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M agnetoresistance of Junctions m ade of U nderdoped YBCO Separated by a
G a-doped YBCO Barrier
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W e report m agnetoresistance m easurem ents of ram p type superconductor-nom alsuperconductor
(SN S) junctions. The junctions consist of underdoped Y B a;CuszO, (Y BCO) elctrodes separated
by a barrier of Y BazCuz2:6Gap.40y . W e cbserve a large positive m agnetoresistance, linear in the
eld. W e suggest that this unusual m agnetoresistance origihates in the eld dependence of the
proxin ity e ect. Our results indicate that in underdoped YBCO /N /YBCO SN S structures, the
proxin ity e ect does not exhibi the anom alously long range found in optim ally doped YBCO
structures. From our data we obtain the di usion coe cient and relaxation tim e of quasiparticles

In underdoped YBCO .

PACS numbers: 74454 c,7425Ha

INTRODUCTION

In the usualdescription ofthe proxin ity e ect, when a
superconductor (S) isbrought into contact w ith a nomm al
conductor (N), the order param eter OP) in the super-
conductor is depressed near the interface and supercon—
ductivity is induced in N . T he pair am plitude induced in
N decayson a length scaleK ! from the interface, called
the decay length fli, 4, d]. Th SN'S functions in which S is
an optim ally doped HT SC and N belongsto the sam em a-—
terial fam ik, but isdoped to be non superconducting, the
decay ofthepairam plitude In N typically takesplace over
a rather long distance of tens of nm ,@,:5]. In contrast, if
both S and N are underdoped cuprates, the pair am pli-
tude n N seem s to decay over a m uch shorter distance,
on the orderofa few nm . W e have cbserved thise ect In
underdoped YBCO based jmctjonsﬁ_d,-'j] having a barrier
made of YB a,Cuy.ssF eo:5Oy ora YBaCuy,.G ao;4Oy .
In SNS junctions having a barrier much thicker than
the decay length, Cooper pairs cannot tunnel through
and the junctions exhibit a nite resistance at all tem -
peratures. Roughly speaking, superconductivity in N is
induced near the two SN interfaces, whilke a section of
length ' In the m idd¥ of the barrier rem ains nom al.
T his is the type of junction studied in the present work.

W e arenot aw are ofprevious Investigations ofthe prox—
Inity e ect In HTSC under a magnetic eld. W hen a
magnetic eld is applied, superconductivity is reduced
and penetrates less Into the nom al conductor. As a
resul, the proxiniy e ect is eld dependentr_b]. If
the superconductivity In the barrier is weakened, the
length of the nom al section in the jinction should in-
crease, and w ith it the junction’s nite resistance. As
a result, a positive m agnetoresistance M R, de ned as
MR R®H) R (0)) should be observed. W e indeed
observed such M R, linear in the eld. An attem pt to ex—
plin thisunusual eld dependence is the sub fct of this

paper.

Besides the eld dependence of the proxin ity e ect,
there are several additional m echanisn s which could
contrbute to the MR. These nclude ux ow in the
superconducting electrodes ij, :;L(_i], nomal MR of the
barrier m aterdal which is caused by bending of electron
trafctories [113], eld dependent hopping in the barrier
@-Zj, ::I-Zi;], and resonag“c tunneling between the electrodes
across the barrier {l4]. In the ©llow ing we show that
the contribution of all these processes to the observed
MR is Insigni cant and we attribute it prin arily to a

eld dependent proxin ity e ect in the barrier.

