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Vortex shear e ects in layered superconductors

V .Braude and A . Stem
D epartm ent of Condensed M atter P hysics, The W eizm ann Institute of Science, Rehovot 76100, Israel
M arch 22, 2024)

M otivated by recent transport and m agnetization measurements in BSSCO samples
B . Khaykovich et al,, Phys. Rev B 61, R9261 (2000)], we present a sin ple m acroscopic m odel
describing e ects of nhom ogeneous current distribution and shear in a layered superconductor. Pa—
ram eters of them odelare deduced from am icroscopic calculation. O urm odelaccounts for the strong
current non-linearities and the re-entrant tem perature dependence observed in the experim ent.

I. NTRODUCTION

T ransport m easurem ents are w idely used In studies of
vortex dynam ics of high-T. superconductors. W hen the
current distrbution in the sam pl is not hom ogeneous,
the results ofthem easurem entsare usually interpreted in
term sofa localresistivity tensor. D ue to high anisotropy
of these m aterials the in-plane resistivity y, is much
an aller than the out-ofplane resistivity ,. Comm only
the resistivity is assum ed to be a local function of the
current density, and to depgnd on the applied m agnetic
el and the temperatureﬂ{'i'. A recent experin ent by
K haykovich et al® does not t into this schem e. In this
experin ent transport and m agnetization m easurem ents
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FIG.1l. Resistance at various I, (left axis, log scal)

and m agnetically m easured critical current (right axis, linear
scale, open circles) vs T for the irradiated sample, Ha = 200
Oe (@) and H, = 500 Oe (b) (taken from K haykovich et al¥)

In BSCCO crystals at ekvated transport currents and
perpendicular m agnetic eld are perform ed, using high
quality BSCCO platekts w ith current leads attached to
the top surface and an array of 2DEG Hall sensors to
the bottom surface. At a rst glnce, the pictures that
em erge from the transport and the m agnetization m ea—
surem ents are m utually contradicting. Transport m ea—
surem ents reveal nie resistivity below the m agnetic ir-
reversibility line, In the superconducting state. This re—
sistivity is non-m onotonic w ith tem perature, show ing re—
entrant behavior, and non-linearw ith current. A s seen in
the graphs ofR vs. T, Fig. -'}', at low transport currents
R (T ) ism onotonic, dropping below experin ental resolu—
tion when tem perature is reduced. At elevated currents,
the resistance initially drops as T is lowered, but then
goes up, the bum p being steeper at lower currents. A Iso
R (T ) show s strong non-linearity, so that an Increase of
the current by 30% or lessm ay resul in enhancem ent of
R by orders ofm agniude. T he source of this resistance
is, presum ably, vortex ow as a response to the electric
current.

In contrast, Jocalm agnetization m easurem ent's n the
presence of transport current, shown in Fig. IZa, Indicate
that the vortices are pinned. T hesem easurem ents can be
we]ldescnbed In temm s of the Bean m odel of the critical
state®? . The m odel states that below the irreversbil-
iy line the local current densiy equals either zero, or
the critical current density, directed In such a way as
to obtain the total transport current and the m agnetiza—
tion. T he spatialdistribution pfthem agnetic eld isthen
given by the B iot-Savart law?. Since the current density
now here exceeds the criticalone, the B ean m odelpredicts
zero resistance. W ithin the Bean m odel nite resistivity
can be expected only above the m agnetically m easured
irreversibility line, which in Fig. Qa occurs above 1600
Oe. Indeed, at low I, the m easurem ents (carried below
the irreversbility line) show practically zero resistance.
However, at elevated currents, substantial resistance is
m easured concurrently w ith the hystereticm agneltljzatjon
wellbelow the irreversibility line, asseen in F ig. va. F ig—
ure :_Zb show s the corresponding eld proke B , (x), ob—
tained by the array ofH all sensors at 400 O e in presence
of transport current on increasing and decreasing H 5. A
clear Bean pro ke is observed. F itting this pro ke to the
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FIG .2. (@) Resistance (right axis) and hysteretic m agneti-
zation loop in the sam ple center (left axis) vs. H, at T=30 K
and I,=25mA . (b) Pro l ofm agnetic induction across the
sam ple at 400 O e on increasing ( ) and decreasing () elds
(taken from K haykovich et al.?. ).

theoretical eld distrbution in platelet sam ple resuls in
total critical current of I, = 42 A, which is m ore than
tw o orders of m agniude higher than the transport cur-
rent of 25 mA . Figure & shows L. (T) determ ined from
the Bean pro ls together w ith the resistive data. The
re-entrant resistance always occurs in the region where
zero resistance is expected, since the transport current is
much lower than the critical current.

T hus, them ain puzzling observations ofK haykovich et
al. are the nonvanishing resistance below the irreversibil-
ity line, which indicates ux ow, coexisting with m ag—
netization m easurem entsw hich indicate that the vortices
are pinned, the re-entrant behavior of the resistance w ith
the tem perature and its strongly nonlinear dependence
on the current.

