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Hall anomaly and vortex charge in Bi,Sr,CaCu,0,
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We present a systematic study of the Hall conductance in BiySrpCaCu, O, (Bi2212) thin films over a large
range of doping. We find that in a large part of the phase diagram the Hall coefficient changes sign as a function
of temperature in the flux-flow regime. By comparing data from many samples, we show that the sign reversal
is tied to the superconducting transition and is not a result of a competing order. We then compare our data
to the predictions of the Bardeen-Stephan model and show that in all samples there is an additional negative
contribution to the Hall conductivity. We extract from the negative excess Hall a vortex-charge that is found to

be strongly doping dependent.

INTRODUCTION

The phase diagram of the cuprates is characterized by sev-
eral competing and intertwined orders. In most of the dop-
ing range, the superconductivity dome obscures other phases
at low temperature. By applying very high magnetic fields
one can suppress superconductivity and reveal the underly-
ing “normal” state. Hall measurements in magnetic fields
of up to 88T in YBa;Cu3zO, (YBCO) have found that at
low doping the Hall number is positive, at intermediate dop-
ing (0.08 < p < 0.16) the Hall number is negative and for
p > 0.16 the Hall number is positive again [1-4]. The neg-
ative Hall sign in YBCO at low temperatures [3] is consis-
tent with a Fermi surface reconstruction[2, 5, 6] caused by a
charge density wave (CDW) [7-9]. The correlation length of
the CDW increases as the superconductivity is suppressed by
increasing the magnetic field [10], suggesting that the CDW
is ’field-revealed” rather than “field-induced”. CDW instabil-
ities were found in BipSr,CaCu, 0y, (Bi2212) [11] as well.

There is an alternative way to learn about the state hiding
beneath the superconducting dome. This can be done by mea-
suring the resistivity in the flux-flow regime. It was shown by
Bardeen and Stephen (BS) [13] and by Nozieres and Vinen
[14] that the resistivity in the flux flow regime is proportional
to the vortex core resistivity. Since superconductivity is sup-
pressed in the vortex cores, it is possible that the same Fermi
surface reconstruction will also be present in the vortex cores.
This should result in a sign change of the Hall resistance in
the flux flow regime.

Such a sign reversal, dubbed a Hall anomaly, has been the
subject of many studies since the discovery of the cuprates.
Hall measurements in YBCO [15, 16], Bi2212 [17], and
ErBa2Cu307[17], have shown a sign reversal near the critical
temperature, indicating that the Hall anomaly is a universal
property of the cuprates[18]. The sign change have been at-
tributed to charged vortices [19-22], additional forces acting
on the vortices [23, 24], thermal fluctuations[25], back-flow
induced by hydrodynamic effects[26], and a Magnus force
which could be demonstrated to exist using a Berry phase
argument[27]. Recently, a double sign-reversal has been mea-
sured also in atomically thin Bi2212 samples. The sign rever-
sal has been observed below, and slightly above the critical
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FIG. 1. (a) Critical temperature vs doping. In red are 3% Zn doped
samples, in black are pristine Bi2212 samples. Empty markers iden-
tify samples with no Hall-anomaly. In the inset we show an image
of the Hall bar and a plot of the topography of part of the Hall bar
as measured using an optical profilometer. (b) Charge carrier density
inferred from the Hall resistance at 120K, as a function of doping -
derived from the critical temperature and maximal critical tempera-
ture using the Presland formula [12]

temperature[28]. Whether the Hall anomaly is a result of a
Fermi surface reconstruction due to a competing order, and its
connection to the behaviour of the Hall number at high fields
are still open questions.

In this paper, we report measurements of the conductivity
(both longitudinal and Hall) of a series of Bi2212 thin films in
a large doping range. We find a reversal of the sign of the Hall
number around the critical temperature for part of the sam-
ples. We examine the doping dependence of the Hall anomaly



in Bi2212 over a large doping and critical temperature (T)
ranges. We use Zn substitution to decouple the critical tem-
perature from the doping level. The substitution of a small
amount of Cu atoms by Zn atoms lowers the critical temper-
ature while effectively keeping the doping level unchanged
[29, 30]. This allows us to test for correlations between the
Hall anomaly and the critical temperature and doping level in-
dependently. In addition, in YBCO it was shown that Zn sub-
stitution reduces the CDW correlations substantially [31], so
the Zn samples are expected to have a weaker Fermi-surface
reconstruction.

EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A series of 200 nm thick films of pristine and 3% Zn-
substituted Bi2212 samples were prepared using a DC sput-
tering system on LaAlOj3 substrates. The doping level was set
by annealing the samples at different temperatures and oxygen
pressures. Using deep UV lithography the films were etched
into 6-contact Hall bars 1.5mm long and 140um wide.

In this configuration, we were able to measure the longi-
tudinal and Hall resistivity simultaneously and calculate the
conductivity tensor (0;;). The zero-field critical temperature
is defined by the maximum of dR/dT. The Presland formula
[12] was used to derive the doping level, p, from the transition
temperature. In Fig.la we show the critical temperature as a
function of doping for all the samples used in this work. In
Fig. 1b, we show the carrier concentration derived from the
Hall resistivity measured at 120K as a function of p. The car-
rier density grows linearly with the doping level, p, that we
extract from T,.

The magneto-resistance measurements were performed by
applying a magnetic field at high temperature and measuring
while cooling down. Then the temperature was raised again
above T, the field polarity was reversed, and the measure-
ment was repeated. The field-cool procedure ensures that no
vortices are trapped in the process of reversing the field. More
details can be found in the supplementary materials[32]. We
then separate the symmetric part (longitudinal resistivity) and
the anti-symmetric part (Hall resistivity) with respect to the
magnetic field. As an example, in Fig. 2 we present the
longitudinal and Hall resistivities for an overdoped (p=0.19)
T.=77K pristine sample for magnetic fields ranging from 0.4T
to 14T. The Hall resistivity at high temperatures varies slowly
with temperature and is linear in magnetic field. Approach-
ing the superconducting transition, the Hall resistivity drops.
At low magnetic fields ( B<5T) the Hall resistivity changes
sign for a range of temperatures around T.. The Hall resis-
tivity for all the samples can be found in the supplementary
materials[32].
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FIG. 2. (a) Longitudinal resistivity and (b) Hall resistivity as a func-
tion of temperature for a T,=77K (p=0.19) pristine Bi2212 sample
for various magnetic fields between 0.4 and 14T. Inset of (a): Vortex
lattice phase diagram for the same sample. Black dots show the vor-
tex lattice melting line, red dots shows H., (solid lines are guides to
the eye). The flux flow regime lies between the lines.

RESULTS

In Fig. 3a we present the same Hall data shown in Fig. 2b
as a color map. The anomaly is clearly seen as the red-yellow
region in the plot. The solid black line tracks p,, = 0, where
the Hall changes sign. In 3b, we plot the sign reversal lines
for all the samples that show a sign reversal, the temperature
is normalized by the zero field T, for each sample. The inset
shows the unnormalized data. At low magnetic fields all the
normalized lines collapse one on top of the other. At higher
magnetic fields there is some scattering and the sign reversal
lines do not seem to scale together. The data indicates that
in the limit of zero field the sign reversal takes place slightly
above the transition temperature at about 1.05T..

This scaling of the data over a large range of doping for
samples with and without Zn substitution is remarkable, it
shows that T, is the only temperature scale that plays a role
in setting the Hall anomaly temperature. In any model de-
scribing the Hall conductance in the superconducting phase it
is expected that the conductance of the vortex cores will play a
role. A formation of any competing order that reconstructs the
Fermi surface and creates electron pockets should be notice-
able in the Hall data. Since it is not reasonable to assume that



120

® g

Temperature [K]
3

40 PR RN IR U N S RS NS (R N SR R

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
H [Tesla]

1.10
1.05 &%
1.00
0.95
0.90
0.85
0.80
0.75
0.70
0.65
0.60 |- 55
0.55F

0'50 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

H [Tesla]

