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The transition metal dichalcogenide TiSe2 has received significant research attention over the past
four decades, in large part due to the uniqueness of its charge-ordered state. Different work has
presented ways to suppress the charge density wave transition, vary low temperature resistivity by
orders of magnitude, and stabilize magnetic or superconducting states. Here we give the results of
a new synthesis technique whereby samples were grown in a an argon gas environment at pressures
as high as 180 bar. Above 100 K, the properties of these samples are unchanged from previous
reports, but a hysteretic resistance region that begins around 80 K accompanied by insulating low
temperature behavior are distinct from anything previously observed. This new feature is linked to
a decrease in carrier concentration and may allow access to a nonmetallic ground state in a material
long speculated to be an excitonic insulator.

I. INTRODUCTION

TiSe2 has received perhaps the most extensive inves-
tigation of any member of the transition metal dichalco-
genide (TMD) family. As with other TMDs, weak van
der Waals bonding along the c-axis means that relatively
minor tweaks to unit cell size or interlayer dynamics can
have dramatic effects on physical properties. In TiSe2,
these changes are most evident in study of the charge den-
sity wave (CDW) that, under normal conditions, emerges
at 200 K1. The TiSe2 Fermi surface is not susceptible to
nesting, a typical cause of charge ordering in TMDs2,
so other explanations have been proposed: several vari-
ations of the Jahn-Teller effect3–5 or an excitonic insu-
lator state resulting from a small indirect band gap or
overlap6. Recent experiment has given support to the
latter scenario7,8. Despite this, TiSe2 shows metallic low
temperature behavior, with resistivities often much lower
than the 300 K value.

Both the application of high pressure and the interca-
lation or substitution of new atoms to TiSe2 can change
the character of the CDW, typically suppressing it and
in some cases leading to superconductivity or magnetic
ordering9–16. In this paper, we present a way of bringing
about new properties in TiSe2 without the introduction
of extrinsic atoms or a change in measurement condi-
tions. By applying up to 180 bar of pressure with argon
gas during the growth process, we have synthesized both
single and polycrystals that exhibit a first-order transi-
tion below 100 K, together with a large increase in the
magnitude of the Hall coefficient and low temperature re-
sistance. This differs from the insulating behavior seen in
substitution studies in that pressure-grown samples show
the same transport, magnetic, and structural properties
as typical TiSe2 at higher temperatures. The fact that

pressure growth affects only low temperature behavior
suggests that it may counteract a parasitic metallic com-
ponent to the resistance, allowing for observation of an
insulating, charge-ordered ground state.

II. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

TiSe2 crystals are typically grown by chemical vapor
transport (CVT) with excess Se or, preferably, I2 as the
transport agent1,12,17–19. For this study samples were
grown at elevated pressure in a Morris HPS-3210 furnace
[Fig. 1(a)], as has been done previously with the topolog-
ical insulator Bi2Se3

20. This furnace can reach pressures
up to 200 bar at 1000 ◦C by introducing Ar into a stain-
less steel growth chamber. The pressure in the cham-
ber, as displayed on the furnace controller during the
sequence, varies with temperature; the values reported
here correspond to the maximum observed pressure for
each growth, which (depending on maximum tempera-
ture) was about 60-70% larger than at room tempera-
ture.

It is not possible to do a traditional CVT growth in
the pressure furnace, both because of the large amount
of Ar gas present and the fact that iodine vapor would
damage the chamber. So the actual process was closer
to a “Se flux” method. Se shot (99.999+%, Alfa Aesar)
and crushed Ti slugs (99.98%, Alfa Aesar) were mixed
together at the bottom of a quartz ampule with a 40 cm
length and 0.75 cm inner diameter. Growths were at-
tempted with Ti-Se ratios ranging from 1:2 to 1:9, and
several different temperature profiles. A typical sequence
was to heat the furnace at 48 ◦C/hour to 600-700 ◦C and
stay at the maximum temperature for 24-48 hours. The
sample space was then slowly cooled at 4.8 ◦C/hour to
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FIG. 1. (a) The Morris HPS-3210 furnace used for growth. A
quartz ampule, open at one end, was inserted with its closed
end on the right hand side near the heating element. The
entire chamber was then sealed and the furnace lid closed.
Tilting the furnace is suspected to help nucleate crystals. (b)
A typical ampule after growth. The dark area on the closed
right end is polycrystalline TiSe2, while the region in the mid-
dle is elemental Se. (c) A small, fragile, pressure-grown TiSe2
crystal. (d) Larger pressure-grown TiSe2 single crystals (on
1×1 mm2 scale paper), which had a different appearance and
were less common.

