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For antiferrom agnetically coupled Fe/Cr m ultilayers the low �eld contribution to the resistivity

�D W ,which is caused by the dom ain walls,is strongly enhanced at low tem peratures. The low

tem perature resistivity �D W variesaccording to a power law �D W (T)= �D W (0)� A T
�
with the

exponent � ’ 0:7 � 1:This behavior can not be explained assum ing ballistic electron transport

through the dom ain walls. It is necessary to invoke the suppression of anti-localization e�ects

(positivequantum correction to conductivity)by thenonuniform gauge�eldscaused by thedom ain

walls.

PACS num bers:75.60.-d,75.70.-i,75.70.Pa

Renewed interest in the dom ain wall(DW ) contribu-

tion to the resistivity is stim ulated by its relevance for

fundam entalphysics[1,2,3,4,5]and possible applica-

tions. Indeed,dom ain walls m ay strongly in
uence the

electricalnoise and operation ofm agnetoelectronicsde-

vices [6]. Although the num ber ofDW s was controlled

and directly observed in Fe [5]and in Co �lm s [3]at

room tem perature,whereDW form ation isrelativelywell

understood, no clear picture has em erged allowing to

explain the results. The anisotropic m agnetoresistance

(AM R) dom inates the low �eld m agnetoresistance and

com plicatesthe extraction ofthe true DW contribution

to the resistivity [7]. In order to m inim ize the AM R

contribution,thin �lm swith reduced m agnetization and

specialDW con�guration have been studied [8]. Apart

from the ballistic contribution to the DW m agnetoresis-

tance [9],quantum interference also a�ects the electron

transportthrough DW s[10,11].

Antiferrom agnetically (AF) coupled m agnetic m ulti-

layers(M M Ls)are system swith reduced m agnetization

and consequently a strongly suppressed AM R.At high

tem peratures,weak pinning ofthe DW s in the M M Ls

isexpected to suppressthe DW m agnetoresistance.For

�xed m agnetic �eld the DW m agnetoresistance should

em erge atsu�ciently low tem peratureswhere DW s be-

com e strongly pinned and their con�guration is not af-

fected by therm al
uctuationsorby theapplied electrical

current.

Here,we reporton ourdetailed study ofthe low �eld

electricalresistivity in AF coupled Fe/Cr M M Ls. The

wellknown giantm agnetoresistance (G M R)in thissys-

tem isdom inated by a realignm entofthem agnetization

direction in adjacentm agnetic layers[12].The presence

of DW s should result in an additional, sm allin-plane

m agnetoresistance [13]. W hile the G M R is known to

saturate at low tem peratures [14],the tem perature de-

pendence ofDW m agnetoresistance is stilla m atter of

controversy. In orderto separate the two contributions,

weperform ed a system aticstudy ofthetem peraturede-

pendence ofthe resistivity in low m agnetic �elds. O ur

m ain �ndings are that (i) the presence of DW s in an

AF coupled M M L doesnota�ecttheresistivity atroom

tem perature,and (ii)atlow tem peraturesthe DW con-

tribution to theresistivity becom espositiveand strongly

tem perature dependent. W e explain these observations

in term s ofthe suppression ofpositive quantum correc-

tion to conductivity (so called "anti-localization" e�ect)

by the dom ain walls.

