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Here, we present a review of the phenomenology of the spontaneous exchange bias effect, a phe-
nomenon in which some materials exhibit unidirectional magnetic anisotropy even without the
assistance of an external magnetic field applied during its cooling process. We review and discuss
the most critical advances in this field of research that flourished more than a decade ago, pointing
out its main features as well as its similarities and dissimilarities with the conventional exchange
bias effect that has been vastly investigated since the 1950 decade. Finally, we briefly overview
the obstacles to advancement in the field and discuss what we believe could be promising roads to
overcome them.

I. INTRODUCTION

The exchange bias (EB) effect is a phenomenon of uni-
directional magnetic anisotropy (UA) set at the interfaces
of different magnetic phases present in heterogeneous sys-
tems [1–3]. It is characterized by a shift along the mag-
netic field (H) axis observed in closed curves of magne-
tization as a function of H [M(H)]. Such misplacement
of the coercive fields of the M(H) loop is the key to the
applicability of this phenomenon in spin valves, magnetic
tunnel junctions, and other devices.

The EB effect was discovered more than 60 years ago
in a material consisting of ferromagnetic (FM) and anti-
ferromagnetic (AFM) phases [4]. Still, later, it was also
shown to occur for AFM-ferrimagnetic (FIM) [5], FM-
FIM [6], FM-spin glass (SG) [7], AFM-SG [8], AFM-
FIM-SG [9], etc. For these first discovered materials,
the EB phenomenon was ascribed to uncompensated ex-
change coupling at the interface of the distinct magnetic
phases caused by the pinning of some interface spins. For
these compounds, as well as for the enormous amount of
EB materials developed later, the loop shift could only
be achieved after cooling the sample in the presence of
an external H. Therefore, for decades this cooling field
(HFC) was understood as an external force necessary to
set the UA by breaking the symmetry of the interface
moment, i.e. by pinning some spins toward the HFC

direction (alternatively, the UA could be established in
some materials after producing them in the presence of
an external field that could lead to an internal remanent
magnetization on it).

However, about 13 years ago, the first initially isotropic
material exhibiting a robust spontaneous EB effect after
being cooled without the presence of an external field
was reported [10], opening the path for intense investiga-
tion in the research field of the so-called spontaneous EB
(SEB) effect (sometimes also called zero-field-cooled EB
effect - ZEB). From a scientific viewpoint, there is a great
effort to tune the SEB effect and unravel the microscopic
mechanisms responsible for it. From the applicability
side, the interest in the SEB materials resides in the fact
that HFC is no longer necessary to set the UA.

This review compiles the main results of the effort
made so far to understand and improve the SEB effect.
The text is organized as follows: Section II gives a brief
historical background of the conventional EB effect, high-
lighting some works that can be understood as the seeds
of the discovery and development of SEB. Section III
focuses on the SEB effect since the early stages of its re-
search, passing through the more important compounds
discovered so far, its similarities and disparities with the
conventional EB, and the attempts to understand better
and tune such effect. Finally, in Section IV, we give a
brief outlook of some hindrances to the development of
this field of research and the perspectives for the future.
This manuscript is mainly focused on (but not limited to)
double-perovskite compounds since most SEB materials
reported so far belong to this family of compounds.

II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: THE
CONVENTIONAL EXCHANGE BIAS

In 1956, W. H. Meiklejohn and C. P. Bean first re-
ported a new type of magnetic anisotropy observed on
core-shell particles consisting of an FM core of Co em-
bedded on a CoO AFM shell [4, 11]. The so-called EB
effect was manifested by a horizontal shift in the M(H)
curve carried after cooling the material in the presence of
an external field, resulting from the re-establishment of
the ordering of the AFM phase in the presence of the FM
phase via a unidirectional interfacial FM-AFM exchange
interaction. Conversely, the M(H) loop taken after zero
field cool (ZFC) the sample was symmetrical (see Fig.
1).
The EB field, HEB = (|HR| − |HL|)/2, where HR and

HL are the coercive fields at respectively the ascend-
ing and descending branches of the M(H) curve, gives
a measure of the misplacement of the hysteresis loop,
which in the case of the fine powders of Co@CoO shown
in Fig. 1 was of approximately -1600 Oe at 77 K [4].
Since its discovery, the exchange anisotropy was quali-
tatively explained in terms of the pinning of some inter-
face spins toward the HFC direction during the cooling
of the material through its Néel temperature (TN ) [11].
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FIG. 1. M(H) loops of Co@CoO core-shell particles taken
at 77 K. The dashed lines show the hysteresis loop when the
material is ZFC. The solid lines show the hysteresis loop when
the material is cooled with HFC = 10 kOe. Extracted from
Ref. 4.

So, most of the theories developed to explain the EB ef-
fect invoke an uncompensated AFM interface that pins
some nearest-neighbor FM spins via exchange coupling
[1, 2, 12], and naturally the HFC was always considered a
necessary condition for the pinning of the interface spins,
as schematically depicted in Fig. 2 for an AFM-FM bi-
layer.

Since the EB is primarily an interface effect, it was
vastly investigated in thin films consisting of two or more
distinct magnetic layers, as well as in core-shell nanopar-
ticles. But this phenomenon is not restricted to these
types of materials, being also found in other systems for
which different magnetic phases interact, such as inho-
mogeneous polycrystals, amorphous magnets in contact
with ordered magnets, or even distinct types of single
crystals put in contact with each other [1, 3]. If, on the
one hand, the signature of EB can be easily verified by
performing M(H) measurements, on the other hand, the
comprehension of the magnetic structure at a material’s
interface requires much more sophisticated tools. This
may be why the attempts to explain the EB effect in most
materials were in terms of presumed uncompensated in-
terface spins. However, with the advance of research, it
was realized that the EB could occur even for compen-
sated AFM interfaces [2, 13]. Even so, extrinsic factors
leading to some small uncompensation in the AFM inter-
face were often considered to explain the EB, such as in-

FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the spin configuration of an
AFM-FM bilayer at different temperatures and stages of the
M(H) loop measurement. Note that the spin configurations
are just a simple cartoon to illustrate the effect of the cou-
pling, and they are not necessarily accurate portraits of the
actual rotation of the FM or AFM magnetizations. Extracted
from Ref. 1.

terface roughness or other defects [14, 15]. Consequently,
the HFC was still assumed as a necessary condition to set
the UA [16], and any shifted M(H) loop observed after
ZFC some material was naturally attributed to experi-
mental artifacts such as the presence of remanent field at
the equipment during the cooling process or minor loop
effects [17]. Nowadays, the UA set after FC the material
is called conventional EB (CEB) effect to distinguish it
from the SEB.