400 ◦C, at which point the furnace was turned off and
passively cooled to room temperature; only then was the
chamber returned to ambient pressure. For comparison,
we also growth single crystals via CVT with I2, and a
flux technique21 using excess Se (at a 1:9 ratio with Ti)
in alumina crucibles in about 1/3 atm of Ar gas inside a
sealed quartz tube.

All pressure furnace growths produced a large number
of polycrystalline chunks, but only about half also re-
sulted in single crystals large enough for transport mea-
surements. Other growths produced some single crystals
less than 200 µm across. There was no identifiable corre-
spondence between growth pressure, temperature profile,
or Ti-Se ratio and the successful production of large crys-
tals. Empirically, it seemed that propping up the cooler
end of the furnace at an angle helped to form crystals, as
was also noticed in the case of Bi2Se3

20. This may have
been because it concentrated Se at the end of the am-
pule where the Ti slugs were located, since the excess Se
would often condense further up the length of the tube

upon opening the growth [Fig. 1(b)]. It could also have
helped to amplify any temperature gradient in the fur-
nace and approximate the conditions for vapor transport.

Resultant single crystals also varied in appearance be-
tween growths, as seen in Figs. 1(c) and 1(d). Some were
small, whispy, and flexible, less than half a millimeter in
length and 15-60 µm in thickness. Others were larger and
sturdy, over 1 mm wide and 200 µm thick. In either case,
single crystal x-ray diffraction (XRD) confirmed that the
platelike crystals always grew with the c-axis out of plane,
as would be expected for hexagonal, layered TiSe2.

Synchrotron powder x-ray diffraction (XRD) patterns
of ground polycrystals were obtained through the beam-
line 11-BM mail-in program at the Advanced Photon
Source at Argonne National Laboratory, and refinements
were made with the GSAS-II software package22. High
quality single crystal measurements were also made at
150 K on a Bruker APEX2 Diffractometer with Mo Kα

radiation. The integral intensities were corrected for ab-
sorption using the SADABS software23 using the integra-
tion method. The structure was solved with the ShelXS-
2015 program and refined with the ShelXL-2015 program
and least-square minimization using the ShelX software
package24. Electrical transport measurements were car-
ried out in 9 T and 14 T Quantum Design Physical Prop-
erties Measurement Systems, and 14 T Quantum Design
DynaCool. The 14 T PPMS and DynaCool systems were
used for heat capacity measurements. Magnetization was
measured using the DynaCool vibrating sample magne-
tometer as well as two versions of the 7 T Quantum
Design Magnetic Properties Measurement System, the
MPMS XL and MPMS3.

III. PHYSICAL PROPERTIES

A. Structural Characterization

Room temperature synchrotron diffraction patterns
were taken of ground polycrystals from seven growths:
CVT (0 bar), Se flux (1 bar), and five pressure growths
in the range 56-160 bar. A refined pattern for a
130 bar growth is shown in Fig. 2(a), with the vol-
umes and lattice parameters of all refinements presented
in Figs. 2(b) and 2(c). Lattice parameters were in the
range 3.5387 < a < 3.5400 Å and 6.0065 < c < 6.0099 Å.
These numbers are very close to reference values11,19, and
comparable to reports for crystals with < 5% of various
intercalants or dopants10,11,14,16. Overall, samples grown
at pressure show minimal lattice change at room temper-
ature. Elemental Se was also found at low levels in some
powder diffraction patterns, presumably a result of the
excess material used in the growth.

Five single crystal samples grown in the range 101-
140 bar were also selected for XRD at 150 K [Table I].
However, these data are not directly comparable to room
temperature values as they are determined by a combina-
tion of thermal contraction and CDW-related lattice dis-
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FIG. 2. (a) Experimental (blue) and simulated (green) pat-
terns for a 130 bar growth obtained from synchrotron powder
diffraction, with a logarithmic y-axis. The red line is the
subtracted background, and hashes underneath indicate the
location of elemental Se (red) and TiSe2 (blue) peaks. We
also present the volumes (b) and lattice parameters (c) vs.
growth pressure (with error bars) from refinement of all syn-
chrotron data. CVT and Se flux growths are referred to as 0
and 1 bar, respectively.