Epitaxial [Fe/Cr]10 m ultilayers with 10 bilayers are

prepared in a m olecular beam epitaxy system on M gO

(100)oriented substratesheld at50�C and covered with

an approxim ately 10�A thick Crlayer. The thicknessof

theFelayerwasvaried between 9 and 30�A,whiletheCr

layerthickness(typically 12 to 13 �A)correspondsto the

�rst antiferrom agnetic peak in the interlayer exchange

coupling forthe Fe/Crsystem [15]and producesa m ax-

im um G M R which isabout20% at300K and 100% at

4:2K . A com m ercialcryogenic system (PPM S,Q uan-

tum Design) was used to m easure m agnetization,m ag-

neticsusceptibility,and electricalresistancewith a stan-

dard four-probeacm ethod ata frequency of321Hzwith

currents ranging between 15 and 50�A. The m agnetic

�eldscreated by thesecurrentsarewellbelow 0:1O eand

do not a�ect the DW s. The m agnetic �eld dependence

ofthe susceptibility along di�erent crystallographic di-

rectionsaswellasthe low residualresistivity (typically

less than 13�
 cm at a saturation �eld of1T) con�rm

the good epitaxialgrowth ofourM M Ls. M agnetization

m easurem entsat4:2K revealthattheantiferrom agnetic

fraction (1 � M r=M s),with M r and M s the rem anent

and the saturation m agnetization,respectively,exceeds

80% .ThisindicatesthatbilinearAF couplingdom inates

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0307414v1
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FIG .1:Room tem perature and low tem perature norm alized

m agnetoresistance �(H )=�(150O e) for an [Fe(12�A)/Cr]10
m ultilayerwith thecurrentI parallelto the �eld H and par-

allelto the (110) direction. The inset shows a typicalM FM

im age(8� 8�m
2
)ofAF coupled [Fe/Cr]10 m ultilayerat4:2K

over biquadratic exchange coupling [16]. The existence

ofasm allnon-com pensated m agneticm om entm ay allow

DW m otion in ourarti�cialantiferrom agnet.

The inset in Fig.1a shows a typicalm agnetic im age

of an AF coupled Fe/Cr M M L at T = 4:2K (im age

sizeis8� 8�m 2)using a hom e-builtcryogenicm agnetic

force m icroscope(M FM )[17].The M FM picture,which

"feels" m agnetic contrast, reveals di�erent irregularly

shaped dom ain walls(which isa characteristicfeatureof

strongAF coupling[12,18])with m icrom eterdim ensions.

W hile our M FM m easurem entsreveala sim ilardom ain

structure at room tem peratures,the m agnetoresistance

curves,which areshown in Fig.1,arevery di�erent.The

low �eld m agnetoresistance is strongly enhanced atlow

tem peratures. The susceptibility data point towards a

weak pinning ofthe DW s at room tem perature and a

strong pinning atlow tem peratures[19].

Figure 2a shows the tem perature dependence ofthe

electricalresistivity � for an [Fe(12�A)/Cr]10 M M L for

di�erent m agnetic �elds (jH j� 300O e). The m agnetic

�eld is applied in the plane ofthe �lm and is parallel

to the currentas wellas to the longer side ofthe rect-

angular(5� 25�m 2)sam plewhich isdirected along the

(110) axis. For jH j> 100O e the �(T) dependence re-

veals a m etallic behavior,while for jH j� 100O e there

appearsa shallow m inim um in the�(T)curves.W enote

thatin the�(T)curvesm easured aftercrossingzero�eld

there appear aperiodic peaks when the applied current

is sm aller than 20�A,which correspond to an intrinsic

noise process in the sam ple. The peaks,which can be

linked to Barkhausen noise, gradually disappear when
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FIG . 2: (a) Tem perature dependence of the resistivity for

[Fe(12�A)/Cr]10 m ultilayer in di�erent m agnetic �elds. Both

the�eld and thecurrentarealongthe(110)axis.(b)Tem per-

ature dependence ofthe DW contribution to the resistivity.

�D W = �(T;H )� �(T;H S )determ ined from the data shown

in (a) for H S = � 300O e. The solid lines correspond to the

�tswhich are described in the text.

doublingtheelectricalcurrentorwhen theabsolutevalue

ofthe m agnetic�eld exceeds300O e[20].

A straightforward way to determ ine the m agnetore-

sistivity ofthe DW s is to subtractthe tem perature de-

pendences of the resistivity m easured in the presence

and in the absence ofDW s,respectively. However,the

m agnetic�eld H0

S
which guaranteesnearly uniform N�eel

vector along the external�eld (according to our m ag-

netic susceptibility data 300O e<
�
�H 0

S

�
�< 1000O e),not

only sweeps the DW s out ofthe sam ple,but m ay also

changethe angle ofthe m agnetization between adjacent

m agneticlayersfrom the antiparallelalignm ent(G M R).