Besides the obvious symmetry breaking associated
with the UA, some other characteristic features are found
in most CEB materials. One of these features is the train-
ing effect, consisting of the systematic decrease ofHEB as
consecutive M(H) loops are measured. Such dependence
of the EB effect with the number of hysteresis cycles in-
dicates a metastable configuration at the interfaces. An-
other mark of CEB is the blocking temperature (TB),
above which the EB effect disappears. Naturally, TB will
always be at most TN ; in some cases, it is much smaller.
For many CEB materials it is observed the enhancement
of the coercive field (HC) at temperatures close to TB

[18, 19]. Another characteristic feature of the great ma-
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FIG. 3. Simulations of M(H) curves for the
Ni80Fe20/Ni50Mn50 system where the Ni50Mn50 AFM
phase presents a biaxial symmetry. The dashed line repre-
sents the loop obtained without field cooling, while the solid
line shows the loop obtained with H applied along the hard
axis. Extracted from Ref. 24.

jority of CEB materials is the negativeHEB , i.e. defining
the sign of HFC as positive, the shift of the M(H) curve
will be towards negative fields. Here, it is important to
mention that there are counterexamples of this feature.
Some few materials exhibit positiveHEB even after being
cooled with HFC > 0 [20, 21].

III. THE SPONTANEOUS EXCHANGE BIAS

Although the first observations of the EB effect on fully
compensated interfaces, as well as the positive EB, oc-
curred in the context of CEB materials, to some extent,
they planted the seeds for the development of SEB by
putting in check the necessity of HFC ̸= 0 to set the
UA. At this stage, some few experimental evidence of
EB achieved for HFC = 0 were reported, albeit not yet
discussed in detail [22, 23]. But the first clear proposal
of a spontaneous exchange anisotropy set after ZFC the
system may be attributed to the theoretical study re-
ported in 2007 by J. Saha and R. H. Victora, who pro-
posed a mechanism at which spontaneous UA could be
reached in an initially isotropic AFM-FM system, as a
consequence of irreversible changes in the energy land-
scape of the AFM phase caused by the application of H
during the M(H) measurement [24]. In their work, simu-
lations of M(H) loops for the Ni80Fe20/Ni50Mn50 system
were performed within the model to show that the first
application of H (the so-called virgin curve) was capable
to stabilize a preferred direction for some AFM moments,
leading to the asymmetric loop depicted in Fig. 3.

Four years after J. Saha and R. H. Victora’s work, B.

FIG. 4. M(H) curves measured on Mn2PtGa at 1.9 K. The
black curve shows the loop carried after ZFC the sample, while
the red one shows the curve taken after cooling with HFC =
70 kOe. The inset shows a magnified view around H = 0,
highlighting the asymmetry of the curves. Adapted from Ref.
26.

M. Wang et al. reported the first clear realization of
robust SEB materials beyond the ambit of experimen-
tal artifact, namely the Ni50Mn50−xInx bulk alloys con-
sisting of an AFM matrix embedding superparamagnetic
(SPM) domains that, at lower temperatures, are collec-
tively frozen to form a superspin glass state [10]. The
ZFC HEB is maxima for x = 13 in this system, being of
the order of 1000 Oe at 10 K. Soon later, T. Maity et al.
reported SEB effect on the BiFeO3-Bi2Fe4O9 nanocom-
posite [25], while A. K. Nayak et al. shown a large SEB
for the Mn2PtGa Heusler compound (see Fig. 4) [26].
At the same time, Z. D. Han et al. reported SEB on the
off-stoichiometric Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 alloy [27].
A common ground of the compounds mentioned above

is the presence of some glassy magnetism concomitant
with other conventional magnetic phases, making these
re-entrant spin glass (RSG) systems. Notably, the SG-
like phase is a metastable state characterized by a rough
energy landscape that can be easily (and irreversibly) al-
tered with temperature and/or magnetic field [28]. This
fits well with the mechanism proposed by Saha and Vic-
tora. Consequently, the SEB of these materials was qual-
itatively explained in terms of field-induced irreversible
changes in the SG-like phase that pins some magnetic
moments towards the first applied H direction during
the M(H) measurement. Fig. 5 shows a schematic di-
agram of the irreversible evolution of the SPM domains
on Ni50Mn50−xInx alloys during the M(H) measurement
[10]. The application of H increases and aligns the SPM
domains (which were initially frozen randomly) to form
a superferromagnetic-AFM system. After removing H,
some superferromagnetic moments will be pinned, lead-
ing to the UA observed.

At the same year that the studies on Mn2PtGa,
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FIG. 5. Schematic diagram of the evolution of the SPM do-
mains embedded in an AFM single domain on Ni50Mn50−xInx

under the effect of H at temperature below TB . The initial
magnetic state after ZFC is an superspin glass state. The
white arrows represent the superspin direction of SPM do-
mains. The dashed white circles show the coupling interfaces
of SPM and AFM. The dashed (blue) lines represent that the
coupling of SPM domains is a glassy coupling, while the solid
(blue) lines represent the coupling of SPM domains as an su-
perferromagnetic exchange. Extracted from Ref. 10.

