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Evidence for Critical Fluctuations in Bloch Walls
near Their Disordering Temperature

J. Kotzler, ~ ~ D. A. Garanin ~ ~ M. Hartl ~ ~ and L. Jahn~ ~

~ lInstitut fur Angeujandte Physik, Uniuersitat Hamburg, D P00-0 Hamburg M, Federal Republic of Germany
~ lPhysikalisches Institut, Hochschule fur Verkehrsuresen, 0-8010 Dresden, Federal Republic of Germany

(Received 1 March 1993)

The temperature variation of the relaxation rate I' of the domain walls about their transition
at T = T' from the Bloch to the linear Bulaevskii-Ginzburg structure has been investigated in the
uniaxial ferrimagnet SrFei20yg. The significant suppression of T* below the mean-field approxima-
tion (MFA) value along with the speeding up of I' (T ( T'), which is much stronger than that
predicted by the MFA, reveals the first evidence for critical fluctuations in a domain wall. The
speeding up can be almost quantitatively explained by taking two dimensional fluctuations of the
transverse magnetization in the wall into account.
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A quite recent investigation [1] of the domain wall dy-
namics near the Curie temperature of the well-known
hexaferrite BaO 6FezOs [2] revealed the first clear sig-
natures for the structural transformation of the Bloch
wall (BW) to the so-called linear wall (LW). This con-
tinuous phase transition of the BW has been predicted
by earlier work of Bulaevskii and Ginzburg to occur at
some elevated temperature To in uniaxial ferromagnets
and ferroelectrics [3] and also in ferrimagnets [4], where
the walls link adjacent domains with up and down ori-
entations of the order parameter M, (T). Basically, the
instability of the BW arises from the nonsingular behav-
ior of the transverse susceptibility in uniaxial materials,

= M, /HA, which in contrast to cubic systems re-
mains constant when passing the Curie temperature T~.
As a result of the diverging longitudinal susceptibility the
energy density associated with the longitudinal magne-
tization M, (x) in the wall, M, /2y~~(T), may fall below
that of the transverse component 2M, /y~. Then, ac-
cording to the mean-field approach (MFA) used by Bu-
laevskii and Ginzburg [3] the LW, which is character-
ized by a zero transverse magnetization, M„(x) = 0, be-
comes stable above the transition temperature To given
by 4y~~(To) = yi . Below Tc, the transverse magne-
tization M„becomes finite and assumes the maximum

M„(0) in the center of the wall (x = 0). We consider the
quantity M„(0)/M, = mii as the order parameter of the
BW, since approaching saturation at low temperatures,
m~ ~ 1, the pure circular structure usually associated
with the BW is attained, whereas at finite temperatures
the wall structure becomes elliptical; see Fig. 1.

Experimental evidence for the existence of IW's close
to T~ was provi. ded by previous investigations of the wall
relaxation in uniaxial ferromagnets with low Curie tem-
peratures, like GdCls [5] and LiTbF4 [6]. Based on a
relaxational ansatz, M, (x) = L~~AH(x), for the local
magnetization in the LW of width 6 and spacing d the
resulting kinetic coefBcient of the total magnetization,

= 3 Li((bl. /d),

could quantitatively describe the observed [5—7) varia-
tions of the wall damping, I = L N~~, with temper-
ature, magnetic Field, sample thickness D, and sample
shape, i.e. , demagnetization coefficient N~~. The most
significant signal of the LW was the thermal critical be-
havior, I' (Tc —T) o s, which is due to the facts
that its width is determined by the diverging correlation
length [3] 6'I, = go(1 T/T~) —with v = p/(2 —rl) = p/2
for three dimensional systems, and that the domain pe-
riod shrinks as d = (D bl. ) / if branching at the surface
is taken into account. We should note that the slight
variation of d(T) on approaching Tc has been consid-
ered by Stauffer [8] as a signal of the LW; however, ex-
perimental efforts to detect this temperature effect on
the orthoferrit YFeOs [9] and on LiTbF4 [6] using the
Faraday-rotation method yielded no clear evidence. The

FIG. 1. Magnetization profiles M(x) in domain walls of
uniaxial materials: Bloch wall (BW, m~ = 1), elliptic wall

(EW, 0 ( ma ( 1), linear wall (LW, ms = 0) with the order
parameter of the Bloch wall, ms = M„(0)/M„defined by the
reduced magnetization in the wall center.
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FIG. 3. Temperature variation of the kinetic coefficient of
the wall relaxation. Pull curves correspond to fits of the linear
wall (T ) T') and elliptical wall dynamics, Eq. (3), including
fluctuations of the transverse wall magnetization (T (T')

Lifschitz (LL) [19] for the BW, I = 2(pM, ) b~/Lid,
calculated with parameters determined below. There is
an extremely striking deviation from the data, reaching
more than 2 orders of magnitude near the transition tem-
perature T'.

In order to associate this essential observation with
the disordering of the B%' we refer to the recent kinetic
theory [11,12] based on the LL-Bloch equations, which
has determined the wall mobility of the domain walls p
in the entire temperature range below T~. Using the
relation L~ = 2M, p /d [5], the result of the theory can
be written as

10 I l

'1=4Xii~X 1

2I ((6/d

1—m22+ s mg ta„ i /- a [+
- ~y —m mg B

B

where

FIG. 4. Variation of the kinetic coefficient about the tran-
sition from the linear (LW) to the elliptical (EW) wall struc-
ture in terms of the reduced longitudinal susceptibility (using
y~ = 0.25 from Ref. [20]). Note the strong suppression of
the actual transition 7 against the MFA value w = 1 and
the significant deviation between the I 's of the Bloch walls

(BW, Ref. [19]) and the EW's as predicted by Eq. (3) using
the MFA, Eq. (4), and the present critical law, Eq. (4a), for
mg.