Khaykovich et alé suggest the follow ing qualitative un—
derstanding ofthe ocbservation. BSCCO ,being a strongly
anisotropic type IT high T. superconducting m aterial,
consists of superconducting Cu0 ; layers, ssparated by In—
sulating barriers. Each layer can carry current, resulting
In total parallkel current along the sam ple. A Iso, due to
Josephson coupling between the layers, current can ow
perpendicular to the layers. Because of large anisotropy
a typical ratio of the perpendicular and parallel resis-
tivities is ¥ 10* i the nomn al state. In perpendicular
m agnetic eld the ux penetrates the system in fom
of vortices, but, due to weak interlayer coupling, these
are two dim ensional \pancakes", rather than three di-
m ensional lam ents. Pancakes in the sam e layer repel

one another, whilke those in dierlent layers attract via
Josephson and m agnetic coupling”. In the experin ent,
the leads are attached to the top surface of the crystal
H ence the current distribution isnon-hom ogeneousalong
the sam ple thickness, planes near the bottom ofthe crys—
tal carrying much lower current than those at the top.
A s tem perature decreases, pinning of vortices becom es
more eective. Eventually the critical current density
exceeds current density near the bottom . T hen pancake
vortices at the bottom stop m oving, while pancakes at
the top m aintain their high velociy, since current den-
sity there is m uch higher than the critical current den—
sity. A s a resul, velocity gradient of pancake m otion be—
tween dierent layers is increased. T his, in tum, leadsto
shear-induced phase slippage betw een the adrcent CuO ,
planes, reducing the Jossphson coupling and ncreasing
the perpendicular resistance ,. The larger , causesthe
current to ow In a thinnerpart ofthe sam ple, thusm ak—
Ing the process selffenhancing. Since all of the transport
current ows In a faw layers near the top of the sam ple,
nite resistance exists at currents much lower than the
critical current expected from the Bean m odel. M agne-
tization m easurem ents, on the other hand, m easure the
m agnetic response of all Jayers. W hen the vortices are
pihned in m ost layers, this response is irreversible.
In this work we take this qualitative explanation as

a starting point and construct m acroscopic and m icro-—
soopic m odels to analyze the experin ent. W e start by
presenting a m acroscopic m odel in which the samplk is
assum ed to be constructed of a resistive part, an inter—
face and a dissipationless part. T he perpendicular resis—
tivity of the resistive part is assum ed to depend on "vor-
tex shear". T he param eters of thism odel are introduced
phenom enologically. W e then exam ine the dependence of
the sam ple's resistance on these param eters, and the con—
clusions that m ay be draw n regarding the dependence of
the resistance on the tem perature and current. Follow ing
that we construct a m icroscopicm odelain ed at deriving
an expression relating the conductivity in the direction
perpendicular to the layers to the inter-layer variation
of the current parallel to the layers. F inally we com pare
the conclusionsofourm odelto the experim ental ndings.
A Ythough we nd a generalagreem ent, we also point out
som e rem aining diculties, associated m ostly w ith the
lack of quantitative inform ation regarding several of the
param eters of the m odel.

II.THE MACROSCOPIC MODEL

A swe focus here on the consequences of inhom ogene—
ity in the current distrdbution in z direction, we use a
one-din ensionalm odel in which all quantities can vary
only in this direction. Since scales of interest are much
larger than the m icroscopic scale dened by the spac—
Ing between ad-poent superconducting layers, we take a
continuous lim it In z direction.
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FIG .3. The m acroscopic m odel

The m odel is descrlbbed as llows. A current Ji, is
Incted Into a system of depth d from above. Part of
the current then ows horizontally as jy and the rest
—vertically down as J, (then, of course, retuming ver-
tically up at the other end of the system ). Below the
depinning tem perature Ty, when there is non-zero criti-
calcurrent density 7., the system can be divided into two
parts, by the valie of the inplane current j,. The up—
per part ofthe system carries current density larger than
Jer SO I has nite resistance, while at the lower part the
current density is an aller than ., and thus it has zero
resistance. A coordingly, we consider the system as con—
sisting oftw o phases: a resistive phase at the top, having
parallel resistivity R, and perpendicular resistiviy ,=2,
and a disspationless phase wih zero resistivity. Note,
that since the current rst ows down and then up, the
total perpendicular resistivity it experiences is ,. Fur-
them ore, we assum e that current crossing the interface
between the two phases faces a resistance Ri+=2. The
position of the interface is determm ined by the condition
J = Jo. Thiscondition also xesthe current J oy ow ing
through the dissipationless region:

JoutRint = JRx: 1)

At high tem peratures . is zero, and the system consists
only of the dissipative phase.