BiFeO3-Bi2Fe4O9 and Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 were reported, the
first SEB double-perovskite (DP) appeared, namely the
La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 compound [29]. As reported by J. Kr-
ishna Murthy and A. Venimadhav, this system is domi-
nated by the Co2+–O–Mn4+ FM coupling, but the pres-
ence of Co2+/Co3+ and Mn4+/Mn3+ mixed valences, as
well as the anti-site disorder (ASD) at the Co/Mn site
(i.e. there is a permutation between Co and Mn ions
along the lattice), break the long-range FM order to form
other interactions such as Co2+–O–Co2+, Co2+–O–Co3+,
Mn4+–O–Mn4+, Co2+–O–Mn3+, etc. As it turns out, the
competing exchange interactions lead to the emergence
of an RSG state and a giant SEB at lower temperatures.

In fact, the intrinsic presence of two (or more)
transition-metal (TM) ions on double perovskites often
leads to disorder and competing magnetic interactions,
which are the key ingredients to the emergence of glassy
magnetism [28]. Thereby, the double perovskite struc-
ture was soon recognized as a prospective platform for
the growth and investigation of new SEB systems, and it
is not a coincidence that most SEB materials discovered
so far are double perovskites.

A. The influence of glassy magnetism

Although the presence of an SG-like phase was clear
since the first reported SEB materials, the role played by
glassy magnetism on the microscopic mechanism respon-
sible for the UA needed to be clarified at the early re-
search stage. The theoretical work reported by Saha and

Victora precedes the experimental verification of SEB.
Therefore, the presence of an SG-like phase was not con-
sidered on it [24]. Even though their model is based
on a metastable configuration that evolves with the ap-
plication of H, their scenario is not as drastic as the
irreversible changes that usually occur with SG-like sys-
tems. Therefore, the spontaneous UA predicted in their
work is much smaller than that often found in many SEB
compounds. Actually, the fact that the virgin curve lies
outside the main M(H) loop for several SEB materials
(see Fig. 4) may be interpreted as a clear indication of
the presence of a highly metastable state, where the mag-
netic ground state is reconfigured with the application of
H.
Taking into account the fact that the glassy magnetism

seems ubiquitous for the great majority of SEB materi-
als, in 2018 L. T. Coutrim et al. performed a detailed
investigation of its role on the La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 and
La1.5Ca0.5CoMnO6 SEB compounds [30]. The interest-
ing about these double perovskites is that, despite their
similar crystal structures and chemical compositions, the
former material presents one of the largest HEB reported
so far [29]. In contrast, the SEB effect is subtle for the
later compound [31]. Since the SG-like state is known
for its long-lasting temporal evolution, the authors in-
vestigated the time-decay of isothermal remanent mag-
netization (IRM) curves on these double perovskites to
link the temporal evolution of the magnetism with the
asymmetry in the M(H) loops. The IRM curves were
taken as follows: (i) each material was ZFC down to low
temperature (T < TB); (ii) a large H was applied (of the
order of the maximum H used in an M(H) curve), and
subsequently turned off; (iii) the time-evolution of the
remanent magnetization was captured. It is important
to note that steps i and ii correspond to the protocol to
measure the first quadrant of a typical M(H) loop.

Since the SEB materials are RSG, presenting an
SG-like phase as well as other conventional mag-
netic phases, the IRM curves of La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6

and La1.5Ca0.5CoMnO6 were fitted by adding a term
(Mconv), corresponding to the magnetization of the FM
phase, on the stretched exponential equation widely
used to describe such curves on canonical SG systems
[28, 32, 33]

MSG(t) = Mconv +M0e
−[(t−t1)/tp]

n

, (1)

where M0 represents the pre-exponential magnetization
of the SG-like phase, and tp and n (0 < n < 1) are the
time and the time-stretch exponential constants, respec-
tively.

Based on the unusual relaxation of the SG-moments,
the authors proposed a phenomenological model for the
SEB on double perovskites [30, 34]. From the parameters
obtained in the fitting of the IRM curves, together with
parameters related to the conventional FM and AFM
phases present in the samples, the model could simulate
the magnetic behavior of the materials at the regions
close to the coercive fields of the M(H) curves. Conse-
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FIG. 6. (a) M(H) loop of La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 measured after
ZFC down to 5 K. The red and green solid lines represent
calculated stretches of the curve. The inset shows zoom-in
around M = 0, evidencing the asymmetry of the curve. (b)
The same hysteresis loop is now displayed in M(t) mode. The
blue solid line shows H as a function of t. Adapted from Ref.
30.

quently, the HEB could be calculated. A better under-
standing of this model can be attained if one reminds that
an M(H) loop can be interpreted as a measure of mag-
netization as a function of time [M(t)] since, during the
loop measurement, the magnetization (M) is captured as
a function of H, which in turn varies linearly in time (t)
[(see Figs. 6(a) and (b)].

In short, the model considers that in the ascending
branch of the M(H) loop [i.e. the third and fourth
quadrants in Fig. 6(a)], while the material is under the
effect of a negative field, some lagger SG-moments are
still relaxing from the positive field first applied during
the measurement of the virgin curve. These positive mo-
ments lead to the decrease of HR, helping to explain the
asymmetry in the M(H) curve, which is also contributed
by the pinning of some interface spins. However, the
fact that the model uses Eq. 1 to account for the evo-
lution of the SG-spins at the second and fourth quad-

rants of the loop represents an oversimplification of the
system. Although at the regions close to HR and HL

the applied field is relatively small compared to the high
fields achieved in a typical M(H) loop, it is not null and
may influence the relaxation of the SG-spins significantly.
This contrasts with an IRM curve, where the magneti-
zation is captured for H = 0. In any case, the model
proposed by L. T Coutrim et al. was able to fit the mag-
netization at the regions of interest and could also explain
the remarkably different intensities of the SEB effect ob-
served for the Ca- and Sr-based samples in terms of the
distinct relaxation-rates of their SG-phases. Addition-
ally, it could describe the changes in HEB observed for
M(H) curves measured with different H-sweep rates, as
well as the evolution of HEB with temperature and max-
imum applied field, Hmax [30, 34].
Here, it is important to mention that there are some

recently reported materials for which a glassy magnetism
is not ascribed as a necessary ingredient for the onset of
spontaneous UA, many of them presenting near room
temperature SEB [35–43]. For many of these, the UA
is claimed to be formed during the initial magnetization
process by field-induced pinning of spins at the interface
of distinct magnetic phases present in the systems, while
for others phase segregation is invoked, with a complex
mechanism of spin pinning at the boundaries between
distinct phases being used to explain the SEB. We shall
return to this subject in subsection D, regarding the SEB
dependence on temperature.