EXPERMENTAL

The junctions used in the present study are thin In
based ramp junctions of the type that was previously
used In our work i@']. T he Junctions consist of two un-
derdoped superconducting YBCO electrodes separated
by a thin layer of Ga-doped YBCO barrier. Ga has
no m agnetic properties. The transport current ows
In the a-b plane through the Ga-doped YBCO layer.
T he multistep process of jinction preparation by laser
ablation was described prevjouslyfg]. Brie y, we st
deposit a 100 nm thick caxis ordented epitaxial YBCO
layer onto a (100) SrTiO5 (STO) substrate. This base
electrode is then capped by a thick insulating layer of
STO . Patteming is done by Ar ion m illing to create
shallow angl ramps along a main crystallographic
direction in the a-b plane. In a second deposition step,
the barrier layer, the YBCO cover electrode and the Au
electrical contacts are deposited, and then pattemed to
form the nal junctions layout. T his produces several
Junctions wih 5 m width on the wafer. Four tem inal
resistance m easurem ents of the jinctions were carried
out as a function of tem perature and m agnetic eld
of up to 8 Tesla. The eld was perpendicular to the
transport current, which in our geometry ows in the
ab plane ofthe Ims.
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FIG.1l: (Coloronline) Resistance versus tem perature of six

Janctions w ith 21nm thick G a-doped YBCO barrier. In the
nom al state, the di erent resistances of the Jjunctions are
due to di erent lengths ofthe YBCO IXads. The Inset shows
the low tem perature resistance of the junctions where both
electrodes are superconducting.
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Resistivity versus tem perature of

100nm thick In of the Gadoped YBCO m aterial. Square
sym bols are m easured at zero eld and the circles are m ea—
sured wih 6 Tesla eld applied perpendicular to the Im .
Note that the M R of the In is negative, In contrast to the
positive M R of our junctions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Resistance versus tem perature RT) m easurem ents
of six jinctions on the wafer are shown In Fig. 1.
In the nom al region, the di erence In the resistance
of the junctions is due to the di erent lengths of the
YBCO Ikads. One observestw o distinct superconducting
transitions wih T. onset of 35K and 53K which are

attrbuted to each one of the electrodes. In the oxygen
annealing process of underdoped YBCO, the oxygen
concentration iskept low and the duration ofthe anneal-
Ing is relatively short. Consequently, the base electrode
which is covered by a thick layer of STO , absorbs less
oxygen and its transition tem perature is lower. Below
about 30K , both electrodes are superconducting and the
Inset of Figl show s the low tem perature resistance of
the jinctions, which is due to the barrier. Q ualitatively
sim ilarbehaviourwas observed in edge junctionsm ade of
underdoped YBCO separated by a YBaxCuzs55F €50
barr:ieri_é, :j]. T he scatter of the values between di erent
Junctions is typical of our Jjunction preparation process,
and is probably due to nonuniform iies in the localGa
concentration, and to variations In the transparency of
the interfaces, most probably resulting from dam age
created by the lon m illing ofthe ram p. T he transparency
of our junctions can be estim ated from m easurem ents of
the critical current described below , which indicate that
the transparency is low . The tem perature dependence
of the junction’s resistance is typically weaker than that
of the parent m aterial in the form ofa Im, shown in
Fig. 2. At low tem peratures, the absolute resistivity
of the junctions is also much smaller than that of a
YBaCuz,6Gap40y In. One possble interpretation is
that the thickness of the barrier 21 nm in thiswork) is
In the range where the m aterial is m esoscopic. Under
these conditions, the tem perature dependence of the
resistance is expected to be much weaker than that of
a macroscopic  Im :_ﬂ_iS]. The di erences of the absolute
resistivities between di erent junctions may perhaps
result from di erent interface transparency, which also
a ect the conductance of the device In the m esoscopic
regin ef15].

Our main experim ental result is shown n Fig. 3,
w here the m easured m agnetoresistance M R at low T is
pltted as a function of magnetic eld nom al to the
wafer. A1l junctions showed sim ilar behavior. D etailed
m easurem ents were done on three of the six jinctions
on the wafer. O ne can see that all three jJunctions show
a large positive M R which is linear in the applied eld.
The MR typically reaches a value of 20 at 8 Tesla,
which is larger than the resistance at H=0 by tens of
percent.