T he basic equations goveming the distrdbution of the
current in the dissipative phase arethetwo K ircho equa-—
tions. T he continuity equation is (note that in the geom —
etry we consider J, and j have dierent dimn ensions,
since J, is a two din ensional current density,while j, is
a three din ensional current density) :

@ZJZ + ]x =0 )

and the equation giving the total volage is:
Z

b4
VvV =
0

J, @% , @)dz’+ % @)Ry: @)

Aswe show below in them icroscopic analysis, the z-axis
resistivity depends on the dierence between j, In adp-
cent layers @, jx, and this dependence m ay be approxi-
m ated by

9q — 9q —
2= ot T+ (@3)P= o+ T+ (@)% @)
while Ry is assum ed to be a constant param eter. The
term £@,3 In the resistivity . is a contrdbution of the
"shear" betw een vortices in dierent layers to the out-of-
plane resistance. It originates from the e ect of a veloc-
ity gradient between vortices in ad-pcent planes on the
Josephson coupling between the planes.
Substinuting Eq. ¢) into Eq. {i) and dierentiating
w ith respect to z we obtain:

q

J.(o+ 24 (FQ2J,)%) R,Q7J, = 0: ®)

T his equation can be soled only if the condition

R
J, < —@2J, (6)
0
is satised. Designating J  J,,J%® @J, and soving
or J%, we obtain
goo Y
(:Rx:J)2 £
q
Ry 0=J Ry 1=0)2+ £2(3 ) : ()

T he condition ('_6) requires that plus sign be taken in
Eqg. 6'_7.) and that J < Jj Ry=f. This means that
asJiy, ! Jo,both J® and J° diverge, so that the volrage
V also diverges, and the system becom es nsulating. In
fact,asJiy, ! Jo, current gradients in the system becom e
large, and then the quasiparticle channel for z-axis cur-
rents needs to be taken into acoount, as analyzed below .
W hen doing this, we nd that J, is actually not a cut—
o value for the incted current, but rather a param eter
that signiesthe In portance of sheare ects. T hus, when
Jin, becom es com parable w ith Jy, shear becom es strong,
and the resistance is strongly non-linear w ith Ji; .
Substiniting the solution or J® into Eq. ), the per-
pendicular resistivity can be expressed In temm s of J:

1+p12+ 2@ #)
z= 0 1 2 7 8)

where we used reduced quantities J=% and r
1= 0. It is plotted n Fig. 4. Again, this is valid for J
not too close to Jjp .
Tt ispossibl to integrate Eqg. (:_7.) . Som e intuition to it
m ay be obtained by noticing that Eq. (:j) m ay be viewed
as an equation ofm otion for a particle whose one dim en—
sional coordinate is J, is "tim e" is z, and the potential
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FIG .4. Perpendicular rem;tNJty , for the m odelw ithout
quasiparticle channel, Eg. @) (dashed lne) and w ith quasi-
particle channel, Eq. (12) (solid lne).
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The analysis keading to Eq. (1) neglkcts inter-ayer
current ow by m eans of quastparticle tunneling. W hen
the current gradient J% gets large, , becom es large, and
a lJarge portion ofthe current ow sperpendicularly in the
form of quasiparticles. Hence in this high-gradient lim it
the perpendicular resistivity should be m odeled by two
resistors in parallel. A 1so, since in this regim e the current
gradientsare large, a linearized expression forthe Jossph—
son channel resistivity, Eq. ('_4), can be used. Thus the
Josephson channel carries a resistivity o + £@, j., whilke
the quasiparticle channel’s resistivity is o . The total
perpendicular resistivity is

L @E) = (o £@3) T+ s (10)

It is assum ed, of course, that 0. Usihg this as-
sum ption and solving again for the current distrdbution,
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FIG.5. Potential U (J) (taken wih m J'm%s sign) for the
m odel w thout quasiparticle channeJ,_E‘q. @) (dashed line)
and w ith quasiparticle channel, Eq. C_lij) (solid line).

we get a dierential equation

q
0 P 1 (

JP =
2f

1P+4 o= ; 1)

where again J=% . In orderto have J® > 0, we need
to choose the plus sign. T he perpendicular resistivity can
be expressed In term sof J:
P

1+ 1¥+ 4 n,

z = ; 12
@ > az)

wherer, o= g. It ispbtted in Fig. 4.
Integrating Eg. {_114') ,We obtain the corresponding \po-
tential", plotted in Fig.'5:

Jo o
U(J')' =
1+2
( 1+ 4,0 B)arcsh—p——1 2
rnl B)
#
p
+( 1+2p) 4n,d B+ ( 1+ 28)2 : (13)

In both caseswem ay use U (J) togetherw ith the bound-
ary conditions to determ ine the resistance of the system .
T he \velocity" of the particle is given by
P
@, J; = 2 U @I 14)
Here C is a constant determm ined by the boundary con—
ditions, which require J,(z = 0) = Ji,, and either
J, d) = 0, In the case where the whole sam pk is resistive
so that J > J; orJ; @int) = Jout and @;J; [Aint) = Jer
for the case where the lower part of the sam ple is dis-
sipationless and is separated from the upper part by an
Interface at depth dijnt . The rst case takesplace at tem —
peratures above T4, where . = 0, whilk the second case
—when the tem perature isbelow T4. For the second case
the derivative J%z = 0) can be found:

p
J°0) = 20 Uour) U @)+ £: as)
Finally, after solving for the current pro ke J (z) wem ay

calculate the resistance of the sam ple to be

R=—= — " 16
Jin J ) e

W e now summ arize how the resistance depends on vari-
ous param eters of the m odel.