B. The training effect

A common ground of CEB and SEB materials is the
training effect, i.e. a dependence of their HEB on the
number (n) of consecutive M(H) measurements. As n
increases, HEB systematically decreases to converge to
a final value at infinity, H∞

EB . This behavior is of fun-
damental interest for practical applications since it mea-
sures the UA’s stability, usually related to the relaxation
of uncompensated spins after the successiveM(H) cycles.
For many CEB compounds, the evolution of HEB with
n can be well-fitted by the empirical power law equation

|HEB(n)| = |H∞
EB |+A/

√
n, (2)

where A and H∞
EB are adjustable parameters.

The great majority of SEB materials, however, do not
fit with Eq. 2, especially when the firstM(H) loop is con-
sidered. Instead, they are better described by a model
considering the contributions of both the frozen SG-like
spins and the uncompensated rotatable spins at the in-
terfaces [25, 31, 44, 45]

|Hn
CEB | = |H∞

CEB |+Afe
(−n/Pf ) +Are

(−n/Pr), (3)

where Af and Pf are parameters associated to the frozen
SG-spins, while Ar and Pr are related to the rotatable
interface spins. Fig. 7 shows the evolution of the SEB
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FIG. 7. Evolution of HEB and HC with the number of consec-
utive ZFC M(H) cycles taken at 10 K for a nanocrystalline
Mg-ferrite thin film. The solid lines represent the fits with
Eq. 2, and the dashed ones represent the fits with Eq. 3.
Adapted from Ref. 45.

effect with n for a nanocrystalline Mg-ferrite thin film,
together with the best fittings with Eqs. 2 and 3. Clearly,
there is a much better match with the later equation.

Other models were already proposed to explain the
training effect on SEB materials [46], but Eq. 3 is the
most widely used. Actually, it was developed before the
experimental verification of the SEB effect. It was firstly
proposed to describe the evolution of HEB and HC with
n on a CEB film consisting of disordered AFM/FM in-
terfaces, namely the NiFe/IrMn bilayer [47]. A shadow
can be launched using such an equation since it can be
argued that its good matching with the experiments is
just a consequence of the fact that it presents several
free parameters to be adjusted.

C. The influence of HFC and Hmax

For many CEB materials, there is a dependence of
HEB with the amplitude ofHFC , where in general, |HEB |
increases with HFC up to a certain value, above which it
tends to stabilize independently of HFC . However, this
is not a universal characteristic of CEB systems. Sev-
eral compounds do not follow this trend, for instance,
the frustrated triangular-lattice AFM Ba3NiIr2O9, whose
HEB firstly increases followed by a decrease with increas-
ing HFC [48], or the FeF2/Fe bilayer on which HEB

changes its sign from negative to positive depending on
the intensity of HFC [20].

As for the CEB, the SG state is also very sensitive to
its previous thermal and H cycles. It is isotropic after
ZFC since the magnetic moments are randomly frozen.
Still, it may become anisotropic when cooled at HFC

̸= 0, with the applied field favoring the freezing of the
spins towards its direction [28, 49]. From this, one could
expect the enhancement of UA for SEB materials after

FIG. 8. Evolution of HEB (HE) and HC with HFC for the
Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 alloy, measured at 10 K. Adapted from Ref.
27.

being cooled with HFC ̸= 0. This indeed occurs for sev-
eral compounds [35, 50–54]. The mechanism invoked to
explain such behavior is similar to that used to describe
the enhancement of HEB with increasing HFC in some
CEB materials, for which it is argued that the presence
of H already at higher temperatures favors the pinning
of some interface spins toward the H direction, thus en-
hancing the UA.

Nevertheless, there are some SEB materials for which
HEB is nearly independent of HFC , which is understood
as a confirmation that the first application of H during
the M(H) measurement (i.e. the measurement of the
virgin curve) plays for the SEB materials a similar role
of the cooling field in the CEB compounds [26]. There are
also some few SEB compounds for which HEB decreases
for HFC ̸= 0 (see the inset of Fig. 4) [10, 27]. Fig. 8
shows the evolution of HEB and HC with HFC for M(H)
loops measured at 10 K on the Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 SEB alloy.
The monotonic decrease ofHEB with the increase ofHFC

is interpreted as due to the increase of the FM volume
fraction in the spent of the SG phase [27].

Regarding Hmax, its influence on the SEB effect was
scarcely reported up to the present time. But for most
of the materials for which such investigation was carried,
there seems to be a typical behavior where HEB firstly
increases with Hmax up to a critical value, above which
it decreases [10, 26, 46, 55, 56]. Fig. 9 shows this trend
for Ni50Mn37In13 alloy as representative of several com-
pounds for which similar behavior is found. In the case
of this alloy, this could be interpreted as due to the fact
the increase of Hmax (below the critical field) induces the
growth and stabilization of the FM-like phase present in
the system, as well as the exchange interactions at the
interfaces, increasing HEB (and HC). But Hmax values
larger than the critical field may change the spin struc-
ture in the SG-like phase, i.e. it may be strong enough
to drag some otherwise pinned spins toward H direction
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FIG. 9. HEB and HC as a function of Hmax in Ni50Mn37In13

alloy at 10 K, measured after ZFC. The dotted line shows the
position of the critical field. Adapted from Ref. 10.

during the field cycle, thus reducing HEB .

