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For antiferrom agnetically coupled Fe/C r m ultilayers the low eld contrbution to the resistivity
pw , which is caused by the dom ain walls, is strongly enhanced at low tem peratures. The low

tem perature resistivity
exponent  0:7
through the dom ain walls.

pw Vvaries according to a power law
1: This behavior can not be explained assum ing ballistic electron transport
It is necessary to Invoke the suppression of antidocalization e ects

pw T)= pw (O) A T wih the

(positive quantum correction to conductiviy) by the nonuniform gauge eldscaused by the dom ain

walls.

PACS numbers: 75.60.d4,75.70 4,75.70 P a

Renewed interest in the domain wall OW ) contribu—
tion to the resistiviy is stinulated by its relevance for
fiindam ental physics E'}', lr_j, 'rj, 'r_4, "_OJ] and possible applica—
tions. Indeed, dom ain walls m ay strongly in uence the
electrical noise and operation of m agnetoelectronics de—
vices i_d]. A Ihough the number of DW s was controlled
and directly cbserved in Fe E] and n Co Ims -'_ﬁ%] at
room tem perature, whereDW fomm ation is relatively well
understood, no clear picture has em erged allow ing to
explain the results. The anisotropic m agnetoresistance
AMR) dom lnates the low eld m agnetoresistance and
com plicates the extraction of the true DW contrbution
to the resistivity [1]. In order to m inin ize the AMR
contrbution, thin In sw ith reduced m agnetization and
soecial DW ocon guration have been studied -_[3] Apart
from the ballistic contribution to the DW m agnetoresis—
tance Ei], quantum interference also a ects the electron
transport through DW s [_igi, :_1-1:]

A ntiferrom agnetically AF) coupled m agnetic m ulti-
layers M M Ls) are system s w th reduced m agnetization
and consequently a strongly suppressed AMR.At high
tem peratures, weak pinning of the DW s in the MM Ls
is expected to suppress the DW m agnetoresistance. For

xed magnetic eld the DW m agnetoresistance should
em erge at su ciently low tem peratures where DW s be—
com e strongly pinned and their con guration is not af-
fected by therm al  uctuations orby the applied electrical
current.

Here, we report on our detailed study ofthe Iow eld
electrical resistivity in AF coupled Fe/CrM M Ls. The
well known giant m agnetoresistance (GM R) in this sys—
tem is dom nated by a realignm ent of the m agnetization
direction in adpoent m agnetic layers [_l-é] T he presence
of DW s should result in an additional, small inplane
m agnetoresistance [_l-,f.] W hile the GM R is known to
saturate at low tem peratures [_17_1], the tem perature de—

pendence of DW m agnetoresistance is still a m atter of
controversy. In order to separate the two contrbutions,

we perform ed a system atic study of the tem perature de—
pendence of the resistivity iIn low m agnetic elds. Our
main ndings are that (i) the presence of DW s in an
AF coupled MM L doesnot a ect the resistivity at room

tem perature, and (i) at low tem peraturesthe DW con—
tribution to the resistivity becom es positive and strongly

tem perature dependent. W e explain these observations
In tem s of the suppression of positive quantum correc—
tion to conductivity (so called "anti-localization" e ect)
by the dom ain walls.

Epitaxial Fe/Crly multilayers with 10 bilayers are
prepared In a m olecular beam epitaxy system on M gO
(100) ordented substratesheld at 50 C and covered w ith
an approxin ately 10A thick Cr layer. The thickness of
the Fe layerwas varied between 9 and 30A ,whiletheCr
layer thickness (typically 12 to 13 A ) corresoonds to the

rst antiferrom agnetic peak in the interlayer exchange
coupling for the Fe/C r system f_lg;] and produces a m ax—
Inum GMR which isabout 20% at 300K and 100% at
42K . A commercial cryogenic system (PPM S, Quan-—
tum D esign) was used to m easure m agnetization, m ag—
netic susceptibility, and electrical resistance w ith a stan—
dard fourprobe acm ethod at a frequency 0f321H zw ih
currents ranging between 15 and 50 A . The m agnetic

elds created by these currents are wellbelow 0:10 e and
do not a ect the DW s. The magnetic eld dependence
of the susoeptibility along di erent crystallographic di-
rections as well as the Iow residual resistivity (typically
ssthan 13 an at a saturation eld of1T) con m
the good epiaxial growth of our M M Ls. M agnetization
m easurem ents at 4 2K revealthat the antiferrom agnetic
fraction (1 M,=M 4), with M ., and M ¢ the rem anent
and the saturation m agnetization, respectively, exceeds
80% . This indicatesthat bilinear AF coupling dom inates
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FIG.1l: Room tem perature and low tem perature nom alized
m agnetoresistance #H )= (1500e) for an Fe(l22)/Crho
m ultilayer w ith the current I parallelto the eld H and par-
allel to the (110) direction. The inset show s a typicalM FM
mage 8 8 m %) ofAF coupled Fe/Crlo multilayerat 42K

over bigquadratic exchange coupling t_l-gi]. T he existence
ofa an allnon-com pensated m agneticm om entm ay allow
DW motion in our arti cial antiferrom agnet.