tortion. What they demonstrate, however, is that TCDW

is above 150 K for these samples. This is in spite of
different growth conditions and varied low temperature
resistivities, which were 2-5 times higher than the 300 K
value. Using the reported TiSe2 lattice parameters19 and
thermal expansion coefficients25 we can estimate that at
150 K, before accounting for the effect of the CDW on
the lattice, a = 3.530 Å and c = 5.993 Å for typical
TiSe2. Instead, we see 150 K lattice parameters that
are, with the exception of the 140 bar sample, similar to
or larger than room temperature values. The explana-

TABLE I. Parameters obtained from refinements of 150 K
single crystal XRD measurements. Two crystals from the
same 101 bar growth were selected.

PGrowth (bar) a (Å) c (Å) wR2

101 #1 3.5415(11) 6.0198(19) 0.0494
101 #2 3.5355(9) 6.0112(16) 0.0556

114 3.5332(15) 6.007(3) 0.0553
138 3.5432(10) 6.0195(17) 0.0615
140 3.5275(11) 5.9969(19) 0.0509

tion for the lattice expansion is charge ordering, which
at 150 K can cause a distortion of more than 10−2 Å in
typical TiSe2

1,26. Pressure growth does not have a sub-
stantial effect on charge ordering, since by 150 K samples
that have clearly undergone a lattice expansion due to
CDW formation.

Energy-dispersive x-ray spectroscopy (EDS) confirms
a Se deficiency in the vast majority of samples, despite
the use of excess material in the growth. Individual sam-
plings have a relatively large uncertainty, but combining
results for multiple growths we get an average Se:Ti ra-
tio of 1.82 ± 0.05. This is a larger deficiency than would
be expected based on growth temperature1,27. However,
similar levels of Se deficiency were found samples grown
with the standard I2 CVT method, meaning that any
novel behavior accompanying pressure growth is not sim-
ply a result of nonstoichiometry.

B. Electrical Transport

The temperature-dependent resistance of a number of
single crystals grown at various pressures are shown in
Fig. 3, with resistances scaled to 300 K values. Above
100 K, the behavior does not differ from previous reports
on TiSe2. In line with previous convention we used the
kink in the derivative (a peak in the second derivative)
as indicating the onset of charge ordering1. The values
we see for all samples are just above 200 K, the same as
standard TiSe2. All samples have a rise upon cooling at
200 K regardless of behavior at lower temperatures. On
the other hand, the peak in resistance, normally centered
around 165 K, is lower in most of our samples. A similar
effect has been reported in samples grown without I2

28,
or by varying growth temperature1,27, and is thought to
be linked to nonstoichiometry. The ratio Rpeak/R(300 K)
for our samples can be as high as seven, much larger than
has been achieved with CVT crystal growth27,28. An in-
creased relative peak height has previously been thought
to correspond to fewer Se vacancies and correspondingly
higher crystal quality1,17,29. However, this was only an
assumption in those papers, and in fact a more recent
paper has even argued that Se deficiency is actually ben-
eficial to charge ordering27. Our crystals show a taller
peak at a lower temperature with an appreciable Se de-
ficiency. We therefore discard any notion of correspon-
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FIG. 3. Resistance (scaled to 300 K value) as a function of
temperature for TiSe2 single crystals, with maximum growth
pressures noted. Samples from the same growth are distin-
guished by lettering. Arrows indicate the direction of tem-
perature sweeps, showing hysteresis that is also noticeable in
data without arrows.

dence between the peak’s height, its temperature, and
crystal quality.

At lower temperatures many pressure-grown samples
show a large increase in resistivity with decreasing tem-
perature, a significant departure from expected behavior.
Additionally, temperature hysteresis often opens around
80 K in a similar range to where insulating character
emerges. This is emphasized in Fig. 4, which shows
∆R, defined as the difference in resistance value between
warming and cooling, scaled to its room temperature
value, for five samples from a single 101 bar growth.
In most cases the greatest hysteresis occurs between 50-
100 K, with some samples also showing large values near
the higher temperature local maximum where resistance
changes most quickly. This effect is present both when
temperature is swept slowly and continuously or stabi-
lized at each data point. Application of fields up to
140 kOe did not change overall behavior, and even for
measurements of longitudinal resistance the Hall compo-
nent was often dominant enough to obscure any small
magnetoresistive signal. Similar results were seen for
both single crystal and polycrystalline samples, but we
present only single crystal resistance data in order to
demonstrate that the effect is inherent to pressure-grown
TiSe2 and not a result of insulating impurities, grain
boundaries, or other effects that make polycrystalline
transport measurements less reliable.