An exception to this trend is the Sr2FeIrO6-
La0.67Sr0.33MnO3 film, which is one of the few materials
claimed to exhibit positive SEB [36, 57, 58]. In that case,
HR is nearly independent of Hmax while |HL| systemat-
ically increases with it, leading to the decrease of HEB

(and to the increase of HC) with the rise of Hmax.

As aforementioned, for the first reports of the SEB
effect, there were doubts about whether the loop shifts
were genuinely related to EB or due to experimental arti-
facts. This is intrinsically linked to Hmax since, if the ap-
plied field is not high enough to overcome the anisotropy
field, the asymmetry in the M(H) curve can be associ-
ated with minor loop, an effect not related to EB that
can be observed on many conventional magnetic mate-
rials [17, 59]. Taking a FM system as an example, the
hysteresis observed on itsM(H) loop is usually related to
domain wall motion. However, for applied fields higher
than a critical value (the anisotropy field), the magneti-
zation becomes a single-valued function of H, since the
pre-existing domain configuration is wiped out. Conse-
quently, the ascending and descending branches of the
M(H) curve coincide at the high field region. Conversely,
when a field cycle is taken with Hmax is smaller than
this critical value, the resulting hysteresis loop does not
encompass the reversible region, usually being unclosed
loops, and exhibiting different coercive fields and rema-
nent magnetizations for the ascending and descending
field branches of the curve [17]. In the context of CEB,
there were several materials initially claimed to present
EB effect, but for which the loop shifts were later on
recognized as coming from minor loop effects [60–62].

Here, we must recall the presence of glassy magnetism
for the SEB materials. Due to the metastable character
of a SG-like state, one may not expect its complete sat-
uration and reversibility on a typical M(H) curve [63].
Fig. 10(a) shows a schematic ZFC hysteresis loop of a

typical SG system, while Figs. 10(b)-(c) show experi-
mental FC M(H) curves for two established canonical
SG materials below their freezing temperatures, namely
the AuFe8% and CuMn8% alloys [64]. For comparison,
Fig. 10(d) depicts ZFC and FC M(H) loops measured
on the SEB alloy NiMnIn13 at 10 K [10]. The character-
istics of these curves make it more difficult to unambigu-
ously confirm that the loop shift of an alleged SEB ma-
terial represents a truly UA. In any case, there are some
aspects of the experimental results that can be used to
distinguish the loop shift of a true SEB from that associ-
ated with a minor loop: the Hmax must be high enough
to ensure that the loop is closed, and the ascending and
descending branches of the curve must reasonably coin-
cide at high fields. Although these features alone are not
enough to undoubtedly determine that a loop shift is due
to EB, they strongly indicate it.

D. The influence of temperature

Making an analogy with the effect of increasing tem-
perature on several CEB materials, one could expect for
the SEB systems that the thermal energy may allow some
pinned spins to overcome the energy barrier of the ex-
change interactions in a way to flip toward H direction
during the M(H) measurement, leading to the decrease
of HEB with increasing temperature, until it vanishes at
the blocking temperature, TB . Indeed, this occurs for
many SEB materials [26, 29, 31, 44–46, 53, 56, 65], as
exemplified in Fig. 11 for the Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 alloy [27].
However, there are compounds for which the thermal en-
ergy leads to more complex reconfiguration of the mag-
netic phases, resulting in non-monotonic changes of HEB

with temperature [25, 35, 50, 54, 66, 67].
In particular, some SEB materials presenting compen-

sation temperature, i.e. their magnetization as a func-
tion of temperature curves show inversion of the magneti-
zation sign at a particular temperature (Tcomp), exhibit
a dependence of HEB with Tcomp [68, 69]. Fig. 12(b)
illustrates this situation for the Co0.8Cu0.2Cr2O4 SEB
oxide, showing the increase of HEB with decreasing tem-
perature down to 50 K, when the magnetization switches
its sign and HEB starts to decrease. This behavior was
interpreted as follows: below Tcomp, the ”negative” mag-
netic moments that start to develop partially compensate
the ”positively” pinned spins, leading to the decrease of
HEB [69].

Since an SG-like phase is a common ground of many
SEB materials, it is natural to expect the spontaneous
UA to be set at temperatures below the emergence of
glass magnetism on these. This is indeed the case for the
great majority of SEB compounds. Nevertheless, there
are some materials reported to exhibit SEB effect per-
sisting up to very high temperatures [25, 35–41, 66, 70].
Here is essential to mention that for some of these com-
pounds the freezing temperature of the SG-like phase was
not investigated in detail (or the presence of glassy mag-



8

FIG. 10. (a) Schematic of a typical ZFC hysteresis loop of
a SG. The inset shows a magnified view of the high field re-
gion, highlighting the lack of saturation. (b) and (c) show
M(H) loops of AuFe8% and CuMn8% canonical SG alloys, re-
spectively, measured at 4.2 K. (d) ZFC and FC M(H) loops
measured at 10 K on the NiMnIn13 SEB material. The inset
shows a zoomed-in view of the small field region, highlighting
the loop shift. Adapted from Refs. 10, 63, and 64.

netism was not even verified). For others, the ordering
temperatures of the conventional magnetic phases were
also not adequately determined, launching doubts about
whether theM(H) measurements came after a truly ZFC
protocol. In other cases, the shift in the M(H) curve is
very small, opening the possibility of it being related to
instrumental artifacts such as a trapped field in the mag-
net used for the experiments. There are also reports for

FIG. 11. Evolution of HEB (HE) and HC with temperature
for the Ni2Mn1.4Ga0.6 alloy, with M(H) loops measured after
ZFC (open circles) and after FC with HFC = 10 kOe. The
lines are guides for the eye. Adapted from Ref. 27.

which it is unclear if the Hmax used in the experiments
was high enough to reach unambiguously closed M(H)
loops in a way that the asymmetry in the curves could
be related to minor loop effects.
Regarding the HC dependence with temperature in

SEB systems, a local maximum is usually observed
roughly at the same temperature interval where HEB

decreases, as depicted in Fig. 11. This is analogous to
the behavior of several CEB systems, as commented in
Section II, and is generally ascribed to thermal energy-
induced disentanglement of some previously pinned spins
that are now able to rotate with H, thus increasing HC .
But again, this is not a universal feature of SEB; some
materials do not follow this trend [25, 31, 57, 65, 67].

