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Colossal magnetoresistance and field-induced ferromagnetism are well documented in manganite
compounds. Since domain wall resistance may contribute to magnetoresistance, data on the tem-
perature and magnetic field dependence of the ferromagnetic domain structure are required for a
full understanding of the magnetoresistive effect. Here we show, using cryogenic Magnetic Force
Microscopy, domain structures for the layered manganite La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 as a function of tem-
perature and magnetic field. Surface Bloch walls appear to be suppressed close to TC : domain
walls may be resolved either by the application of a c-axis magnetic field, or by decreasing the
temperature further, indicating a temperature-dependent magnetic anisotropy. Magnetic structures
are seen also at temperatures well above TC : these features are attributed to inclusions of addi-
tional Ruddleston-Popper manganite phases. Low-temperature domain walls are nucleated by these
ferromagnetic inclusions.

Many manganite compounds exhibit the property of
negative colossal magnetoresistance (CMR), a very large
reduction in electrical resistance upon application of a
magnetic field [1]. Bilayer manganites exhibit colossal
magnetoresistance in a similar way to the cubic com-
pounds [2]: the effect is considerably larger than in cubic
crystals having the same cation doping, implying that the
CMR effect is enhanced by the bilayer structure [3]. In
all cases the largest magnetoresistance is found at tem-
peratures close to the metal-insulator transition, which is
attendant on the Curie transition. A simple phenomeno-
logical explanation for CMR is as an effect of spin disor-
der close to TC . This disorder can be suppressed by an
applied magnetic field, enhancing the double-exchange
hopping probability and hence the conductivity [1]. Ef-
fectively, the magnetic field has shifted the Curie and
metal-insulator transition to a higher temperature.

This simple explanation is obviously not sufficient: a
complete model of colossal magnetoresistance in man-
ganites must take into account effects such as phase
separation [4]: recently, the evolution of ferromagnetic
metal regions in an insulating matrix in a CMR man-
ganite has been studied in great detail [5]. The exis-
tence of impurity phases with higher TC to the bulk
will be critical for colossal magnetoresistance, as these
will act as nucleation sites for the field-induced ferro-
magnetic phase. Ferromagnetic domain walls contribute
to magnetoresistance in manganites [6, 7], particularly
in ultra-thin films [8]: domain wall resistance may play
a similar role in the quasi-two-dimensional layered man-
ganites. For a complete understanding of magnetoresis-
tance in layered manganites therefore, is is desirable that

ferromagnetic domains be imaged both in the zero field
low temperature state and in the field-induced ferromag-
netic state. To this end, we present here low-temperature
Magnetic Force Microscopy (MFM) data for a CMR fer-
romagnetic bilayered manganite. Bilayered manganites
- La2−2xSr1+2xMn2O7, where x is the cation doping -
provide an opportunity to obtain good-quality surfaces,
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FIG. 1. (color online). (a) Crystal structure of
La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 (b) Room temperature AFM topograph.
The scale line shows the location of the cross section (c). Ter-
race step heights are always c/2 = 1 nm or multiples thereof.
(d) 25 x 25 µm MFM image collected at 4.7 K, showing do-
main walls. (e) corresponding AFM topographic image.
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as these compounds may be readily cleaved to provide a
clean, atomically flat surface [9–11]. Previous spatially-
resolved magnetic studies on bilayered manganites have
included spin-polarized SEM on antiferromagnetic [12]
and ferromagnetic [13] layered manganites, and MFM on
the ferromagnet La1.36Sr1.64Mn2O7 (x=0.32) [14].

For the current study the bilayer compound
La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 (x=0.4), was selected (figure 1a):
at this doping, the material is known to exhibit colossal
magnetoresistance [3]. Single crystal samples were
grown by an optical float zone method. Preliminary
room-temperature AFM scans were carried out on
La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 crystals, cleaved in air: figure 1b shows
a typical AFM topograph. The surface is largely clean
and exhibits a roughness of < 0.1 nm: large terraces up
to 10 µm across are observed. Terrace steps are always
1.0 ± 0.1 nm, or multiples thereof, corresponding to c/2
= 1.007 nm [3].

Magnetic Force Microscopy measurements were car-
ried out using an Attocube low-temperature AFM, in
the temperature range 4.2 K to room temperature. The
AFM was operated in Helium exchange gas, in frequency
modulation mode. MFM images were obtained in units
of frequency shift, ∆f ∝ −δFz/δz, where Fz is the z-
component of the magnetic force between the tip and
the sample stray field. Commercial MFM probes were
used, with moment ≈ 0.3x10−13 e.m.u: the MFM lift
height was 50 nm. A magnetic field of up to 8 T was
applied, in the c-axis direction. La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 single
crystal samples were cleaved in air before being loaded
into the low-temperature AFM. Bulk magnetization mea-
surements were also carried out, using a SQUID magne-
tometer.