While polycrystals were universally insulating at low
temperatures, not all single crystals showed the 80 K
transition; some behaved like typical, CVT-grown TiSe2,
and behavior below 100 K varied even for samples from
the same growth with similar room temperature resistiv-
ities [Fig. 4, inset]. The height of the CDW peak was
also inconsistent and Tpeak could vary by 10 K. The

lowest growth pressure to produce single crystals was
56 bar, and the highest was 140 bar, but polycrystals
grown at maximum pressures of 10-180 bar behaved sim-
ilarly. While pressure synthesis conditions are necessary
to stimulate this behavior, there does not seem to be
a clear relationship between the exact growth pressure
and the specifics of low temperature behavior. In gen-
eral there was no identifiable link between any physical
properties and particular growth pressure. The location
of material within the ampule and the obscurities of crys-
tal nucleation in a high gas pressure environment, which
are much harder to track, are likely more relevant.

A comparison of ρ(T) for crystals grown by I2 CVT,
Se flux, and Ar pressure [Fig. 5(a)] makes clearer the dif-
ferences between the techniques. Resistivity values are
initially similar, and all show the CDW-associated rise in
ρ at a similar temperature. The CVT crystal has a peak
at 165 K and ρ(1.8 K) < ρ(300 K). The Se flux sam-
ple has a suppressed Tpeak of 150 K and slightly higher
resistivity at 1.8 K than room temperature. A pressure-
grown crystal has a local maximum at even lower tem-
perature (140 K) and a hysteretic, insulating transition.
TCDW has typically been identified as the beginning of
the flat minimum region in the first derivative1. However,
as can be seen in Fig. 5(a) the minima for Se flux and
pressure-grown samples are influenced by the suppres-
sion of Tpeak. We therefore used the peak in the second
derivative, equivalent to the kink in the first derivative, to
define TCDW. The inset to Fig. 5(b) clearly demonstrates
that this occurs at the same temperature for all three
samples. While both Se flux and pressure-grown crystals
have an elevated low temperature resistance compared to
CVT samples, the insulating behavior is much larger in
those grown under pressure and also features hysteresis.

As with longitudinal resistivity, the Hall resistance
[Fig. 6(a)] in pressure-grown crystals above 200 K is gen-
erally similar to typical TiSe2

1. The Hall coefficient RH

is initially positive and crosses zero near 165 K. Similar
to the peak in ρ(T), this is at a slightly lower temper-
ature than previous reports1,28 and varies between sam-
ples, but not as substantial a drop as seen upon elemen-
tal substitution30,31. At low temperatures RH can reach
large negative values up to two orders of magnitude larger
than those of typical TiSe2

1 and an order of magnitude
above those measured even for insulating Ti1−xMxSe2
(M = As, Sc, Nb, Ni, Re, or Y)31. This indicates a
different mechanism for insulating behavior in pressure-
grown samples: a reduced carrier concentration rather
than impurity scattering. The inset to Fig. 6(a) com-
pares the scaled resistance and -RH at low temperatures.
Generally, samples with more insulating low temperature
behavior had a reduced carrier concentration.

C. Heat Capacity

Heat capacity measurements were taken from 300 K
to 2 K on a polycrystalline chunk of TiSe2 grown at
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160 bar [Fig. 6(b)], which had shown an insulating tran-
sition in transport measurements. However, there are
no features in the corresponding temperature range, and
the shape and values of the data are very similar to what
has been measured before for CVT-grown TiSe2

29. The
lack of a feature in the hysteretic region is not wholly
surprising, as even the higher temperature CDW has
only a very subtle effect. Low temperature measure-
ments on the same polycrystal and two others grown at
different pressures are shown in the inset to Fig. 6(b).
All data fit well to the standard specific heat equation
C/T = γ + βT 2. In this equation, γ is the Sommer-
feld coefficient and β can be used to calculate the Debye

temperature θD = ( 12π4NAkBn
5β )

1
3 , where NA is the Avo-

gadro number, kB Boltzmann’s constant, and n = 3 the
number of atoms per formula unit. Results were similar
for all three samples. The computed γ values are small:
0.14, 0.16, and 0.19 mJ

mol K2 respectively for the 98, 130,
and 160 bar samples, reflecting the the small low tem-
perature density of states at the Fermi energy. θD is 220,
244, and 209 K for the same data. The values for TiSe2
powder29 are γ = 0.19 mJ

mol K2 and θD = 251 K. The lower
θD in pressure-grown samples may indicate phonon soft-
ening related to an enhancement of charge ordering.