T/Tc

Temperature [K

.
01 2 3 45 6 78 9

H [Tesla]

FIG. 3. (a) Hall resistivity as a function of temperature and magnetic
field for a pristine overdoped T.=77K sample. Black line represents
the points at which the Hall resistivity changes sign. At low temper-
atures the vortices freeze and the Hall resistivity vanishes. (b) Hall
sign reversal temperature normalized by the transition temperature as
a function of the magnetic field for all the samples that exhibit a sign
change. Inset: Zero Hall lines on an unnormlized temperature scale.

the transition temperature associated with the competing order
coincides perfectly with T, over the entire phase diagram, we
conclude that the competing phase, if exists, is not affecting
the Hall signal. It is possible that in Bi2212 the CDW is very
weak at low fields and does not lead to a significant Fermi sur-
face reconstruction. Nonetheless, STM measurements done at
similar fields to the ones used here find a clear ’checkerboard”
pattern surrounding the vortex cores [33].

Next, we provide a more quantitative description of the
Hall conductivity in the flux flow regime. To characterize
the Hall anomaly we calculate the deviation of the Hall sig-
nal from the prediction of the Bardeen-Stephen model. Ac-

cording to this model: p /1w — %pﬁ?"’[B], where i, j

L,
can be x or y, and Hy ié the upper critical field at which
superconductivity vanishes. The result is that the Hall an-
gle, tan 55 = 2% — tap gNomal - does not depend directly on
the critical magjﬁetie field, and should evolve continuously

through the superconducting transition. Using the Hall angle

we bypassed the need to estimate the temperature dependence
of H.,. By extrapolating the normal state Hall angle to lower
temperatures we can estimate the Bardeen-Stephen prediction
for the Hall angle in the flux flow regime and compare it to
our data. The flux flow regime is bounded between the vor-
tex lattice melting line H,,(T') [34] where vortices are free to
move, and H.»(7T) where vortices cease to exist (see Fig. 2
Inset). We define H,, to be the point at which the resistivity is
1000 times lower than the normal state resistivity.

We demonstrate the procedure used to calculate the devi-
ation from the Bardeen-Stephen model in Fig. 4, using data
from the same overdoped T.=77K sample, and an underdoped
(p=0.11) T.=71K sample which does not show a sign rever-
sal. We first calculate the Hall angle vs temperature for dif-
ferent magnetic fields. In the normal state the Hall angle is
linear in temperature so the extrapolation into the SC state is
straightforward (shown as dashed lines). The difference be-
tween the measured Hall angle and the extrapolated values,
tan 0¢°°*** = tan @ —tan 85, are shown in Fig 4 c-d, along with
the Bardeen-Stephen extrapolations.

We emphasis that these results are only valid in a small
range of temperature near the critical temperature. Deeper
into the SC state the Hall angle extrapolation and the Bardeen-
Stephen model are not expected to describe the data correctly.

DISCUSSION

The use of the conductivity data (instead of the resistivity
data) allows us to treat the Hall voltage as a sum of differ-
ent contributions, oy, = nys + G)fyx“” , where the excess Hall
conductivity is given by: 07" = tan 0““** X Oyy.

We find that in addition to the Bardeen-Stephen term there
is a contribution that is negative for any temperature and mag-
netic field. Comparing the data of the two samples shown in
Fig. 4, we see that for the p=0.19 sample there is a range
of temperatures and magnetic fields for which the negative
excess Hall term is larger than the Bardeen-Stephen term re-
sulting in a sign reversal. On the other hand, for the p=0.11
sample the negative term is smaller than the Bardeen-Stephen
term for any temperature or magnetic field.