In order to separate the m agnetoresistivity induced by

the G M R e�ectfrom the m agnetoresistivity induced by

the DW s, we de�ne �D W = �(T;H )� �(T;H S) with

jH Sj� 300O e. Although this m ethod m ay underesti-

m ate the m agnetoresistivity ofthe DW sbecause notall

dom ains willbe rem oved by the applied �eld HS, the

m ethod providesa possibility to determ inethetem pera-

turedependenceoftheDW m agnetoresistivity.In Fig.2b

we show �D W (T;H )between 1.9 and 100K fordi�erent
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m agnetic �elds ranging between � 200O e and zero �eld

for H S = � 300O e. W e �nd that, in contrast to the

G M R,the DW m agnetoresistivity is strongly tem pera-

turedependentwith no sign ofsaturation atlow tem per-

atures.

Assum ing thatthe m agnetic �eld m ainly changesthe

e�ective DW concentration nD W [21], we expect �D W

to scale according to ��D W = �D W (0)� �D W (T) /

nD W (H )�0D W (T)with �0D W (T)afunction describingthe

tem perature dependent electron interaction with DW s.

Determ ined in this way �0
D W

(T) which is independent

of the choice of H S as long as jH Sj � 300O e. O ur

data analysisrevealsthatthe DW resistivity is roughly

given by ��D W � nD W (H )� T0:7 (Fig.3a) illustrates

the scaling ��D W / T 0:7 for di�erent m agnetic �elds

jH j< H S = � 300O e for tem peratures between 1:9K

and 25K .Forcom parison wealso show thequalitatively

di�erent tem perature scaling for the G M R (see dashed

linein Fig.3a).Theverticalbarin Fig.2b estim atesthe

m axim um in
uenceoftheG M R e�ecton ourdata.This

estim ation was obtained from the tem perature depen-

dence ofthe m agnetoresistivity m easured fortwo di�er-

entm agnetic �eldssu�ciently large to rem oveallDW s.

In agreem entwith previousresults[14,22],both satura-

tion �eld and G M R are weakly tem perature dependent

below 50K ,G M R saturates as T 2 and changes in less

than 7% .

Next,we dem onstrate that neither the AM R,which

dependson the relativeorientation ofthem agnetization

and the current I,nor the ordinary m agnetoresistivity

(caused by theLorentzforce),which dependson therel-

ativeorientation ofI and them agneticinduction B ,con-

tributeto �D W .Theuppercurvesin Fig.3b correspond

to��D W (H S = � 200O eforthecurrentparallelto(line)

orperpendicularto(circles)them agnetic�eld H applied

parallelto the (110) direction (see inset in Fig.3a). If

theAM R a�ectsthelow �eld m agnetoresistivity,itscon-

tribution willbepositivewhen the�eld isparallelto the

currentand negative when the �eld is perpendicular to

thecurrent[1].Itis,however,clearthat��D W isalm ost

identicalforboth cases,indicating the AM R e�ectscan

be neglected.The m agnetic�eld dependence ofthe DW

resistivity isreduced when the �eld isapplied along the

(100)axis(seelowercurvein Fig.3b).Thisprobably re-


ectsthepresenceofa crystallatticeinduced anisotropy

in the potentialbarrier which pins the DW s. W e have

obtained sim ilar results with a slightly di�erent scaling

ofthe low tem perature DW m agnetoresistivity forthree

otherAF coupled Fe/Crsam pleswith an Felayerthick-

nessof9,22 and 30�A,respectively.Theinsetin Fig.3b

showsthe dependence ofthe scaling exponent� on the

Fe thickness.Thism ay re
ecta change ofthe exponent

p in the tem perature dependence ofthe phase breaking

tim e�’ / T �p=2 which should occurbetween the"dirty"

(p = 3=2)and "clean" (p = 2)lim its[23].