D. Magnetic Susceptibility

Like heat capacity, magnetization measurements
[Fig. 6(c)] differed little from vapor transport-grown
TiSe2. Pressure-grown polycrystals show both positive
and negative χ values which are small in either case,
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differences emerge below 150 K. No hysteresis is observed in
the CVT or flux crystals. (b) The derivative of the cooling
data from (a) in a narrower temperature region. (inset) The
second derivative of the same data. The peak is identified as
the onset of the CDW.

roughly 10−5 emu
mol Oe . The shape matches both powder

data1 and results from our own CVT-grown samples. A
knee and drop in χ(T), with a similar shape to dρ/dT, is
linked to the CDW onset. A plateau is seen at lower tem-
peratures, before paramagnetic impurities (subtracted
from Ref. 1) cause a rise at lowest temperatures. Data
were taken under large fields (≥ 50 kOe) to enhance the
weak signal, but curves had the same appearance over
the range 0-140 kOe.



6

0 100 200 300

-4

-2

0

0 2 4 6
0

5

10

R
(1

.8
 K

)/
R

(3
0

0
 K

)
-R

H
(1.8 K) (cm3/C)

-1
-1

C
 (

J 
m

o
l

 K
)

 2 2
 T (K )

-1
-2

 C
/T

 (
m

J 
m

o
l

 K
)

 98  bar
130 bar

(b)

T (K)

5
-1

-1
χ 

(1
0

 e
m

u
 m

o
l

 O
e

) 70 bar
114 bar
127 bar

(c)

T (K)

3
R

 (
cm

/C
)

H

160 bar

Ref. 1

Se flux

101 bar

114 bar

140 bar

CVT

156 bar

(a)

160 bar

80 bar

T (K)

R(1.8 K)/R(300 K)

H
ys

te
re

tic
 A

re
a

 (
a

.u
.)

(d)

0 100 200 300
0

20

40

60

80

0 5 10

0

5

10

15

0 100 200 300

-6

-4

-2

0

FIG. 6. (a) The temperature dependence of the Hall coefficient of TiSe2 single crystals. Inset: the increase in resistance at
base temperature scaled to 300 K value plotted against the negative Hall coefficient at base temperature. More insulating
samples generally showed a larger |RH|. Error bars come from uncertainty in the measurement of sample thickness. (b) Specific
heat of a polycrystalline TiSe2 sample with a maximum growth pressure of 160 bar as a function of temperature. Inset: Low
temperature data for the same sample and two other polycrystals, with maximum growth pressures noted. Lines are fits to
the Debye low temperature specific heat model. (c) Magnetic susceptibility for polycrystalline TiSe2 chunks taken in constant
applied fields of 50 or 70 kOe, compared to powder data from Di Salvo et al.1 (d) The hysteretic area (see Discussion for details)
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IV. DISCUSSION

Above about 100 K, there is no difference in the be-
havior of TiSe2 grown with iodine vapor or at high pres-
sure. The sudden decrease in χ(T) and the maximum
in d2ρ/dT2 (the dρ/dT inflection point) have both been
connected to the onset of charge ordering1,30. These oc-
cur at the same temperature, within 5 K, for pressure-
grown TiSe2 compared to CVT samples, despite dra-
matic differences in lower temperature resistivity in many
single crystals, even those from the same growth. The

distinct aspect of pressure growth is the lower temper-
ature transport behavior. While TiSe2 becomes more
insulating with V doping (≤ 5%)9,30 or the intercala-
tion of Cr, Fe, Co, and (in small quantities, before lead-
ing to superconductivity) Pd10,14,15, the resistivity of
those samples is not hysteretic. Furthermore, they show
a more significant change in room temperature lattice
parameters10,11,14,16, CDW suppression13, and antiferro-
magnetic or Curie-Weiss behavior10. On the other hand,
Ti1−xPtxSe2 does have some have similarities to our find-
ings. Up to x = 0.13, it increases ρ by eight orders of
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magnitude at low temperatures, while lattice constants at
300 K and TCDW hardly change15. However, there is no
hysteresis reported. Transport measurements and den-
sity functional theory calculations attribute this change
to an increased energy gap. Pressure growth may simi-
larly influence the band structure, as is thought to be the
case for pressure-grown Bi2Se3

20.