A .D ependence on the injcted current Ji,

For high tem peratures, when the whole sam ple is dis-
sipative, the resistance increasesm onotonously w ith Ji, ,
experiencing a sharp increase around Jp . T his isbecause



larger currents produce larger current gradients, which, T he above derivative is de niely positive at J i, Dy
n tum, increase the vertical resistivity . since, as we saw above, the Cooper pair channel gets

The low tem perature case, w here there is an interface, blocked, and the resistance of the system rises abruptly
ism ore com plicated and depends on the value of the in— as Jin approaches Jp. Hence it is only keft to determ ine
terface resistance R i+ . To Investigate the dependence of the dependence on Ji, for Jiy << Jg. For this case we
the resistance on the current, we need to dierentiate the can neglct the quasiparticle contribution and use the

expression expression (::/:) orJ® Q). A frer a m norm anipulation we
P obtain
R,J°0) Rx 20U Tour) U @)+ 3
R = = a7 drR Ry ol 7
Jin Jin ) gz ol ) R*(Jin);  (20)

wn' 1 TPr za B
w ith respect to Ji, . W e have:
w here in = Jin=dJdg.

ﬁ - & a7’ ) + R I°0) T he sign ofthis expression determ ines w hether the re—
dJin Jin  dJin * a2 sistance increases or decreases w ith the ncted current
Ry dU Ji) J°(0) Jin - It Is easily veried that this expression is increasing

T 3.7090) din * 32 : 18) wih i, (e.with Jy,). Hence it is enough to determ ine

the sign at the an allest current at which them odel is ap—
Substituting dU (7)=dJ = J% and multplying by a posi- ~ plicable, Jin = Jour® if it is positive, then the resistance
tive quantity R,J°(0), we cbtain Increases m onotonically w ith the current, whilke if it is
negative, the resistance rst decreases and then starts t'o
drR R23%(0) 5 ) grow as the current becom es Jarge enough, c.f. Fig..
ddy, T R* in): 9) Substituting i = out @nd R (Jout) = Rint, We get:
|

dr Ry 01 P) 5
/ P - Ripe:
AJin Jin=Joue 1 2+ (:f=Rune)2 @0 R)

@1)

The resul is a decreasing function ofR jh+. It is positive for sam allR i+ Which should be Jarger than fj. In order to
satisfy Jout < Jo), negative for large R ijp+ and vanishes at Rint = Rint;0, given by

r

q
Rinto = Rx o+ FE2=2+ Ry o+ $£2=2)2 RZ 21 2): (22)

T hus, the dependence of the resistance on the current relevant case is large R i+, when a reentrant behavior
is controlled by the valuie of Rz, as is seen In Fig. :_é as a function of the tem perature takes place. Hence, be-
For £} < Rint < Rinto the resistance increases m ono-— Iow T4 an Increase In the current in uences the system
tonically with the current. But if Rint > Ringo, the In two opposite ways: it tends to decrease the resistance
resistance decreases for an all currents Joute < Jin < J1, by m oving the interface downw ards; while through the
where J; is the solution of an equation e ect of shear it tends to increase it. A 1so, we see that a

strong increasing dependence of the resistance on the

Ry o ]'-2) _ 2
P =R“J1): 23)
1 r?+ (J1=J9)* (1 ?) R[fJc]

T hephysicalexplanation for thisbehavior isthat when 40 |
the current is increased, the interface is pushed down-—
wards, Increasing the thickness ofthe upper (dissipative) 30
layer. If the interface is highly conducting (an allR ih¢),
m ost of the current is shunted through the lower (dis-
sipationless) part of the system , so the increase in the
upper layer thickness increases the resistance of the sys—
tem . However, if the Interface is alm ost Insulating (large
R int), most ofthe current ow s through the upper part,
and by Increasing its thickness the resistance of the sys— 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 Jin [Jo]
tem isdecreased. O foourse, at large enough currents the
rapid increase of , due to shear has dom inant e ect, so FIG.6. SampleresistanceR (Jin ) ODrRint < Rint;o (dashed
the resistance increases anyway. As we show below, the  1ne) and ©rRine > Ringjo (s0lid Iine).
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10 ¢




current appearsonly when Jiy
above and below Tq.

T he dierence between the results given here and the
qualitative argum ents of R ef. [:1;'] m ay be understood in
the Pllow ing qualitative way. Suppose that a current
Jin, ow s into the system and generates a current pro e
J (z) wih an interface at z = d. W hen J;, is slightly
Increased one m ay expect the current gradient @, jx to
Increase, thus Increasing ,, increasing anisotropy and
pushing the Interface upwards. The shear-induced in—
crease in  , and the m otion of the interface both tend
then to increase the resistance. O ur m odel yields a dif-
ferent picture: as Ji, is increased, the interface is shifted
dow nw ard, thus reducing the resistance. The m otion of
the Interface and the shear-induced ncrease of , operate
then in opposite directions.

g, thisbeing true bot

B .D ependence on the intralayer resistivity Ry

For the case when there is no interface in the system,
Increasing R, m akes the current distribbution m ore ho—
m ogeneous, so that j (0) and J (d) dier less. Put in
another way, Jo Rx=f grow s. Because of this, the ef-
fects of inter-layer vortex shear becom e weaker, and the
vertical resistivity , decreases. Hence the total resis-
tance R is In uenced by two opposite e ects: increase
of Ry directly Increases R, this e ect being dom inant at
an all currents. O n the other hand, through the decrease
of , i tends to decrease R, this e ect becom ing dom i
nant at strong currents, w hen e ect of shear is in portant.
Hence the resistance grow s w th Ry at sn all J;,, whik
it decreasesw ith Ry as Ji, approaches Jg .