A ballisticapproach fortheelectron transportthrough
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FIG .3: (a) Norm alized tem perature dependence ofthe DW

contribution to the resistivity. The data have been obtained

for m agnetic �elds: + 100;+ 20;0;� 20;� 100 and � 200O e.

nD W (H ) is the concentration ofdom ain walls,and the DW

resistivity has been determ ined for H S = � 300O e. The

dashed linecorrespondstotheG M R contribution which isob-

tained from the�� D W (T)dependenceforH = � 500O ewith

H S = � 1000O e. The inset gives a schem atic view of the

sam ple geom etry. (b) Tem perature dependence ofthe DW

contribution to the resistivity for an [Fe(12�A)/Cr]10 m ulti-

layerwhen H = 0 and for H S = � 200O e directed along the

(110)direction.The circlescorrespond to thecase where the

�eld H isperpendicularto the currentI,while the solid line

corresponds to the case where H is parallelto I. The open

squaresgive�D W forH = 0,butwith H S = � 200O edirected

along the (100). The inset illustrates the dependence ofthe

scaling exponent� on the Fe layerthickness.

DW s [9]requires that the m ean free path ‘ in our epi-

taxiallayers exceeds the DW width D with 20 < D <

200nm forFe/Cr/Fetrilayers[24].Therefore,thecondi-

tion forballistic transportm ay only be ful�lled atsu�-

ciently low tem peratures[25].Although non-ballisticef-

fectshave notyetbeen incorporated into the theory [9],

webelievethatthey cannotaccountforthestrong varia-

tion of�D W down to1:9K ,becausethem ean freepath is

expected to saturateatlow tem peratures.M oreover,the

strong pinning ofDW satlow tem peratures[19]im plies
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thata distortion ofthe currentlinesby dom ain walls[1]

ora changeofthe DW con�guration cannotaccountfor

thestrongly tem peraturedependentlow �eld contribution

to them agnetoresistivity in antiferrom agnetically coupled

m agnetic m ultilayers.

In order to explain the strong variation of the DW

m agnetoresistivity at low tem peratures, one has to go

beyond the classicalapproach [9]. A possibility is to

link the observed phenom ena either to standard,disor-

derrelated,weak localization e�ectsorto scattering by

isolated spins. O ur experim entalresults are in con
ict

with both scenariossince the resistivity correction with

and withoutm agnetic�eld isdi�erentwhen applyingthe

m agnetic�eld along thehard oralong the easy axis(see

Fig.3b). M oreover,we observe that�(T;H )isdi�erent

when the m agnetic �eld is changed at low tem perature

(4:2K )orathigh tem perature (T > 150K ).Finally,we

observe som e asym m etry in the �(T;H ) data taken for

�eldswith thesam eam plitudebutapplied alongdi�erent

directions(seedata forH = 100O eand H = � 100O ein

Fig.2a).

Both [10]and [11]predicta destruction ofweak elec-

tron localization by the dom ain walls,although the de-

tails ofthe destruction m echanism are di�erent. Direct

application ofthese m odels results in a sign ofthe DW

m agnetoresistivity which isopposite to thesign oftheex-

perim entally observed m agnetoresistance. However,the

sign ofthe localization correction m ay be reversed due

to strong spin-orbit (SO ) scattering (anti-localization)

[26]. The suppression of the weak localization correc-

tions by a DW ,predicted in [10,11],is related to the

e�ective gaugepotentialcreated by the dom ain wall.In

contrast to the electrom agnetic vector potential,which

can be linked to an externalm agnetic �eld,the gauge

�eld dependson the spin,giving riseto a di�erentin
u-

ence ofthe dom ain wallon the di�erent com ponentsof

theso-called Cooperon [11].O urm easurem entsarecon-

sistentwith an anti-localization e�ect in the absence of

DW s(H > 300O e)which issuppressed in the presence

ofDW s (H = 0). The appearance ofanti-localization

isdue to the SO scattering which suppressesthe triplet

Cooperonsand doesnota�ectthesingletCooperon [23].