E. Cationic disorder

As aforementioned, the EB effect is intrinsically related
to the presence of distinct magnetic phases in heteroge-
neous systems [1]. Analogously, the glassy magnetism
ever-present on SEB materials is characterized by dis-
order and competing magnetic phases [28]. Therefore,
a natural step in the research of the SEB effect is in-
vestigating the influence of disorder on the spontaneous
UA formed. In this regard, the double perovskite oxides
with general formula A2BB’O6, where A is usually a rare-
earth or alkaline-earth ion and B/B’ are distinct TM ions,
represent a prospective study case because they almost
always exhibit a significant ASD, which might lead to
competing magnetic interactions and frustration [71–73].
A feasible way to tune the ASD on double perovskites

is by performing chemical substitution at the A or B/B’
sites with ions presenting different radii and/or valence
states. For the La2−xAxCoMnO6 (A = Ca, Sr) series, for
instance, it was found a direct relation between the evo-



9

FIG. 12. (a) ZFC-FC Magnetization as a function of temper-
ature for the Co0.8Cu0.2Cr2O4 SEB oxide, measured with H
= 500 Oe. (b) ZFC M(H) curves were measured at differ-
ent temperatures. The upper inset shows a magnified view of
the 50 K curve, highlighting the loop shift. The bottom inset
shows the evolution of HEB with temperature. The lines are
guides for the eye. Adapted from Ref. 69.

lution of SEB along both series and the doping-induced
changes in ASD at the Co/Mn site [74, 75]. This was un-
derstood by the fact that the Ca2+/Sr2+ doping at the
La3+ site in La2CoMnO6 affects the ASD by the ionic
radii mismatch, and also induces mixed valence states at
the TM ions sites, Co2+/Co3+ and Mn4+/Mn3+. Both
the ASD and mixed oxidation states are responsible for
interrupting the Co2+-O-Mn4+ long-range FM order by
introducing secondary magnetic interactions. This gives
rise to the RSG behavior observed on both series at low
temperatures.

Introducing a third magnetic element can also tune
the SEB by enhancing the magnetic disorder. For

example, a partial substitution of Co by Fe on the
La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 leads to additional exchange interac-
tions between the TM ions, some of which are uncom-
pensated, resulting in a SEB effect that can invert its
sign depending on the doping concentration [68, 76]. In-
terestingly, introducing non-magnetic ions at the B/B’
sites can also enhance the SEB. In the case of the
La1.5Sr0.5Co1−xGaxMnO6 series, the incorporation of a
small concentration of Ga3+ (3d10) along the lattice leads
to changes in the ASD and in the SG-like state that en-
hance the SEB [52].
Alternatively, the SEB effect can also be achieved by

introducing magnetic rare-earth elements at the A-site.
As an example, LaCrO3 shows no spontaneous UA, but
the partial substitution of La3+ by Sm3+ results in ad-
ditional internal fields caused by the exchange interac-
tions between Sm and Cr that set the SEB effect, whose
magnitude increases with the Sm content [50]. Simi-
lar pictures were drawn to explain the SEB in other
perovskites on which magnetic rare-earth elements are
present [46, 67, 77–79].
The investigation of the effect of doping in the context

of SEB is not confined to perovskites. A. K. Nayak et al.
found that the uncompensated AFM coupling between
Mn ions in the Mn3−xPtxGa Heusler alloys are influenced
by the Pt-concentration, thus affecting the SEB [26, 42].
In the Ni50Mn38Ga12−xSbx alloys, the SEB changes with
Sb-content as the glassy magnetic domains evolve, and
HEB is maxima for x = 2 when the system is in a phase
boundary between canonical and cluster SG [56].

F. The influence of crystal structure

The crystal structure plays its role in the SEB ef-
fect not only through ASD since it also strongly affects
the exchange interactions between the magnetic ions.
In the case of perovskites, the structural distortions di-
rectly impact the tilting and rotation of the oxygen oc-
tahedra surrounding the TM ions, thus affecting its en-
vironmental crystal electric field and the hybridization
between the magnetic ions, which is usually a superex-
change interaction mediated by the intervening oxygen
ions. In a study of the La1.5AxCoMnO6 (A = Ba, Ca,
Sr) double perovskites, L. T. Coutrim et al. proposed
that the structural changes caused by altering the A ele-
ment play an important role on the material’s magnetic
properties by changing the Co3+ spin state, which af-
fects the system’s SEB through the uncompensated Co-
O-Mn coupling [80]. A similar mechanism was adopted
to explain the evolution of HEB with Ba-content on the
La1.5(Sr0.5−xBax)CoMnO6 series [81]. The lattice ex-
pansion caused by the Ba to Sr substitution increases
the fraction of high spin Co3+, which, on the one hand,
strengthens the AFM couplings, acting to increase the
SEB. On the other hand, the increased portion of high
spin Co3+ acts to decrease the uncompensation in the
Co-O-Mn coupling. These competing effects lead to the
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initial increase of HEB with doping, followed by a de-
crease, with a very large SEB being observed for the in-
termediate Sr/Ba region.

In the context of the La2−xCaxCoMnO6 series, differ-
ently than the scenario drawn in Ref. 75, at which the
evolution of the SEB effect was directly associated with
changes in the ASD, J. R. Jesus et al. interpreted the
increase of HEB with Ca-doping by the strengthening of
the uncompensated magnetic coupling at the magnetic
interfaces caused by the enhanced AFM phase, which in
turn is related to the system’s crystal structure [82].