W e consider possble sources for the MR in our
Jjinctions. M R origihating in the two YBCO electrodes
below the superconducting transition tem perature can
result for instance from ux motion. T his contribution
would be linear in the eld. In order to estim ate the
size of this contrdbution, we perform ed low tem perature
MR measurements on bare YBCO m icrobridges. At
tem peratures close to T, ux ow was indeed observed
(see Appendix ). However, at low tem peratures where
the junctions of Fig. 3 were m easured, no m easurable
MR was observed in the thin In YBCO m icrobridges.
Therefore, ux ow In the YBCO electrodes does not
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FIG .3: (Colbronline)M agnetoresistance versus eld ofthree

of the junctions of Fig. 1 at 2K, and of a "short" junction
at 4K . The "short" resistance is of about 04 at 8 Tesh
which is alm ost two orders of m agnitude am aller than the
corresponding M R of the other jinctions w ith a barrier. T he
dashed line is a guide to the eye.

contrbute to the MR. We also measured the MR

of junctions prepared in the same way, but without
the barrier layer. These junctions are referred to as
"shorts". As shown in Fig. 3, under sim ilar bias
currents and elds, the "shorts" did exhibit a small
MR of about 04 at 8 Tesla. The "shorts" show a

nite MR sihce the interface between the two YBCO

electrodes is always in perfect. The M R of the "shorts"

is an aller than the M R In the junctions by aln ost two
orders of m agnitude. The interface resistance cannot
be directly m easured. W hat can be measured is the
critical current density. Typically, the critical current
density at low tem perature of a 60K YBCO "short"

is one order of m agnitude an aller than that ofa Im.
This in plies that the transparency of our jinctions is
low. To summ arize this section, the above series of
control experim ents show that MR in the electrodes is
not the source ofthe JargeM R observed in our jinctions.

A second potential source for the observed MR in
Fig. 3 could be the barrier m aterial itself. W e therefore
m easured the M R of the Gadoped YBCO . Speci cally,
we measured the resistance versus team perature of
m icrobridges pattemed in a thin In of this m aterial
annealled under the sam e conditions as the jinctions
In Fig. 3. Fig. 2 shows the resistivity of these bridges
with and wihout m agnetic eld. The barrier m aterial
exhibits a clear negative MR of 5% at 2K . The sign
of this MR is opposite to that of the Jjunctions which
show a large positive MR . At low tem peratures, where
the MR of the Gadoped Ims is largest, the MR
contrbuted by the barrier in the jinctions would be

atmost 8 (5% 0of 160 , as seen In the Inset of Fig.
1). However, since the sign of the M R of the barrier
m aterial iself is negative, the net (positive) M R of the
Junctions should be even larger than shown in Fig. 3.
C onsequently, the properties of the barrier m aterial on
itsown cannot explain the cbserved M R ofthe junctions.

T he abovem entioned controlexperin ents clearly show
that the M R of our junctions does not originate from
the superconducting electrodes nor from the nom al
properties of the barrierm aterial. ThenetM R which we
see has a m agnitude characteristic of the transition of
part of the barrier from a superconducting to a nom al
state. W e therefore exam ine whether the MR could
originate from the depression of superconductivity near
the SN interface of the junction.

Before going Into a m ore detailed analysis, we note
that our barrier is a mesoscopic section of a M ott
nsulator M I), with the conductance of the m aterial
In buk form show ing variable range hopping LL@l] Tts
low tem perature resistiviy, 08 an, is about 3 orders
of m agnitude larger than the m axinum resistivity of
metals M ottTo eRegel lim it |22]). Strictly speaking,
our junctions are S/M I/S janctions. So, the application
of the usual theoretical description of the proxim iy
e ect to our junctions is not a prori justi ed, since
both the deGennes and Usadel equations are valid
only for dirty metals. However, it is an experin ental
fact that when an M I wih resistivity 1 an isi
good electrical contact w ith a superconductor it behaves
sin flarly to a metal ({6, 23, 24, 25]. T he question which
particular m odel to use is therefore a m atter of choice.
In the lim it of am all Induced pair am plitude in N, which
applies to our low transparency jinctions, the de-G ennes
and U sadel approach give the same result. Since the
de-Gennes approach was traditionally employed in
all previous and current work on HTSC proxim iy
strucmresi_él,:g, 2-6_}], we prefer to follow this route. In any
case, the analysis presented below is nevertheless usefi1l,
In tem s of assigning values to physical quantities such
as the decay length which can then be inter-com pared
between di erent experim ents.