1 —m2& tan .( .) (n~ + m~)(l —m~~) tan ' (1 —m2~)/(n2~ + m~~)

with the Gilbert parameter n~ = L~/pM, (for Sr-ferrite
n«& 1). Above T', where m~ = 0 and b = bl. , the
speeding up associated with the LW's is reproduced [see
Eq. (1) and for more details Refs. [1,18]]. In the other
limit, ma ~ 1, one finds L [n~~ (8/15)(l —ma) +
n~/(1+ nz)] . This is the classical result by LL [19]
supplemented by an ellipticity term, containing the lon-
gitudinal Gilbert parameter n~~

= L~~j/pM, . As a result
of o,

~~

& a~ and n~ &( 1 in Sr-hexaferrite, the ellipticity
provides a significant contribution to the wall relaxation
even for mB —1. Physically this arises from the fact that
during the passage of elliptic walls (EW's) at a plane at
some x = 2:p, a change of the modulus of the local M(xp)
determined by small n~~ is required. This implies that ex-
cept for very small 1 —m~ the classical LL mechanism,
corresponding to the last term in the denominator in Eq.
(3), is dominated by the longitudinal relaxation mecha-
nism.

To compare this prediction with the data we start in

a first approximation from the MFA results [3] for the
order parameter,

mB (T) = [1 —'r(T)] ~ ~(T) = 4X[[(T)/X~~ (4)

mii(T) = [1 —~/i-*], 7-* = 4y)((T*)/y~, (4a)

and for the width of the wall, 6 = b~ = bl, (Tp). The
temperature independence of 6 implies the same for the
domain width d. Figure 4 shows that Eq. (4) fits the
data much better than the classical LL result for pure
BW's. The sharp drop of I for T / T* correspond-
ing to w g i' = 0.27, however, is not reproduced and
quite naturally this discrepency suggests an improved ap-
proach: We consider the eÃect of fluctuations on the or-
der parameter of the BW m~ but keep the width 6 con-
stant because b~ does not depend on m~ in the MFA.
In this spirit, we expect the leading e8'ect of Buctuations
on L [Eq. (4)] to arise from
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with P~ ( P&
——1/2 and the transition point r*

rMI; ——l. In fact, Fig. 4 demonstrates that the fit of this
ansatz to the data below 7' = 0.27 becomes almost per-
fect. Note that the critical exponent P = 0.08(1) is the
only parameter determining the temperature-dependent
kinetic coefficient for EW's near the disordering "tem-
perature" w*. The strong reduction of both 7* and P~
with respect to the MFA values signals large fluctuation
effects on m~. At lower temperatures, the classical LL
mechanism of the DW damping becomes dominant and

we get L~ ——1.2 x 10 s from our fit, in good agree-
ment with L~ ——0.9 x 10 s obtained from resonance
data [20].

It is interesting to note that the exponent P~ turns
out to be even smaller than P2D = 1/8. This value was
predicted by Lawrie and Lowe [13], who proposed the
BW to belong to the universality class of the two dimen-
sional Ising system. This assignment is plausible pro-
vided (i) the correlation length of m~, (~, is much larger
than the width of the wall 6 and (ii) the fluctuations of
the transverse magnetization M (x) are suppressed by
the magnetostatic energy. We do not know g~(T), but
in some vicinity of T* one can safely assume (~ ) 6'~

due to the divergence of (~ (T* —T) . The fluc-
tuations against the magnetostatic self-field of the wall,
H = —M,e, are suppressed over those parallel to e&
(see Fig. 1) by an amount (M, + H~)/Hg which, using

y~ = M, /H~ = 0.25 [20], is 1.25, so that such additional
XY-like fluctuations can be ruled out rather close to T*.
However, they might affect m~ at the lower temperatures
of our fits, which then would be one reason for the result
PB & P2D.

Another possible source for the smallness of P can be
the effect of the fluctuations on the width of the EW
in Eq. (3) which has been fixed to h'& ——6'1. (~*) in the
fit. Because of the large suppression of the transition,
w* = 0.27, this width is smaller than that of the pure
Bloch wall, b~ = bL, (~ = 1), so that below ~* the fit by
Eq. (3) had implicitly accounted for the rise of 6~(T)
with lowering temperature from 6& at ~* to 6~ at 7. = 0,
leading to a lower effective exponent P~. Generally, one
expects the effect of fluctuations of m~ on the widths of
both BW's and LW's to be strongest very close to T*, so
that also the discrepancies between the data and the fit

by Eq. (4) seen in Figs. 3 and 4 above T' and 7.*, respec-
tively, may be related to the presence of a short-range or-
der of m~. To our knowledge, a theoretical treatment of
fluctuation effects on 6 is not yet available. Such a theory
should probably also consider the (perhaps minor) efFect
of the fluctuations on the generalized LL-Bloch equations
[12] from which Eq. (3) was derived. We believe it would

not be necessary to consider fluctuation effects on L~~

since it was shown above that Lt] is unchanged when
passing T~.

Future experimental investigations of fluctuation ef-
fects on domain walls should be devoted to pure uniaxial
ferromagnets like Gd and also to ferroelectrics. On the
hexaferrites, the present work will be extended to study
the following efFects on the wall dynamics: (i) of a trans-

verse magnetic field H„, which due to m~ H„with1/A

6 = 15 at ~ = ~* should be very pronounced, (ii) of a
static longitudinal field H„which increases the domain
period d [2], and (iii) sample size effects using thinner
crystals and small particles.

We are indebted to Hartwig Schmidt (Hamburg) for a
discussion, to R. Wiesendanger (Hamburg) for directing
our interest to Ref. [10], and to D. Fay and D. Gorlitz for
editorial help.
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