The Inset In Fig. la show s a typical m agnetic in age
of an AF coupld Fe/CrMML at T = 42K (Image
size is8 8 m?) using a hom edbuilt cryogenic m agnetic
force m icroscope M FM ) E[j] TheMFM picture, which
"feels" m agnetic contrast, reveals di erent irreqularly
shaped dom ain walls (which isa characteristic feature of
strongAF coupling [_12,:_1g:]) w ith m icrom eterdim ensions.
W hile our M FM m easurem ents reveala sin ilar dom ain
structure at room tem peratures, the m agnetoresistance
curves, which are shown in Fig.l, are very di erent. The
low eld m agnetoresistance is strongly enhanced at low
tem peratures. The susceptibility data point towards a
weak pinning of the DW s at room tem perature and a
strong pInning at low tem peratures [_1-9']

Figure 2a show s the tem perature dependence of the
electrical resistivity for an Fe(l2A)/Crho MM L for
di erent m agnetic elds (H j 3000¢e). The m agnetic

eld is applied in the plane of the In and is parallel
to the current as well as to the longer side of the rect—
angular (5 25 m?) sample which is directed along the
(110) axis. For H 7> 1000e the (T) dependence re—
veals a m etallic behavior, whik for H j 1000 e there
appears a shallow m inimum in the (T ) curves.W e note
that in the (T') curvesm easured after crossing zero eld
there appear aperiodic peaks when the applied current
is am aller than 20 A, which correspond to an intrinsic
noise process n the sampl. The peaks, which can be
linked to Barkhausen noise, gradually disappear when
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FIG. 2: (@) Temperature dependence of the resistivity for
Fe(12A)/Crho multilayer in di erent m agnetic elds. Both

the eld and the current are along the (110) axis. (o) Tem per—

ature dependence of the DW contrbution to the resistivity.
pw = (T;H) (T;H s ) detem ined from the data shown

in @) PrHg = 3000 e. The solid lines correspond to the
tswhich are describbed In the text.

doubling the electricalcurrent orw hen the absolute value
ofthem agnetic eld exceeds 3000 e :_E_b].

A straightforward way to determ ine the m agnetore-
sistivity of the DW s is to subtract the tem perature de—
pendences of the resistivity m easured in the presence
and in the absence of DW s, respectively. H owever, the
m agnetic eld H? which guarantees nearly uniform N eel
vector along the extemal eld (according to our m ag-—
netic susceptbility data 3000e< HJ < 10000e), not
only sweeps the DW s out of the sam ple, but m ay also
change the angle of the m agnetization between ad pcent
m agnetic layers from the antiparallel alignment GMR).
In order to separate the m agnetoresistivity induced by
the GM R e ect from the m agnetoresistivity induced by
the DW s, we de ne py = (T;H) (T;Hg) wih
HsJ 3000 e. A lthough this m ethod m ay underesti-
m ate the m agnetoresistivity of the DW s because not all
dom ains w ill be ram oved by the applied eld Hg, the
m ethod provides a possibility to determ ine the tem pera-
ture dependence oftheDW m agnetoresistivity. In F ig.2b
weshow py (T;H ) between 1.9 and 100K fordi erent



m agnetic elds ranging between 2000e and zero eld
forHg = 3000e. We nd that, In contrast to the
GMR, the DW m agnetoresistivity is strongly tem pera—
ture dependent w ith no sign of saturation at low tem per-
atures.

A ssum Ing that the magnetic eld mainly changes the
e ective DW concentration ny i ﬁ_ZZ_L:], we expect puw
to scale according to pw = »pw 0) pw (T) /
npy @) 2, @)wih I, (T)afinction describing the
tem perature dependent electron interaction wih DW s.
Detem ined In thisway J, (I) which is independent
of the choice 0of Hg as long as HsJ 3000e. Our
data analysis reveals that the DW resistivity is roughly
given by  pw ny @) 17 Fi.3a) ilstrates
the scaling pw / T°7 for di erent magnetic elds
HJj< Hg = 3000 e for tem peratures between 1:9K
and 25K . For com parison we also show the qualitatively
di erent tem perature scaling for the GM R (see dashed
Iine in Fig. 3a). T he verticalbar in F ig. 2b estin ates the
maxinum In uenceoftheGMR e ecton ourdata. This
estin ation was obtained from the tem perature depen-—
dence of the m agnetoresistivity m easured for two di er—
ent m agnetic elds su clently large to rem ove allDW s.
In agreem ent w ith previous resuls tl-ff, -'_2-2:], both satura—
tion eld and GM R are weakly tem perature dependent
below 50K, GMR saturates as T? and changes in less
than 7% .