Figure 1d shows an MFM image of La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7

collected at 4.7 K, showing the ferromagnetic domain
structure. Some crosstalk may be seen between the
magnetic and topographic (figure 1e) images, but the
magnetic features are readily distinguished from terrace
edges. The easy axis of magnetization is in the ab plane
[15, 16], so since the MFM tip is magnetized in the c-axis
direction the magnetic contrast seen here is due to Bloch-
type domain walls. Linear domain walls are observed,
with an average spacing of ≈ 5 µm: domain walls are ob-
served to cross terrace edges, and are not aligned to the
crystallographic axes. The presence of a domain state in
La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 below TC was predicted by Potter et al.
[17]. Figure 2 shows a variable-temperature MFM study:
the same area is imaged at 80 K, 95 K and 100 K. At
80 K the domain walls are clear: at 95 K the domain walls
are still visible, but with reduced contrast: by 100 K the
domains are no longer visible. The remaining contrast
at 100 K is due to topographic features (terrace edges).
Figure 2e shows the domain wall contrast, quantified as
the peak to peak amplitude of the magnetic image, as a
function of temperature in the range 50 K to 150 K. The
effect of the topographic features on the measured am-
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FIG. 2. (color online). (a - d) 26 x 26 µm MFM images at
80 K (a), 95 K (b) and 100 K (c). Domain walls, visible at
80 K have disappeared at 100 K, leaving only topographic
features. (d) AFM topographic image. (e) Comparison of
bulk magnetization (H=100 Oe ‖ ab) and surface domain wall
contrast as observed by MFM: the dashed line is a guide to the
eye. A steep drop in the visibility of domain walls is seen at
95 K, well below the bulk TC = 118 K. (f) Schematic of Bloch
walls vs. domain walls with surface Neél cap: the Neél cap
results in a much smaller stray field and hence MFM signal.

plitude has been eliminated by measuring sections paral-
lel to the terrace edges. Bulk magnetization in the same
temperature range is also shown. The Curie temperature
may be measured from the minimum in dM/dT as TC =
118 K: the domain wall contrast however shows a sharp
drop at a considerably lower temperature, around 95 K.
In previous MFM studies, domain wall contrast has been
observed to increase with decreasing temperature below
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TC [18–20], however these studies show a linear increase
in contrast, rather than the sharp jump observed here.

Several explanations might be advanced for the sup-
pression of domain wall contrast above 95 K: (1) a bulk
spin reorientation transition, (2) a magnetic ‘dead’ layer
close to TC , (3) a transition from surface Bloch domain
walls to Neél capped walls as a result of a temperature
dependent magnetic anisotropy.

A spin reorientation transition has been proposed in
La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 on the basis of neutron diffraction ex-
periments [21], with spins rotating from the c-axis to
close to the ab plane on cooling from 130 K to 100 K:
this might explain the change in magnetic imaging near
95 K. A spin reorientation transition with temperature is
observed in La1.36Sr1.64Mn2O7 (x=0.32): MFM studies
[14] show a clear change from domain imaging (spins in
c-axis) to imaging domain walls (spins in ab plane). Such
a change is not seen here for La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7: the same
type of domain structure is observed at all temperatures,
so we may rule out a spin reorientation transition as an
explanation for the suppressed domain wall contrast.

Magnetic tunnel junction measurements [22–25] and
spin-polarized photoemission spectroscopy [26] indicate
the existence close to TC of a subsurface ‘dead’ layer
with reduced spin polarization a few nm thick. In bilayer
manganites an abrupt interface between the ferromag-
netic bulk state and a non-ferromagnetic surface layer
one bilayer (1 nm) thick has been identified, via X-ray
resonant magnetic scattering (XRMS) [27, 28]. In gen-
eral however the thickness of any magnetic dead layer
is far less than the typical MFM lift height of 50 nm:
we would certainly expect to be able to resolve domain
walls via MFM in the presence of a magnetically dead
surface layer a few nm thick, suggesting that this effect
cannot explain the non-observation of domain walls at T
≥ 100 K.

The final possible explanation for the suppressed do-
main wall contrast lies with the fact that, although the
bulk domain walls are Bloch-type, near the surface the
wall may transition to a Neél wall, i.e. a Neél cap: this
is shown schematically in figure 2f. The length scale of
the transition has been found to be similar to the do-
main wall width [29]. The Neél cap minimizes the stray
field at the domain wall, implying a much reduced MFM
contrast. We conclude that the drop off in domain wall
contrast above 95 K represents a transition from Bloch-
terminated to Neél terminated domain walls, implying a
decrease in magnetic anisotropy with increasing temper-
ature when approaching TC .