C .D ependence on the critical current j

N ext we discuss the dependence of the sam ple resis—
tance on the critical current. W e disregard a possble de—
pendence of various param eters (Ike R iy, Or nstance)
on j and consider only a variation ofR due to a shift n
the position of the Interface and the subsequent current
redistrbbution. To determ ine the sign of the derivative
g% we use the expression given by Eq. {7). First, it is
easy to see that the sign of the derivative is independent
ofthe value of incted current Ji, . Hencewe can nd it
at Jin = Jout (Le. when the Interface is right at the top
of the sam pl). But when this condition is satised, the
resistance of the system is constant and equal to Rin¢t-
T hus,

dR Jin = Jou R R dJoy
Gin = Jour) _ OR @ o 0. o)
djc @ Je @Jm Jin=Jout djc
Then, usihg Eq. @'),weseethat
@R R @R
= — @5)

@ Ry QT

R[arb. units]
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FIG.7. Samp]e&esjstanceR () at Jin = 0:8J¢
for ij)t > Ry(o+ 1) (dashed Ine) and for
Rint < Rx( o+ 1) (s0ld line).

Consequently, at am all Ji, the dependence ofR on i is
opposite to its dependence on Ji, (@t larger currents the
dependence on j. rem ains ofthe sam e type, while the de-
pendence on Ji, m ay change, aswas shown above). T his
behavior is natural, as by increasing J;, the Interface is
pushed downwards, whilk increasing j. it is pushed up-—
wards. Hence citing the previous results we obtain that
R Increaseswih j. ©rRint > Rint;o, while it decreases
with J ©rRine < Ringo. Fomulated in a dierent way,
thism eansthat R increasesw ith j. when . < j,where
Jeo is given by

S

R; Ry o1 2#)=R?
jco _ int [1 0 ( ) mt]Z . (26)
f 1 2
In ord at jeo be realand positive, R i+ has to satisfy
Rint > Rx( o+ 1), which is physically plausible, as

the Interface should be insulating enough in com parison
to the resistive phase in order that the rise In its verti-
calposition would increase the sam ple resistance. If this
condition isnot satised, or if j. > Jo, R decreasesw ith
J.Notethatwhen Ry, ! 1 also jo ! 1 ,sothatin
this case R Increasesw ith j. for any relevant value of ..
T he behavior of the resistance as a function of j. can be
seen in Fig.1l. A lso, from Eq. d_l]')wesee’chatéll—:l.fc =
(since a square root isdierentiated) . H ence at large cur—
rents the dependence on j. becom es weaker. This is In
contrast to the dependence on Ji, , which becom es very
strong as Jin, ! Jp. A llthis, of course, is valid when 7j.
is strong enough that there is an Interface in the system .

III.PERPEND ICULAR RESISTIVITY DUE TO
PARALLEL CURRENT GRADIENT

The interplane transport properties of high-T. su-—
perconductors have been a subfct of intgnse re-
search over the past decade, both theoretica®2{ and



experin entaP¥A3{1 This transport, being of Joseph-
son nature, is determ ined by the phase coherence be-
tween the adpcent layers. For a superconductor in a
perpendicular m agnetic eld, the pancake vortex struc—

ture determ ines the above properties through the phase
distribution. The vortex structure in high-T. supercon—
ductors exhibits a rich variety of phenom ena, incliding
decoupling, m elting, pinning~R ose glass form atjion, etc.,
due to them al ,ugmations®4®?, pont deectLd{td or
colum nar defectd 119182 | For the perpendicular resistiv—
ity ., the m icroscopic origin of the dissipation is less
obvious than for the inplane resistivity , where i is
understood In tem s.of the Lorentz force, acting on the
pancakes. K oshelevtd proposed am icroscopicm echanisn

for nterplane dissipation, in which the pancake dynam —
ics are shown to in uence the interplane conduction, and

calculated , Porthe sin plest case ofnon-interacting pan—
cakes. Follow ing R ef.:_ig we analyze a sin plem icroscopic
model ained at a derivation of a ormula for a contri-
bution to the resistivity in 2 direction (perpendicular to
the layers) ';’D of a superconducting slab due to a gradi-
ent In the current in R direction (parallel to the layers).
We rstderive 3P for a 3-dinensional sam ple assum —
Ing no interactions between the vortex pancakes. T hen
we show how the results are m odied in presence of in—

terlayer and Intralayer correlations between the pancake
positions. Finally, we transform the 3-D resistivity pa-—
ram eters into a orm appropriate for the 1-din ensional
m odel used in the previous section. That is, we show

how Ry, o and f of the m acroscopic m odel are derived
from the resistivities of the 3-dim ensionalm odel.

A .N oninteracting pancakes

W e assum e a lyered superconductor w ith noninter—
acting pancake vortices in it. The vortices are m obile,
and their relative diusive m otion provides a m echanisn
for perpendicular resistance. In addition, each layer car-
ries a dierent current, causing dierent drift velocities
of vortices in ad-pcent layers. This Increases the decay
ofphase correlations in tim e, thus enhancing the perpen—
dicular resistance.