N ext, we dem onstrate that neither the AM R, which
depends on the relative orientation of the m agnetization
and the current I, nor the ordinary m agnetoresistivity
(caused by the Lorentz force), which depends on the rel-
ative ordentation of I and the m agnetic induction B , con—
trbuteto py . Theupper curves in Fig. 3b correspond
to pw Hs = 2000 e forthe current parallelto (line)
orperpendicularto (circles) them agnetic eld H applied
parallel to the (110) direction (see inset n Fig. 3a). If
theAMR a ectsthe ow eld m agnetoresistivity, its con—
tribution w illbe positive when the eld isparallelto the
current and negative when the eld is perpendicular to
the current [_]:]. It is, how ever, clear that pw isalnost
dentical for both cases, indicating the AM R e ects can
be neglected. The m agnetic eld dependence ofthe DW
resistivity is reduced when the eld is applied along the
(100) axis (see Iowercurve n Fig. 3b). Thisprobably re—

ects the presence of a crystal lattice iInduced anisotropy
In the potential barrier which pins the DW s. W e have
obtained sin ilar results with a slightly di erent scaling
ofthe low tem perature DW m agnetoresistivity for three
other AF coupled Fe/C r sam ples w ith an Fe layer thick—
ness 0of 9, 22 and 30A , respectively. The inset in Fig. 3b
show s the dependence of the scaling exponent on the
Fe thickness. Thism ay re ect a change of the exponent
p In the tem perature dependence of the phase breaking
tine » / T P2 which should occurbetween the "dirty"
(p= 3=2) and "clean" (o= 2) lin its P31.

A ballistic approach for the electron transport through
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FIG.3: (@) Nom alized tem perature dependence of the DW
contribution to the resistivity. T he data have been obtained
for magnetic elds: + 100;+20;0; 20; 100 and 2000e.
npw (H ) is the concentration of dom ain walls, and the DW
resistivity has been determ ined for Hg = 3000e. The
dashed line corresponds to the GM R contribution which is ob-
tained from the pw (T)dependence forH = 5000ewith
Hs = 10000 e. The inset gives a schem atic view of the
sam ple geom etry. () Tem perature dependence of the DW
contrbution to the resistivity for an Fe(12A)/Crlho multi-
layerwhen H = 0 and orHs = 2000 e directed along the
(110) direction. T he circles corresoond to the case w here the
eld H is perpendicular to the current I, while the solid line
corresponds to the case where H is parallelto I. The open
squaresgive py forH = 0,butwihHgs = 2000 edirected
along the (100). The inset illustrates the dependence of the
scaling exponent on the Fe layer thickness.

DW s E_S;] requires that the m ean free path ‘' In our epi-
taxial layers exceeds the DW width D wih 20 < D <

200 nm forFe/C r/Fe trilayers '_B-ff]. T herefore, the condi-
tion for ballistic transport m ay only be ful lled at su —
ciently low tem peratures f_Z-ﬁ] A though non-ballistic ef-
fects have not yet been incorporated into the theory ﬁ_ﬁ],
w e believe that they cannot acocount for the strong varia—
tion of py down to 19K ,because them ean free path is
expected to saturate at low tem peratures. M oreover, the
strong pinning of DW s at low tem peratures [_l-f_i] In plies



that a distortion of the current lines by dom ain walls i_]:]
or a change ofthe DW con guration cannot acocount for
the strongly tem perature dependent ow  eld contribution
to the m agnetoresistivity in antiferrom agnetically coupled
m agnetic m ulilyers.

In order to explain the strong variation of the DW
m agnetoresistivity at low tem peratures, one has to go
beyond the classical approach f_9']. A possbility is to
link the observed phenom ena either to standard, disor-
der related, weak localization e ects or to scattering by
isolated spins. O ur experim ental results are In con ict
w ith both scenarios since the resistivity correction w ith
and w thoutm agnetic eld isdi erentwhen applying the
m agnetic eld along the hard or along the easy axis (see
Fig.3b). M oreover, we ocbserve that (T;H ) isdi erent
when the m agnetic eld is changed at low tem perature
(42K ) or at high tem perature (T > 150K). Fially, we
Observe som e asymm etry in the (T;H ) data taken for

eldsw ih the sam e am plitude but applied alongdi erent
directions (seedata orH = 1000eand H = 1000ein
Fig.2a).