In thin films, the SEB effect is strongly im-
pacted by strain. As an example, for the
La0.67Sr0.33MnO3/PbZr0.8Ti0.2O3/La0.67Sr0.33MnO3

sandwich, AFM islands are formed in the
La0.67Sr0.33MnO3 layers due to large strain im-
posed through the PbZr0.8Ti0.2O3 layer. Changing the
PbZr0.8Ti0.2O3 thickness alters the strain, affecting the
SEB [36]. Similarly, in the Si/Pt/Ni45Mn55/Co/Pt thin
films, the exchange coupling between Ni45Mn55 and Co
layers is particularly sensitive to the thickness of the Pt
buffer layer, the SEB being only observed for thicker Pt
layers [83].

Interestingly, an IrMn/FeCo bilayer fabricated by mag-
netron sputtering shows an SEB effect driven by a struc-
tural phase transition in the IrMn AFM layer [40]. Im-
mediately after deposition, the sample shows no EB. But
when the system is let to relax in time, under the ef-
fect of the remanent magnetization present on the FeCo
FM layer, a structural transition starts to develop on the
IrMn AFM layer, after which the material exhibits the
SEB effect.

G. The influence of grain size

The role of grain size on the UA was vastly investigated
in CEB polycrystals such as nanoparticles and core-shell
systems [3]. Being the CEB an interface effect, at first
glance, one could expect a direct relation between the
grain’s surface area and the UA. However, the situation
is not that simple because the grain size substantially
affects other essential parameters in the context of EB.
Consequently, HEB increases with the grain size for some
materials while the opposite trend is observed for other
systems [1, 3].

Contrasting with the large number of studies in CEB
compounds, the effect of grain size was seldom investi-
gated in SEB materials. Apart from one or other brief
qualitative comments on manuscripts that were mainly
focused on other SEB features, the only detailed inves-
tigation on this subject was performed by C. Macchi-
utti et al. [84]. In this work, polycrystalline samples of
the La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 SEB double perovskite sintered at
different temperatures resulted in materials with distinct
average grain sizes and morphology, leading to different
ZFC HEB , as depicted in Fig. 13. The systematic de-
crease in the fraction of the SG phase with decreasing

FIG. 13. (a) Scanning electron microscopy images of the
grains of La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 polycrystals produced at differ-
ent sintering temperatures. (b) Evolution of the ZFC HEB

as a function of the average grain size, for M(H) curves mea-
sured at 5 K. Adapted from Ref. 84.

the surface-to-core ratio, together with the author’s pre-
vious work showing that a single crystalline sample of
La1.5Sr0.5CoMnO6 does not show SG-like behavior (nor
SEB effect) [85], lead them to conclude that the glassy
magnetic phase of these polycrystals must reside in the
grain boundaries. The increase of HEB with grain size
was ascribed to the strengthened exchange interactions
between adjacent grains, caused by the facetated mor-
phology of the larger grains.

To some extent, one can make an analogy be-
tween the grain size of polycrystalline bulk mate-
rials and the layer thickness on thin films. In
Sr2FeIrO6/La0.67Sr0.33MnO3 layers deposited on SrTiO3

substrate, SEB is only observed for layers with a mini-
mum thickness (∼ 10 nm) [57]. For SrFeO3−x/SrCoO3−x

SEB films grown with a thick non-magnetic SrTiO3

spacer between the SrFeO3−x and SrCoO3−x layers,
the FM exchange coupling at the interface continu-
ously weakens with increasing the SrTiO3 thickness,
thus reducing HEB [58]. Similar behavior is found
for La0.67Sr0.33MnO3/PbZr0.8Ti0.2O3/La0.67Sr0.33MnO3
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films, but here the SEB is attributed to strain
effects caused by the lattice mismatch between
La0.67Sr0.33MnO3 (LSMO) and PbZr0.8Ti0.2O3 (PZT),
which in turn induces AFM behavior on LSMO. Above
some PZT thickness, the contact between the LSMO lay-
ers disappears, and so does the SEB [36]. Conversely, in
the case of Si/Pt/Ni45Mn55/Co/Pt thin films, the SEB
is only observed for thicker Pt buffer layers. Here, the
UA is believed to come from the magnetic texture on the
NiMn layer, which is achieved when the Pt buffer layer
is introduced [83].

H. Other ZFC EB systems

Besides the SEB materials described in the previ-
ous sections, there are some compounds produced in
the presence of H that exhibit the ZFC EB effect.
This is the case, for instance, of the polycrystalline
Cu/Ni80Fe20/Mn83Ir17/Co/AlOx AFM-FM layer system
growth in the presence of in-plane H, for which a clear
ZFC EB is observed, whereas there is no UA when the
film is prepared without H [86]. The UA can also be set
after ZFC when the material’s FM component presents
remanent magnetization from above TN [87, 88]. This is
shown in Fig. 14 for AFM-FM FeF2/Fe bilayer samples
prepared using electron beam deposition [88]. The sam-
ples were cooled down to 10 K with HFC = 0, but before
the ZFC procedure, they were magnetized with different
H at 85 K, i.e. at T > TN . As can be seen, the different
magnetization states achieved by the different applied H
lead to distinct HEB .

However, these materials should not be confused with
the SEB ones discussed in this review because, in essence,
the mechanisms responsible for their ZFC EB can be un-
derstood as situations where the materials are passively
field-cooled. They present some remanent magnetization
before the M(H) measurement, being thus fundamen-
tally different from the initially isotropic SEB materials
described in previous sections.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In conclusion, we have reviewed the SEB properties of
several types of materials. Many of these features are
similar to those observed in CEB systems, while oth-
ers are particular to the SEB compounds. Despite the
substantial progress made in recent years in elucidating
some qualitative details concerning this phenomenon, a
complete understanding of this effect requires additional
studies, encompassing more sophisticated control of the
sample preparation and of the experiments, as well as
more detailed microscopic models to explain the physical
properties of these systems.

At this stage, it is observed that the great majority of
SEB materials present some kind of glassy magnetism.