W e st discuss the MR on the S side of the SN
Interface. In this region, the order param eter is reduced,
superconductivity is depressed, pinning is weakened
and ux ow oould occur despite the low tem perature.
W e now estin ate the upper lm it on the contribution
of this e ect to the MR . The low tem perature nom al
state resistivity of YBCO , extrapolated from the linear
part of the RT plt above the transition, is about
10 * an. An upper linit on the volime near the
Interface n which superconductivity is weakened is
10 A 2002 05 m ?,whereA isthe jinction cross
section f_Z-Zl:] T he nom alstate resistance of this region is
very Iow, lessthan 0:1 .Sihcethe ux ow resistanceis
a fraction of the nom al state resistance, it follow s that



the M R In the S side close to the Interface is negligble.

Tuming now to the N side of the interface, the
resistivity of the barrier m aterdal is quite high, 0:8 an
at 2K . A rough estin ate done assum ing Ohm’s law
In the barrier indicates that a 1 nm thick slice of the
barrierhasa resistance ofR 16 . Thisvalue is sin ilar
to the total M R seen In Fig. 3. In the follow ing, we
propose that the observed MR is caused by changes
In the e ective penetration of superconductiviy into
the barrier. In other words, when a magnetic eld is
applied, the m agnitude of the pair am plitude induced in
the barrier is decreased and Y, the e ective length ofthe
barrier which rem ains nom al, increases thus increasing
the resistance of the jinction.

Them agnetic eldsused in the present study are sn all
com pared w ith H ; ofthe 60K YBCO phasewhich is 50T
ﬁ_ZC_i]. Thus changes in them iInigap  due to the applied

eld are also an allbut not negligble. The value of on
the S side near the interface is proportionalto T, which
irself depends on them agnetic  eld due to pair breaking
according to B, :_1§']

H
Q

o
N

where T, is the critical tem perature under applied eld
and Tp isthe critical tem perature at zero eld. isthe
digamma finction de ned as (x) = %)= (x), and

is the pair breaking param eter. Fora thin In under
perpendicular applied eld = DgeH=c, whereDg is
the di usion coe cient in the superconductor. Since the
highest m agnetic eld we used is an all com pared w ith
H o, pair breaking is snalland (=2 k TC)' isa anall

param eter. In this lin it, Eq. (1) reduces to B, 18]

kg (Teo To) = — 2)

4

From ourRT measurem entsunderdi erent eldswe nd
the values of Ty and T. (65K at 0T and 55K at 7T,
respectively). W e can thus calculate the value of which
is 1meV at7 Tesla. Therefore, =2 kg T’ 1=35, and
this Justi es the use ofEq. ). By assum ing a linear
scaling between and T @ = kgT., wih being
a constant of about 5), we estim ate that undera eld
of 7T them agnitude of decreasesby about 15% . The
suppression of can be therefore w ritten as

s s (0) sH)= —= — 3)

