contribu-

tion inducesarotation ofthepolarization oftheoutgoing

beam (from P to S)[13]and isphaseshifted relative to

thestructuralterm :’rev (respectively ’irr)isthephase

anglebetween �m (M
F =A F
rev )(respectively �m (M

A F
irr ))and

�nm .Usually,when theapplied �eld isreversed,allm ag-

netic contributions (linear with M ) to the second har-

m onic polarization change sign. Here,between � H ,we

assum e that M
F =A F
rev reverses i.e. �m (M

F =A F
rev ) changes

itssign whereasM A F
irr ispinned i.e.�m (M

A F
irr )doesnot

change.Thisleadsto the following expression ofA L :

A L (H ; )=
I(2!;+ H )�I(2!;�H )

I(2!;+ H )+ I(2!;�H )
(3a)

=
2R

rev

L
R

irr

L
cos(’ rev �’ irr) tan

2
 + 2R

rev

L
tan �cos’rev

1+ (R rev

L

2+ R irr

L

2
) tan2 + 2R irr

L
tan �cos’irr

(3b)

where  isthe analyzerangle and R rev
L = j

�m (M
F =A F

rev
)

�n m

jL

(correspondingly,R irr
L = j

�m (M
A F

irr
)

�n m

jL ). Experim entally,

foreach analyserangle  ,the SH intensity ism easured

upon reversaloftheF layer.Thisenablesustodeterm ine

A L ( ).Exam plesareshown in Fig.3.
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FIG .3: SHM O K E asym m etry A L in longitudinalgeom etry

asa function ofthe analyzerangle  ata 
uence of10
15

He

ions/cm
2
(10

16
He ions/cm

2
in the inset). The solid line is

the �tdescribed in the text.

Duetotheirreversibleterm and accordingtoEq.(3b),

two distinctabsoluteextrem a valuesareevidenced.The

di�erence between them depends on the bias�eld (itis

lowerforsm allerbiasesasshown in theinset).By �tting

theasym m etry A L with Eq.(3b),R rev
L and R irr

L areob-

tained. Since the e�ective non-m agnetic contribution to

the second-harm onic generation signalis constant [21],

j�m (M
A F
irr )=�nm jL (respectively j�m (M

F =A F
rev )=�nm jL )is

directly proportional to M A F
irr (respectively M

F =A F
rev )

along the m agnetic�eld direction [13].

O ur key experim ental results (Fig. 2c) are as fol-

lows: i) the ion 
uence dependence of the irreversible

uncom pensated spins (fulltriangles)reproduces that of

the exchange bias �eld (Fig.2a),ii) a 13-fold increase

in the irreversible m agnetization and the one order of

m agnitude sm aller interfacialm agnetic com ponent en-

hancem ent (em pty triangles) result in a bias �eld en-
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hancem ent by a factor of1.8,iii) the proportion ofir-

reversible (com pared to reversible) spins given by the

ratio �m (M
A F
irr )=�m (M

F =A F
rev ) can reach about 10% . In

the sam e
uence regim e,the linearK errrotation due to

the bulk F layer is constant[16]. The 
uence behavior

ofM A F
irr and H eb indicates that pinned uncom pensated

spins in the AF layer controlthe bias �eld. M oreover,

thisrigid AF m om entism uch sm allerthan thereversible

m agnetization (m axim um ca. 10 % ). According to the

dom ain state m odel[9, 10], the exchange bias �eld is

H eb = JintM
A F
irr =�t,with Jint the interface coupling,�

the m agnetic m om entperatom and tthe F layerthick-

ness.Random exchangedefectsorantisitesareform ed in

the AF layervia diluting im puritiesorirradiation. Un-

derthe action ofthe exchange�eld originating from the

m agnetized F layer,theAF dom ain structureistriggered

and the uncom pensated spinsassociated to such defects

exhibit an excess m agnetization. The latter is presum -

ably reversiblein thevicinity oftheF layerand pinned if

deeperin theAF layer.In thedom ain statem odel,both

interfacecoupling and m agneticm om entareassum ed to

be �xed and dilution only drives M A F
irr . In our experi-

m ental�ndings,additionalinform ation regardingthein-

terfacialcontribution isobtained;changesin localchem -

icalorderdue to irradiation lead to a slightevolution of

the interfacialreversible m agnetization.Thism ixing ef-

fect counteractsthe increase ofM A F
irr and -for 
uences

largerthan those investigated here -reducesthe biasas

reported in Ref[16].

To obtain insight on the exchange bias m echanism ,

we have com bined ion irradiation-induced tuning of

the irreversible m agnetization in the AF layer with

interface-selective second-harm onic m agneto-optic K err

detection.O urm ain resultsdo notrely on thetechnique

used to tune the uncom pensated spins: whereas in

irradiated AF (as in diluted AF), the surplus m agne-

tization is linked to arti�cially introduced defects,this

pinned com ponentm ay be associated with such natural

structuralim perfectionsasgrain boundariesin standard

F/AF bilayers.Finally,weconcludethattheirreversible

uncom pensated AF spins (wherever they are pinned)

drivethe exchangebias�eld.
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