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ABSTRACT

Since the wall mobility of bubble magnetic materials having the large q (q=Kac/21rM;) like a
YFe(), has been found to be proportional to the wall energy theoretically, crystallographical direction
dependence of wall energy calculated by the basis on the spin confignration of the bubble wall which
lies in the ac plane was compared with the crystallographical direction dependence ol wall mobility
which was measured by the experiment.

The sample was a single crystal of YFeQ; which-was cut into plate normal to the C axis and
polished to a thickness of about 60um. The measurement of the wall mobility was carried out by
optical system using the magneto-optic Faraday effect.

From the good agreement of the crystallographical direction dependence of wall mobility and
wall energy, it was found that the spin configuration of the bubble wall suggested is fair.
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Fig. 1. Schmatic diagram of experimental apparatus
using magneto-optical Faraday effect
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