One possible source for the excess Hall conductivity are
mobile charges trapped in the flux vortices. Different models
for vortex charge suggests different mechanisms for an ex-
cess Hall conductivity, which will result in different values
and even different sign for a vortex charge[19, 22]. We adopt
the model from Ref [21] :

2|e|Qy
¥ hd
where d is the c-axis lattice constant and Q, is a temperature

and field dependent vortex charge per layer given in this model
by:

excess __

0= Qolln +C(7))
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FIG. 4. Excess Hall voltage analysis for a Tc=77K p=0.19 sample and a Tc=71K p=0.11 sample. (a and b) Solid lines show the measured
Hall angle as function of temperature for different magnetic fields. Dashed lines show the extrapolation of the high temperature data to lower
temperatures. (c and d) The deviation of the data from the Bardeen-Stephen model predictions as a function of temperature for different
magnetic fields (absolute value), compared to the Bardeen-Stephen model prediction.

where Qy is the scale of the vortex charge which is expected
to depend very weakly on the temperature around T, and C is
a parameter that does not dependent on the magnetic field.

We used this expression to fit the excess Hall conductivity
data. The fit is valid only in the vortex-liquid regime, where
the vortices are mobile. This is a narrow temperature range
around T, for low magnetic fields and an increasingly larger
range of temperature as the magnetic field is increased. Within
this range the model fits well the data as can be seen in Fig. 5
for a 3% Zn optimally doped sample. Beyond this range, the
freezing of the vortices will lead to a larger negative value of
excess Hall conductivity, as we find for low temperatures and
low magnetic fields.

We apply our fitting procedure to all the measured sam-
ples. For each temperature we include only data points in the
flux-flow regime. Overall the model fits well the data for all
samples ( the fit results for all the samples are presented in the
supplementary material[32]).

The In(7;) dependence of the data is not trivial. Other
vortex-charge models with different field-dependence have
been proposed[22]. Other models require a positive vortex
charge in order for a Hall sign change to occur - we on the
contrary, find a negative charge for the samples that show a

sign reversal.

In Fig. 6 we show Qg averaged in the range of (0.8-1.0)T,
as a function of the doping. We look at a small range below the
critical temperature where the extrapolation from the normal
states is well justified.

We find that the vortex charge strongly depends on the dop-
ing. It is maximal at optimal doping and decreases by about
two orders of magnitude in the underdoped side. The decrease
in the overdoped side is smaller. For the optimally doped pris-
tine sample the vortex charge that we find is in agreement
with the value found in [21] using data from [28]. The vor-
tex charge scale for the optimmally doped sample is two or-
ders of magnitude larger then estimated from a BCS analysis
[19]. This is to be expected since the model based on BCS
takes into account only charges which are located inside the
vortex cores, and it uses a different screening model. In ad-
dition, this analysis predicts the vortex charge to be propor-
tional to A2/Er, where A is the superconducting gap and Er
is the Fermi energy. For Bi2212, this should result in a vortex
charge that is large in the underdoped side and decreases as the
doping level increases, in contrary to our results. In addition,
the vortex charge is significantly smaller in the Zn substituted
samples compared to pristine samples while the gap does not
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FIG. 5.  Vortex charge per layer for an optimally doped 3% Zn

substituted sample as a function of magnetic field for various tem-
peratures. Solid lines are best fits to the data using the vortex charge
model.
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FIG. 6. |Qp| as a function of the doping. The value presented is
an average in the range of 0.8T. to T.. Black squares are pristine
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change with Zn substitution [30].

SUMMARY

We have measured the Hall and longitudinal resistivities as
a function of magnetic field and temperature of Bi-2212 thin
films at a range of doping levels and critical temperatures. We
have observed a Hall sign reversal at doping levels down to
p ~ 0.12. The sign reversal occurs at low magnetic fields (B <
5T) and always at temperatures around the superconducting
critical temperature. This suggests that the Hall sign reversal
is closely related to superconductivity and it is not a result of
a competing order.

We then use the Bardeen-Stephen model as a starting point
to calculate the excess Hall conductivity: oy, = Gg,s + oGS,
We find that the excess Hall conductivity is negative for most
temperatures and doping levels, not only where a sign reversal
is observed. We find that a vortex charge model [21] fits very
well our data. The model provides an interpretation to the ex-
cess Hall conductivity as a result of mobile charged vortices.
We find that the vortex charge depends strongly on the dop-
ing level of the sample. The exact doping dependence of the
vortex charge and the reason for the pronounced asymmetry
in respect to optimal doping remain open questions.
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