TheSO interaction should bem orepronounced in the

case ofm ultilayered structuresthan in single �lm s.The

potentialstepsattheinterfacesin com bination with the

relativisticterm sin theHam iltonian m ay producestrong

SO scattering. The corresponding theory for the inter-

face SO interaction hasbeen proposed by Bychkov and

Rashba [27]. In the case ofFe/Cr m ultilayers the po-

tentialstepsareabout2.5 eV forthem ajority electrons,

and one can expecta signi�cantSO scattering from the

interface. In case ofstrong SO scattering the m agne-

toresistance is caused by the destruction ofthe singlet

Cooperon by thegauge�eld oftheDW s.Them odel[10]

predictsasuppressionofallcom ponentsoftheCooperon,

while the approach ofLyanda-G elleretal. [11]relieson

the suppression ofsom eofthe com ponents.

W hen ‘� D ,wecan characterizethesystem in term s

ofa localconductivity,which is de�ned as an average

overdistanceslargerthan ‘butsm allerthan D .Forthe

localconductivity insideaDW wecan estim atethelocal-

ization correction thatisdeterm ined by sm allerdi�usive

trajectorieswith size L < D as wellas by large trajec-

tories D < L < L’. L’ is the phase relaxation length

governingthedestruction oftheinterferencee�ects.The

localization correctionsassociated with thesm alltrajec-

tories are suppressed by the gauge �eld since they are

located within theDW .Thecontribution oflargetrajec-

tories to localization is sm all,and for strong spin-orbit

scattering the localconductivity within a DW is

�D W ’ �0 +
e2

4�2�h

"

1

‘
�

�
1

L2

D W

+
1

L2
’

� 1=2
#

; (1)

where LD W is the characteristic length which is deter-

m ined by the in
uence of the gauge potentialA . Its

m agnitude can be estim ated as A � 1=D , and conse-

quently LD W � D .

Since the anti-localization correction withoutDW is

�’ �0 +
e2

4�2�h

�
1

‘
�

1

L’

�

; (2)

weareableto estim atethedi�erencein m agnetoresistiv-

ity due to the DW sas

�D W � �’ �
e2

4�2�h

"�
1

L2

D W

+
1

L2
’

� 1=2

�
1

L’

#

(3)

by taking into account that �D W � � ’ � ��D W �2:

Them ostim portantfeatureofourevaluation oftheanti-

localization e�ectsisthe factthatthe correction to the

localconductivity isdeterm ined by thegauge�eld inside

theDW .Ifthecurrent
ow crossestheDW s,thecorrec-

tions to the localconductivity,calculated for a narrow

region inside a DW ,show up in the sam pleresistance.

W ecan also estim atethein
uenceofan externalm ag-

netic �eld of300O e and ofthe internalm agnetization

on the localization corrections. These e�ects are sm all

when the m agnetic length lH �
p
�hc=(eH ) � ‘. For

H = 300O e,lH ’ 1:4� 10�5 cm .Assum ing the internal

m agneticinduction B = 2T (typicalvalueforFe),weob-

tain thecorrespondinglength lH ’ 1:8� 10�6 cm .O n the

otherhand,them ean freepath ‘’ 10�7 cm .Thus,both

the externalm agnetic �eld and the m agnetization are

unable to e�ectively suppress the anti-localization cor-

rections.

W e are able to �t our data to Eq.(3) when we as-

sum ethatLD W isindependentoftem peratureand that

the phase breaking length L’ varies with tem perature

according to a powerlaw L’ / T �p=2 [23].O n theother

hand,wehaveto introducean additional(constant)shift

ofthe data which takes into account the change ofthe
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resistancedueto thevariation oftheanglebetween m ag-

netic layers. It is im portant to note that the three dif-

ferent �ts presented in Fig.2b correspond to the sam e

�tting param eters(with p = 3=2),exceptfortheparam -

eterwhich describesthe m agnetic contrast(LD W ). W e

�nd thatthee�ectiveDW width LD W becom esabout2.5

tim eslargerwhen the m agnetic �eld isincreased from 0

to 200O e.
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