W e start from the Kubo formula for nie tem pera—
tures:

2
3p _ 835

Z

drdthsin  (0;0) sih  (r;b)i: 27)
Here s is the interplane separation, j; — the Josephson
current and —the gauge Invariant phase dierence be—
tw een neighboring layers. W e neglect Interplane correla—
tions, so that averages like hexp i are assum ed to be

zero and then

hsin = (0;0)sin  (H)i  (1=2)Relexp[S (r; 1) 1i;
whereS (r;t) (r;t) 0;0): (28)
N ext we assum e G aussian random ness of S, so that
rexp[S (i) li= expl 1S @;tf i=2]: @9)

Thus we need to calculate the mean square of S. We
w rite

X
S (r;t) = v (r Rl;i (t)) v (r R2;i (t))
v( Ry;z 0N+ v ( Rzi(0); (30)
where 4 (r) is the phase distrbution of a single vortex.

E xpanding, we w rite

X
S (r;t) = F R ;0 ¢( Ryy)
EF Roa:i(0I «( Rou); (31)
where R (t) R (&) R (0) and
w=2_" G2)
r (@)=
r2

Now we assum e that the pancakes In the layers are ran—
dom }y placed, so that

and
i;jhr v (

hr v( Rl)r v(
hr v( Rl;i)r v(

Rz)i: 0

Ry;y)i= Ry,5)%1: (33)
Then the square of a sum breaks into a sum of squares,

so that

X
1S H?i= h(k R 120k ( Ry’
+h(lf R 250 o ( Ryu))’i: (34)
Now we can w rite for each layer
R (&) vt+ R (); (35)

where v is the drift velocity of vortices due to the cur-
rent, and R (t) is the diusion tem . Ik gives the m ain

contribution at zero current gradient, and we w ill copy
i from the K oshelev’s artick. U sing the expression {34)
we wrie

n #2
X .
1S @H?i= @ wolh P i
i 1;1
" #
2
2 Rx;Z;i . 2.
+ (r wt)°h — i+ ISgirre )i (36)
R2;i
Now we calculate the averages:
Z
X r,? X 11 n” @&
h— 1i= —h—i= - —
R?2 2 R? 2 R?2
1 1
R
= nh—"%%,; 37)
anin

wheren isthe density ofthe vorticesand Ry, iy and Ry ax
—the Iower and upper cuto radii. Substituting this, we
obtain



B in’i= (¢ wt)? 2 R ax : j
H v+ @ wtHhlnh + hSGirr ©1

m in
Rmax
=R VtF+ (vh =21 nh "= + nS%, ;. ©)1; (38)
m in
w here
V= (W+vy)=2 and v=vV vt (39)

Substituting this resul back into Eq. @-j) and using K oshelev’s result for Syirs, we obtain:

Z
2
3 S R x
P(v= =2 drdtexp [ VH+ (v =4l nh—" 2 nDth®:=RZ )
2T oo m in
s 1 2 P
= == pP———F 4D nhRg=ag)=v ; (40)

2T nIhhRy=a9) v = nhRy=ag)

whereD isthe diusion constant ofpancakem otion inside the layers. W e used the Josephson radiisR ; forthe upper
cuto radius and the average Intervortex spacing a ¢ — for the lower cuto . The function F (y) is dened by
Z 1 2 2 Z 1 2 p o 2
F () dxe ¥ Y = o dxe * = 7e-‘/ I Erf)]: @1)
0 y

T his function can be easily approxin ated for am alland large values of its argum ent:

( p_
- Y or y 1;

Fe Y . : @2)
2y @y)? br y 1
U sing this and expressing the vortex velocity dierence in tem s of parallel current gradient m odulus,
v= s ?( =08, 3" ; 43)
w here the average pancake m obility  is connected w ith the diusion constant D by the Einstein relbtion D = T,
we obtain for the perpendicular resistance
D @)~ L2 0=0)€; 3" EIJIICRJ=5§J)]3:2€XP( nlnRy=ao) AT=s"( o=0)C. 5" F) @s)
z 7 1 ErfBT nhRgy=ag)=s*( ¢=0)@, 3P ]
E xpanding this, we obtain for sm all current gradients:
3D .3D T 1 s o, .m
P e33R )=— 8DhhRs=a0)f+ -nhRy=a))D =—@C,3°F ; 45)
sis 4 T c
ie. a parabolic dependence on @ZjiD . On the other hand, for lJarge current gradients,
3D :3D 2D =22 :3D
2 @)= o hinRy=a0)P2s’ ( 0=0)€.3;" + 8 hRy=a)FT 46)
J
ie., a linear dependence on @, 3" .
As Eq. (44) is not convenient for analytical work 3D 16D T
2de 22 t <on Jeat Work, = —5hhRs=ay)F
we willuse an approxin ation ofthe form ° @, 73" ) = SJ5
3D 4 3D )2 4+ (£3D @, 43P )2 which gi rrect vall DT
o (1P Sk ) Whihghesa comear e P-@ 165 hnhRy=a)f
at zero current gradient and the asym ptotic behavior at sﬁ
large current gradients. It also approxin ates quite well Ds o
the behaviorof *® @,3" ) i the interm ediate range of £ = —— hln®Rs=a0)T 2: @7

current gradients. C om paring the coe cients, we obtain oc



B . Correlations betw een pancake positions

Here we dem onstrate how the results obtained above
arem odied In presence of inter-and intralayer correla—
tions betw een pancake positions.