CVT-grown TiSe2 has shown both metallic1,27 or
semimetallic11,14,15 resistive behavior, without explana-
tion or even much recognition of this variation. Our
own CVT or Se flux crystals can similarly differ in
low temperature properties [Fig. 5(a)]. Whether TiSe2
has a semimetallic or semiconducting band structure is
ambiguous32, but a CDW transition would typically be
expected to lead to more insulating behavior2. Exci-
ton condensation would also remove carriers from both
electron and hole bands. Because we observe a de-
crease in carrier concentration that is more dramatic
in more insulating samples [Fig. 6(a), inset], we con-
clude that pressure growth of TiSe2 makes it possi-
ble to observe a truly insulating charge ordered ground
state, which carries with it a hysteretic transition.
In Fig. 6(d) we plot the “hysteretic area” of single
crystal samples against their scaled resistance increase,
R(1.8 K)/R(300 K). This quantity is defined as the area
under the ∆R/R(300 K) vs. T curve between 30 and
80 K. The error bar comes from the largest area seen
in non-hysteretic samples, which ideally would have van-
ishing hysteresis. There is a clear connection between
more insulating low temperature behavior and more pro-
nounced hysteresis, even after scaling to raw resistance
values.

Other TMDs display multiple transitions of varyingly
insulating character. TaS2 has three progressively more
insulating CDW transitions, with the two at lower tem-
perature being hysteretic33,34. They correspond to the
onset of (with decreasing temperature) incommensurate,
nearly commensurate, and fully commensurate CDWs.
Thus it would not be unusual to see something similar in
TiSe2. Beyond emphasizing the conduction channel asso-
ciated with the charge-ordered state, another possibility
is that pressure growth introduces a slight incommensu-
ration of the 200 K CDW. Recent reports on supercon-
ducting Cu-intercalated or pressurized samples observe
incommensurate CDWs in certain regions of the phase
diagram just above the superconducting transition, and
attribute them to c-axis stacking faults35–37. Pressure
applied during growth may affect the lattice during crys-
tallization, and the lower temperature feature could be a
“lock-in” to full commensuration, as occurs near 200 K
in TaS2

34 and 100 K in TaSe2
38. The ICDW-CCDW

transitions in Cu-intercalated or pressurized samples oc-
cur in the 70-80 K range36,37, also where pressure-grown
samples first show hysteresis. X-ray measurements in-
dicate that this transition is first order in pressurized
TiSe2 and should therefore be hysteretic. Still, both ap-
plied pressure and Cu intercalation lower TCDW and in-
duce metallicity, unlike pressure growth. For that reason

we believe that pressure growth might reveal an intrin-
sic phase previously unnoticed in TiSe2, rather than a
new phenomenon. Future work with x-ray scattering or
scanning tunneling microscopy would be highly valuable
in pinning down the source of this unprecedented low
temperature transition.

V. CONCLUSION

Our work is the first report of insulating behavior
in TiSe2 without substitution or intercalation. Instead,
samples grown under argon gas pressures of 10-180 bar
frequently showed a much larger resistance and reduced
carrier concentration at low temperatures. Prior exam-
ples in which the introduction of new atoms caused a low
temperature resistance increase lack the hysteretic be-
havior that we have observed starting around 80 K. The
cause of this newly observed transition is still unknown,
but we suspect it is associated with an enhancement of
charge ordering and suppression of a metallic component
that dominates transport behavior in crystals grown by
vapor transport. This first order transition may be a sig-
nature of the charge-ordered, excitonic insulator ground
state of TiSe2, or could also indicate a subtle change to
the higher temperature commensurate CDW.

Due to their weak interlayer bonding, applied pressure
or chemical substitution can significantly impact the be-
havior of transition metal dichalcogenides. We have pre-
sented another method, high pressure synthesis. Going
forward, it will be important to identify the root of this
novel low temperature behavior through further physical
characterization, in the hopes of finding a new way to
tune this well-studied system. The association between
weakening of charge ordering in TiSe2 and superconduc-
tivity, demonstrated by the observation of CDW incom-
mensuration near a quantum critical point in pressurized
or Cu-intercalated samples, is another reason to further
explore high pressure crystal growth. This same material
growth technique could also lead to new discoveries in the
wider family of TMDs or other materials with unstable
lattice configurations.
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