Both l_l-(_i] and LL-Z_L:] predict a destruction of weak elec—
tron localization by the dom ain walls, although the de—
tails of the destruction m echanisn are di erent. D irect
application of these m odels results in a sign of the DW
m agnetoresistivity which is opposite to the sign of the ex—
perim entally observed m agnetoresistance. However, the
sign of the localization correction m ay be reversed due
to strong spin-orbit (SO ) scattering (antidocalization)
f_2-§']. T he suppression of the weak localization correc—
tions by a DW , predicted in [0, 11], is related to the
e ective gauge potential created by the dom ain wall. In
contrast to the electrom agnetic vector potential, which
can be linked to an extermalm agnetic eld, the gauge

eld depends on the spin, giving rise to a di erent in u-
ence of the dom ain wall on the di erent com ponents of
the so—called C ooperon [_1-14'] O urm easuram ents are con—
sistent w ith an antidocalization e ect in the absence of
DW s #H > 3000e) which is suppressed in the presence
of DW s H = 0). The appearance of anti-localization
is due to the SO scattering which suppresses the triplet
C ooperons and doesnot a ect the singlet C ooperon 12_3]

The SO interaction should be m ore pronounced in the
case of m ultilayered structures than in single Ins. The
potential steps at the Interfaces In com bination w ith the
relativistic term s in the H am iltonian m ay produce strong
SO scattering. The corresponding theory for the inter—
face SO Interaction has been proposed by Bychkov and
R ashba [_2-]'] In the case of Fe/C r m ulkilayers the po-
tential steps are about 2.5 €V for the m a prity electrons,
and one can expect a signi cant SO scattering from the
Interface. In case of strong SO scattering the m agne-
toresistance is caused by the destruction of the singlet
C ooperon by the gauge eld oftheDW s. Them odel:_[-l_b]
predictsa suppression ofallcom ponents ofthe C ooperon,
w hile the approach of Lyanda-G eller et al f_l-]_:] relies on

the suppression of som e of the com ponents.

W hen D , we can characterize the system in termm s
of a local conductivity, which is de ned as an average
over distances larger than ‘but sn aller than D . For the
localoconductivity nsideaDW we can estin ate the local-
ization correction that is determ ined by am allerdi usive
trapctories with size L < D as well as by large tra o
toriesD < L < L. . L. isthe phase relaxation length
goveming the destruction ofthe Interferencee ects. The
Jocalization corrections associated w ith the sm all tra pc—
tories are suppressed by the gauge eld since they are
located within the DW . T he contribution of large tra fc—
tories to localization is sm all, and for strong spin-orbit
scattering the local conductivity within a DW is

" #
& 1 1 1
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where Lpy is the characteristic length which is deter—
m ined by the In uence of the gauge potential A . TIts
m agniude can be estin ated as A 1=D , and conse—
quently Lp w D.
Since the antidocalization correction w ithout DW is
€ 1 1

Pt — = ; 2
ot T, <L @)

we are able to estin ate the di erence in m agnetoresistiv—
ity due to the DW sas

n #
. & 1,1 2o o)
o 42n 12, L? L.
by taking into account that py ! DW

Them ost in portant feature of our evaluation ofthe anti-
Jocalization e ects is the fact that the correction to the
localconductivity is determm ined by the gauge eld inside
theDW .Ifthe current ow crossesthe DW s, the correc—
tions to the local conductivity, calculated for a narrow
region Inside a DW , show up In the sam pl resistance.

W e can also estin ate the in  uence of an extemalm ag—
netic eld of 3000 e and of the intemal m agnetization
on the localization corrections. Tfl;ese e ects are amall
when the m agnetic length I hc=(eH ) ‘. For
H = 3000e,} ' 14 10° an . Assum ing the ntemal
m agnetic induction B = 2T (typicalvalie forFe), we ob—
tain the correspondinglength I; / 18 10° an .On the
other hand, them ean freepath */ 10 7 an . Thus, both
the external m agnetic eld and the m agnetization are
unable to e ectively suppress the anti-localization cor-
rections.

We are able to t our data to Egq. 3) when we as—
sum e that Lp iy is Independent of tem perature and that
the phase breaking length L. varies wih tem perature
according to a power law L. / T P2 P3]. On the other
hand, we have to introduce an additional (constant) shift
of the data which takes into account the change of the



resistance due to the variation ofthe angle between m ag—
netic layers. It is in portant to note that the three dif-
ferent  ts presented In Fig. 2b corresoond to the same

tting param eters (wih p= 3=2), except or the param —
eter which describes the m agnetic contrast Lpy ). We

nd thatthee ective DW width Iy becom esabout2.5
tin es Jarger when the m agnetic eld is Increased from 0O
to 2000 e.
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