8 8 c
where g issnallcompared wih ¢ (0). The soatialde-
pendence ofthe 1n an SN S junction is shown schem at—
ically n Fig. 4. The valie of the on both side of
the Interface are related through the standard boundary
condition E_Z, -'_3]:

i

N or MI P S
Barrier E

FIG .4: A schem atic diagram ofthe junction and the spatial
pro ke of (x). “#H ) is the length of the resistive region of
the junction. The shaded area shows the region in which
superconductivity is weakened on both sides of the interface
due to the proxin ity e ect.
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where [ and { arethe values of the m inigap at the
S and N sides of the SN interface. Ng and Ny are the
nom al state density of states @O S) on the S and N
sides of the Interface, respectively. Finally, Vg and Vy

are the electron-electron Interaction on the S and N sides.
A ssum Ing the D O S and the electron-electron interaction

are eld ndependent we obtain

@) g

@)

[N

= )

i
N

Z b

where = NgVg=Ny Vy isa eld independent constant
and we de ne y x ) y ). § whih is
the value at the interface, is also a an all param eter as

y= x 0) << 1.

Tuming to the N side now, under a m agnetic eld H
applied in the cdirection, the spatialdependence of is
given by the lnearized G Inzburg-Landau (G L) equation
g1
2

2eH )

d2
~ o+ xo x)

dx? ~C

Ny +K? y =0 ()

where Xy and K are constants. In our experin ent, X, X
is Iim ited by 10 nm which is half the thickness of our
Junction, the eldH islessthan 8T ,and K ison the order
ofa few nm . U sing these param eters, we estin ate that



the upper lin i of the second term in Eqg. (8) is about
two orders of m agnitude an aller than the last term . In
this Im i, the solution ofEq. 8) or in N exhibitsan
exponentialdecay w ith distance y () = ; exp( K x).
In the dirty lin it @], K is given by

g 1= Py 7, )
2 kgT )

In this 1m it, w here the cyclotron radius in the m agnetic
eld ismuch larger than them ean free path, Dy is eld
Independent and thus K does not depend on eld. How —
ever, the valie of  at the interface { ,is eld depen—
dent because it is pinned to the value ofthe on the S
side at the interface [ through Eq. (5). The pair am —
plitude induced in the barrier is e ectively depressed to
zero by them al uctuations at som e distance from the
interface, and from that distance onwards the m aterial
has a nie resistance. The natural way to detem ine
this distance is through the condition that the extrapo—
lated m agniude of there is of the order of kg T . This
length, which we denote by X , depends on the eld as

ke T = y @)e **® ®)
where X H ) is the e ective penetration depth of super-
conductivity into N when a magnetic eld is applied.
D viding the Eq. (9) for X # ) by the equation for
X H =0)we nd

y 0 _ K KO X @) ©)
Ny @)
and
1
XH) X0=—h 1 — 10)
x ©)
Sinhce [ is a small parameter X H) X (0)
1=k 1 (0).Referring to the schem atic m odel shown

In Fig. 4, the eld dependent resistance of the barrier is
R= "H)=A,where ‘H)= L 2X #H) isthe length
Inside the barrier which is nom al. Usihg Eg. (5) and
the relation 2 5 = kp T, the m agnetoresistance com es

out as
M R RH) RO = ZX(X(H) X (0)) 1)
. s 1
 2AAK kg T.

W e therefore see that theM R is linear in H, iIn agreem ent
w ith the observed behavior In Fig. 2.

A rough estinate of the decay lngth (1=K ) 1n
the underdoped barrier at low tem perature can be

attem pted using the resistivity of the barrier, 0:8 an
and the typical resistance of the Jjunctions 100

U sing these values, we estim ate the length of the barrier
which remains nomal ‘H = 0) as 6nm . Takihg the
thickness of the barrier of 21nm , and assum ing that
the pair am plitude decays to zero over 3 tines the
decay length (1=K ), we ocbtain a value for 1=K ofabout
25nm . 1=K can also be calculated using Eq. (7), where
Dy = =%WVy. The mean free path in the barrier
can be estin ated as the distance between nearest Ga
atom s Y 5A and the Fem i velocity in the barrier
vy = 12 10’cm =sec was measured In a previous
studyfi6]. This yields 1=K ’ 3.5nm . It appears that
both m ethods of estim ating 1=K give values which are
consistent. W e note that the decay length estim ated In
underdoped SN S structure com es out m uch an aller than
In optim ally doped ones Ef, :_é].