W e rst consider the e ect of Interlayer correlations.
The presence of such correlations can be crudely de—
scribed by regarding pancakes in dierent layers as tied
together Into vertical line segm ents of length L,, which
move asa whole. These segm ents should be used instead
of independent pancakes of previous subsection. The
phase dierences (r;t) and corresponding Jossphson
currents are created only at the ends of these segm ents

(m ore exactly, between layers, where one segm ent ends
and another one starts), whilke the m iddle parts of the
segm ents do not contrbute to (r;t). Thism eans, that
the e ective concentration of vortices is reduced by a fac—
tor L ,=s. Next, since each line segm ent has an Increased
\m ass", them obility and the diusion constantD are
now reduced by another factor L,=s. Finally, the ver-
tical separation between the segm ents is L, Instead of s
for free pancakes. T hism eansthat the velocity dierence
betw een the segm entsdue to current gradient is increased
by L,=s. To take into account this and the reduction in
the m obility in Eq.Cfl-Z_’;), the ux quantum o should be
multiplied by (L,=s)?. This species, how the resistiv—
ity param eters are m odied in the presence of interlayer
correlations.

Next we tum to consider the intralayer correlations.
Roughly speaking, these correlations cause pancakes in
each layer to aggregate In clusters of size Ly, so that
there are (Lyy=ap )2 pancakes In a cluster. Pancakes
inside each cluster are ordered, while dierent clisters
m ove Independently (actually, there is a hard-core repul-
sion between them ). Since vortices In the sam e cluster
are not independent, Eq.{_éfl) for the phase correlation
square now reads as

Yo

Rl;i) i

X X
1S ;)li= h ia
i2

R ;0 v

|
-2

Ry;1)  1; (48)

X
+h i

i2

R ;0 v (

where is an Index of a cluster, while i — of an indi-
vidual pancake. For clusters which are far enough away,
the dierences in the location of ndividualpancakes in—
side the cluster can be neglected. Then each such clis—
ter gives a contribution to hS (r;t)?1, which is Lxy=a0)*
tin es largerthan a contribution ofan indiridualpancake.
On the other hand, the concentration of the clisters is
n (@o=Lyxy)?. To take both e ects into account, we should
multiply n by @Lxy=a30)° In the nal resuk. Also, the
diusion constant (and the m obility) of each cluster is
reduced by a factor (Lxy=a¢)?, while the ux quantum
o should bem ultiplied by the sam e factor. Substituting

all these prescriptions into Eq.@-j), we obtaln the resis-
tivity param eters in the presence of correlationsbetween
pancake positions:

sp _ 16D T [Lyxy=ao)®
Sj§ (Lz:S)3

DT (ny=a0 )2

hh®Rs=ap)f

3D _ 1 n =,

1 @8 G)E ©,=5) h R =a0)F
2D s Lxy=20)> o -

£30 _ ¥ N 4
E o= o h In Ry=ag)] (49)

Here we neglected all changes In the argum ent ofthe log—
arithm s.

C . Transform ation of the param eters into 1D form

Now we transform these quantities into a form appro-
priate for the 1D m acroscopic m odel. For this, we rst
de ne the corresponding elds and currents from their
3D counterparts (assum ing that everything is uniform n
¢ direction):

Ly=2
J, () = dx 7°° ®;z)Ly
ZOLx
V (z)= deiD x;z)
0
E, @) =E)” &= 0;2); (50)

where L, and L are sizes ofthe sam ple. T hen, for lJarge
current gradients, we use the O hm ’s law for the 3D sam —
pl and average over x:

2 1,=2
dxE P (x;z) = dx 7 3P &;z)
0 0

Ly=2

Z Ly=2

z
d&xEP (x;2) = dx P 5P &iz)

4
0 0

+£° 0,3 ®2)%° ®;z) : (51)

Dening now the reduced quantities as ratios between
the 3D and 1D ones, so that

:3D
.red J ®;z)
xiz) —/——
O T
+3D
red . 3 ®iz)
3 ®;z) 7»72 @)
Erecl x;2) EiD (X;Z)
* ! V (%;2)
E3D ;
E % (x;2) #; (52)

we obtain from the previous equations:



Z Ly=2 Z Ly=2
V (z) dxE (¢;2) = G (2) P dx %% (x; z)
0 0
Z Ly=2 Z Ly=2
E, (2) dxE ¥ x;z) = J, () ° dx 35°¢ (x;z)
0 0
Z Ly=2

+J, ()P

dx %% (¢;2)Q, G (2) 5% (x;2): 53)

Then, in order to ocbtain the equations of the m acroscopic m odel, we m ake two assum ptions: rst, we neglect the
derivative @, j;fed (x;2); second, we assum e that the reduced quantities are not a ected by shear e ects, so we calculate
them from a lnearmodelw ith £ = 0. T he param eters of the m acroscopic 1D m odel are then given by

Z oy, R )
Rx= 3 dx 3% &;z) dxE °% (x; z)
0
Z oy, R )
o=2= dx %% x; 2) dx E 7°% (x;z)
0
Z1,=2 A
f=2= £ dx 55 (x;2) 5°° (x;2) dx E* x;z); (54)

0

where ( and f aredivided by 2, sihce, aswe explained in
the beginning of the previous section, the perpendicular
resistivity of the m acroscopic m odel is taken to be ,=2.