Due to the CMR effect, La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 exhibits an
effective shift of TC to higher temperature upon appli-
cation of a magnetic field (see supplementary figure S1).
We predict therefore that, in the temperature range 95 K
< T < TC , domain wall contrast will re-emerge with the
application of field. To this end magnetic field dependent
MFM imaging was carried out at 118 K and 100 K. Fig-
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FIG. 3. (color online). (a) Field dependence of MFM imaging
at 100 K: the area is the same as for figure 2c. (b) Field
dependence of MFM imaging at 118 K: the area is the same
as (a). All MFM images are 26 x 26 µm (c) Domain wall
contrast as a function of field for 100 K and 118 K. Dashed
lines are guides to the eye (d) Bulk magnetization vs. applied
field (H ‖ c) for 2K, 100 K and 118 K. Neither MFM data
nor M vs. H have been corrected for the demagnetizing field,
though both samples have a similar aspect ratio.

ure 3a shows the results of field-dependent MFM mea-
surements at 100 K. The scan area is the same as in
figure 2a: the field is applied along the c-axis. At zero
field no domains are observed: under an applied field of 1
T domains similar to the low-temperature state become
visible. At higher fields (up to 4 T) the domains become
less clear, as the sample becomes magnetized. Figure 3b
shows the field dependence of MFM imaging at 118 K.
The result is similar to 100 K, but a much larger field is
needed in order to make the domains visible, with peak
domain contrast at 4 T. Figure 4c summarizes the field
dependence of the domain wall contrast, quantified as
the peak to peak amplitude of the magnetic image, for
100 K and 118 K. By comparison of figure 3a to 2a we
may observe that domain walls form in the same configu-
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FIG. 4. (color online). Magnetic contrast above and below
TC (a) 15 x 15 µm MFM image at 260 K (b) same area at
50 K. (c) Topographic image at 260 K of same area as (a)
and (b), showing terraces edges, and also some crosstalk from
the magnetic image. (d) Same as (b): dashed lines highlight
magnetic features which persist above and below TC .

ration under application of a field, as if the temperature
is decreased.

We conclude that, for 95 K < T < TC , Neél - termi-
nated domain walls are converted to Bloch walls by the
application of a c-axis field. In the current experiment,
because the field is applied perpendicular to the easy axis
of magnetization, the energy to form Bloch walls is re-
duced by an applied field. This may be demonstrated by
the formation of new domain walls under applied field
(see supplementary figure S2). Above a certain critical
field the sample starts to become magnetized, and the
domain contrast starts to decrease again, as shown in
figure 3c. At both 100 K and 118 K the field-induced
domain structure observed by MFM has maximum con-
trast when the sample magnetization has reached around
75 % of the saturation value (figure 3d).

In a minority of locations on the La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 sur-
face, magnetic image features are observed even well
above TC = 118 K. Figure 4a and b show MFM images
of the same area both above and below TC , at 260 K
and 50 K. Magnetic features are observed at 260 K as
elongated structures 1-2 µm wide. Some crosstalk from
the magnetic image can be seen in the topographic image

(figure 4c). The features seen in 4a can however be posi-
tively identified as magnetic in origin by comparison with
the topographic image, since step edges seen in 4c are not
seen in the MFM image. The low temperature domains
seen in figure 4b have a similar structure to other areas,
which do not show high-temperature magnetic structure,
for example figure 1d. By comparison of the MFM im-
ages at 260 K and 50 K, it is clear that some magnetic
features persist through TC : figure 4d highlights these
features. Domain walls at 50 K are observed to form ei-
ther as extensions of the magnetic features at 260 K or
parallel to these features, suggesting that the low tem-
perature domains are nucleated by the high temperature
magnetic features.

The presence of an impurity phase with a higher
Curie temperature in La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7 may be inferred
from bulk magnetization data. In addition to the
bulk Curie transition at TC = 118 K, further higher
temperature transitions are observed at T1 = 245 K,
T2 = 285 K and T3 = 335 K (supplementary fig-
ure S3). In previous studies [17, 30, 31] such transi-
tions at T > TC have been attributed to intergrowths
of n > 2 variants of the Ruddleston-Popper series
Lan−nxSr1+nxMnnO3n+1. In general, for more three-
dimensional compounds (higher n), TC is higher: the cu-
bic compound (n =∞, La0.6Sr0.4MnO3) has TC = 361 K
[3]. It is likely that the additional transitions at T1, T2

and T3 represent different classes of inclusions with pro-
gressively higher n. The ratio of the saturation moment
of the ferromagnetic component at T > TC to the satura-
tion moment at T < TC [31], allows the volume fraction
of inclusions to be estimated at 1.5 % (supplementary fig-
ure S3). The presence of n > 2 impurity phases provides
an explanation for the observation of magnetic features
at T > TC : magnetic features in images such as figure
4a indicate the location of such ferromagnetic inclusions.
As the material is cooled below TC these inclusions act
as nucleation points for the formation of domain walls.

In summary, we observe that in the colossal magne-
toresistive layered manganite La1.2Sr1.8Mn2O7, Bloch-
type domain walls are converted to Neél capped walls
close to TC . The application of a c-axis magnetic field,
smaller than the saturation field, re-establishes the Bloch
walls. We anticipate that this effect will have an im-
pact on colossal magnetoresistance, due to the influence
of domain wall resistance [6–8]. Inclusions of n > 2
Ruddleston-Popper phases in the layered material have
been identified by magnetic imaging, since their tran-
sition temperatures are much higher than the bulk TC .
Upon cooling through TC , domain walls are nucleated by
these ferromagnetic inclusions. Low-temperature MFM
provides an ideal method to study magnetic phase inclu-
sions and nucleation processes, both of which are crucial
to a proper understanding of the phenomenon of colossal
magnetoresistance.
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