U sing our data we estin ate the di usion coe cient
Ds and the relaxation tine g of underdoped YBCO.
Taking an average T. of 45K, and an average slope
In Fig. 3 of M R=H = 27 =Tesla, Eq. (11) yilds
Ds lan?=sec. This is consistent w ith an independent
estim ate that can be extracted from Eqg. (2) and from
the relation between and the di usion coe cient D g
which yields  1:7an ?=sec. The relaxation tine, s is
extracted from the usual relation that connects it with
the di usion coe cientDs = 1vig s where vy s is the
Fem i velocity of quasiparticles in the superconductor

2 107 am =sec I_Z-j] Under these assum ptions g
for YBCO is 25fs. The value found for g is of
the same order of magniude as the recent results
of Gedik et al. who obtained s  100fs R7] whik
ourvalie ofD g issn allerby than theirs,Ds 20 an?/s.

For com plkteness, we mention that Abrikosov has
predicted another m echanism for Inear MR versus H
In superconductors I_lé] He assumed a eld dependent
resonant tunneling which yieldsM R linear In H at very
high magnetic elds, when only a few Landau lvels
are lled. W hen the eld is reduced and the number
of llked Landau levels increases the eld dependence of
the M R changes into a quadratic one. Thism odel could
In principle, explain the observed linear behavior of our
M R resuls. However, peaks in the density of states due
to Landau lkvels are absent in the dynam ic resistance
spectra of our juinctions. M oreover, the elds used In
our experin ent are not high enough to reach the regin e
where a low number of Landau lvels are 1lled. Hence,
if this m odel was applicable to our junctions, we should
have observed a quadratic dependence of the MR on

eld, which is not the case.

CONCLUSIONS

W e investigated the resistance of SN S structuresbased
on underdoped YBCO wih non-m agnetic G a-doped
YBCO barrier as a fiinction m agnetic eld. W e discov—
ered a linear increase of the resistance wih the eld
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m odel. Our data (solid squares) can be com pared w ith pre—
vious m easurem ents by Kunchur et al. and O ssandon s

29, 301-

M R .An extensive series of controlexperin ents indicates
that this eld dependence doesnot result from ux ow,
which would be the obvious mechanism of MR In a
superconductor. A sin pli ed analysis indicates that the
e ect may well be explained by eld dependent prox—
In ity e ect in the barrier. T his explanation produces a
reasonable estin ate of the di usion coe cient and the
relaxation tine in YBCO . Furthem ore, our estim ates
Indicate that In underdoped YBCO SN S structures, the
superconductivity induced inside the barrier through the
proxim iy e ect has a short ( 2-3 nm ) range, unlke the

long range proxin ity e ect observed In optim ally doped
YBCO structures.
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A. APPEND IX

For the sake of com parison with previous work, we
also measured the M R of optimally doped YBCO Ims
at tem peratures close to T. as shown in the inset of
Fig. 5. In this case, the resistance showed a region
linear w ith applied eld. In the B ardeen-Stephen m odel
i,110, 28], the resistance resulting from  ux ow isgiven
by Rfmxriow = H=H(T)) Ry (T) where H is the
applied m agnetic eld and Ry (T) is the nom al state
resistance at tem perature T, extrapolated from the RT
plt close to T.. Using this m odel, we extracted the
tem perature dependence of H ., near T.. Our results
show good agreem ent with previous m easurem ents by
K unchur et al. and O ssandon et al. 9, 36], which are
also pbtted In Fig. 5. At tem peratures much lower
than T, however, no measurable M R In the YBCO Im
was observed. Therefore, at low tem peratures where
the Junctions of Fig. 3 were measured, ux ow in the
YBCO electrodes does not contrbute to the M R. This
conclusion holds independent of the oxygen doping level
ofthe YBCO .
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