From the point of view of technological application, this

FIG. 14. M(H) loops measured at 10 K on FeF2/Fe bilayer
after ZFC from 85 K in different magnetization states: (a)
m = +3.46 × 10−4 emu, (b) m = +1.89 × 10−4 emu, (c) m
= -0.92 × 10−4 emu, (d) m = -3.29 × 10−4 emu. The inset
shows the procedure to set up different magnetization states
at 85 K. The lines are guides to the eye. Adapted from Ref.
88.

represents a clear hindrance since the SG-like behav-
ior usually manifests at low temperatures. Here, the
design of materials presenting glassy magnetism above
room temperature is desirable. Another possible route
to overcome this obstacle could be the development of
heterogeneous materials presenting metastable magnetic
phases other than the SG-like state, such as the Griffiths
phase, which is commonly observed at higher tempera-
tures [89, 90].
For some of the materials claimed to exhibit SEB

at room temperature, a more detailed verification of
whether the asymmetry on their M(H) curves represents
a true EB effect or if it is related to experimental arti-
facts is necessary. For those whose spontaneous UA is (or
will be) confirmed, the next step could be investigating
possible ways to tune the EB effect in order to achieve
values demanded by specific devices. Again, this requires
a more profound understanding of these systems’ micro-
scopic mechanisms responsible for the SEB.
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50, 711-715 (2020).

[55] L. T. Coutrim, E. M. Bittar, E. Baggio-Saitovitchb, L.
Bufaiçal, J. Magn. Magn. Mater.428, 70-72 (2017).

[56] F. Tian, K. Cao, Y. Zhang, Y. Zeng, R. Zhang, T. Chang,
C. Zhou, M. Xu, X. Song and S. Yang, Sci, Rep, 6, 30801
(2016).

[57] K. C. Kharkwal, R. Chaurasia and A. K. Pramanik, J.
Phys.: Condens. Matter 31 13LT02 (2019).

[58] Tian-Cong Su, Jun Zhang, Wei Zhang, Ying-Ying Wang,
Hui-Hui Ji, Xiao-Jiao Wang, Guo-Wei Zhou, Zhi-Yong
Quan, Xiao-Hong Xu, Rare Met. 40(7), 1858-1864 (2021).

[59] Giorgio Bertotti, Hysteresis in Magnetism: For Physi-
cists, Materials Scientists, and Engineers, Academic
Press, San Diego (1998).

[60] Li Pi, Shixiong Zhang, Shun Tan, and Yuheng Zhang,
Appl. Phys. Lett. 88, 102502 (2006).

[61] Lior Klein, Appl. Phys. Lett. 89, 036101 (2006).
[62] Li Pi, Shixiong Zhang, Shun Tan, and Yuheng Zhang,

Appl. Phys. Lett. 89, 039902 (2006).
[63] J. A. Mydosh, Spin Glasses: An Experimental Introduc-

tion (Taylor & Francis, London, 1993).
[64] J. J. Prejean, M. J. Joliclerc, P. Monod, J. Phys. France

41, 427-435 (1980).
[65] Gyanendra Panchal, R. J. Choudhary, Manish Kumar,

D. M. Phase, J. Alloys Compd. 796, 196-202 (2019).
[66] Sining Dong, Yiping Yao, Ying Hou, Yukuai Liu, Yang

Tang and Xiaoguang Li, Nanotechnology 22, 385701
(2011).

[67] Xiao-xiong Wang, Shang Gao, Xu Yan, Qiang Li, Jun-
cheng Zhang, Yun-ze Long, Ke-qing Ruan and Xiao-
guang Li, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 20, 3687 (2018).

[68] L. Xie, H. G. Zhang, Curr. Appl. Phys. 18, 261-266
(2018).

[69] L. G. Wang, C. M. Zhu, Z. M. Tian, H. Luo, D. L. G.
C. Bao, and S. L. Yuan, Appl. Phys. Lett. 107, 152406
(2015).

[70] Mingyue Zhao, Wei Guo, Xian Wu, Li Ma, Ping Song,
Guoke Li, Congmian Zhen, Dewei Zhao and Denglu Hou,
Mater. Horiz. 10, 4597-4608 (2023).

[71] D. Serrate, J. M. De Teresa, and M. R. Ibarra, J. Phys.:

Condens. Matter 19, 023201 (2007).
[72] S. Vasala and M. Karppinen, Prog. Solid State Chem.

43, 1 (2015).
[73] Mohd Alam and Sandip Chatterjee, J. Phys.: Condens.

Matter 35, 223001 (2023).
[74] J. Krishna Murthy, K. D. Chandrasekhar, H. C. Wu,

H. D. Yang, J. Y. Lin and A. Venimadhav, J. Phys.:
Condens. Matter 28, 086003 (2016).

[75] R. C. Sahoo, Sananda Das, Debottam Daw, Ripandeep
Singh, A. Das and T. K. Nath, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter
33, 215804 (2021).

[76] H. G. Zhang, L. Xie, X. C. Liu, M. X. Xiong, L. L. Cao
and Y. T. Li, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 19, 25186 (2017).

[77] A. Banerjee, J. Sannigrahi, S. Giri, and S. Majumdar,
Phys. Rev. B 98, 104414 (2018).

[78] Arkadeb Pal, Prajyoti Singh, V. K. Gangwar, Amish
G. Joshi, P. Khuntia, G. D. Dwivedi, Prince K. Gupta,
Mohd Alam, Khyati Anand, K. Sethupathi, Anup K.
Ghosh and Sandip Chatterjee, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter
32, 215801 (2020).

[79] Lixia Xiao, Zhengcai Xia, Zhao Jin, Liran Shi, Yun
Ni, Junpei Zhang, Wen Yu, Ceram. Int. 42, 2550-2556
(2016).

[80] L. T. Coutrim, D. Rigitano, C. Macchiutti, T. J. A. Mori,
R. Lora-Serrano, E. Granado, E. Sadrollahi, F. J. Lit-
terst, M. B. Fontes, E. Baggio-Saitovitch, E. M. Bittar,
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