To nd the reduced quantities, we need to nd the cur-
rent distrbution In a sam ple w ith constant resistivities
3 and P . Thisam ountsto solving the Laplace equa—

tion w ith the boundary conditions ¥ (x = 0;z) = ¥ x =
Ly;z) = P&;z=1)= 0,and ¥ &;z = 0) = 0, ex—
cept two narrow regionsnear x = 0 and x = Ly, where
3% x;z = 0) is, respectively, positive and negative. This
describbes contacts, attached to the top of the sample,
w here the current ow s Into and out of the system . For

sin plicity we assum ed here that the system is In nitely
|

0

z) logooth kg W +

thick In 2 direction. Choosing an appropriate form for
3% x;z = 0),we cbtain:

sinhkg (W +
sinh?k, w0 +
0 sinkox coshko w + z)

Y — i (565)
sinh“ ko W + 2z)+ sin” kox

. z) coskox
P (x;z) = 0

z) + sin® kox

Isgherew is the width of the contacts W L),
3D =3P, and kg =L, . U sing this, we calculate the
Integrals of the reduced quantities and substitute them

nto Eq. (_51_1), thus obtaining

z)=2

1

2L
Ry = 2° % coshk (w +
Ly
0=2= 3’ ,
LyxLy sinhko W +
f=2= fP

z)arctan 1=sinh®k, v + z)

1

Herea nite z shouldbetaken, sothatky z/ 1.Then
the hyperbolic functions give factors of order 1, and the
1D param eters are given by

2L,
Ry = 3 67)
-

0 ° L,L,

f=2= P

2Ly L2 sinh®ky w0 + z)arctan® 1=sinhky @0 + z)

(56)

T his establishes a correspondence betw een 3-din ensional
resistivity param eters and the 1-dim ensionalones, which
were used In the m acroscopicm odel.

IV.DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION S

Tt is not easy to com pare directly predictions of our
model w ith the experin ental resuls, since we do not
know tem perature dependence of various param eters of



the m odel. Hence we m ake only qualitative statem ents
based on robust features of the m odel.

F irst, them odelpredicts that the resistance grow sw ith
the current (at least for not too sn all currents), and this
current non-lineariy becom es very strong as Ji, ! Jp.
This is consistent w ith the experin ental result. U sing
the resuls of the m icroscopic calculation Sec. :]]-;t, we
found that w thout correlationsbetw een the pancakes Jy
ismuch larger than the relevant Ji, . However, in pres—
ence of correlations its value is suppressed by a factor of
Lxy=20) L,=s)°"?, thusm aking its value m uch closer to
Jin - If the ratios Lyy=a¢;L,=s are assum ed to be 10-15,
Jo becom es com parable w ith the experim entally relevant
currents. T hisprovides an explanation to the experin en—
talfact that the current non-linearity becom es strong be-
low the depinning transition tem perature T4, where cor-
relations between the pancakes start to build up. Next,
the m odel explains the feature of re-entrance, that is,
the experin ental observation that below the depinning
transition the resistance increases as the tem perature is
decreased. A coording to the m odel, if the Interface resis—
tance R it Is Jarge enough, the resistance of the system
grow sw ith ., which naturally starts to grow asthe tem —
perature is decreased below T4. M oreover, the m odel
predicts that this rise In the resistance should be m ore
pronounced for an aller currents, as indeed observed.

Som e Ingredients are m issing from our m odel. First,
the m odel approxin ates R to be independent of the
Intra-layer current. This approxin ation is presum ably
good above the depinning tem perature, but becom es
poor below that tem perature, where Intra-layer current
Induces vortex depinning. Second, a m issihg ingredient
In our work is a m icroscopic derivation of the interface
resistanceR i+, Separating betw een the resistive and non-—
resistive parts of the sam ple. T he m icroscopic origin we
have in m ind isthat In the region between the tw o phases
the pancake m obility is very sensitive to parallel current
variation. T hen a an allcurrent gradient isenough to cre—
ate a large pancake velocity gradient, which would cause
a large perpendicular resistance in that region. O ur at—
tem pts to provide a m icroscopic derivation of R i+ and
its tem perature dependence led us to results that heavily
depend on various m icroscopic param eters w hose values
and tem perature dependences are not known. W e were
therefore led to leaveR i+ asa phenom enologicalparam —
eter.

A Together, then, our work is able to explain the qual
Tative features of the non-linear transport observed In
R ef.-:I: and unravela unique feature oftransport In super-

11

conducting BSCCO sam ples in perpendicular m agnetic
eld.
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