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Peter Wölfle1, 2 and Timothy Ziman3

1Institute for Theory of Condensed Matter, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76128 Karlsruhe, Germany
2Institute for QuantumMaterials and Technologies,

Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76021 Karlsruhe, Germany
3Institute Laue-Langevin, 71 Avenue des Martyrs, 38042 Grenoble, France

The effect of scattering of conduction electrons by dynamical spin fluctuations on the thermopower
in metals near a thermal phase transition into an antiferromagnetic phase is considered. We are
interested in a transition at room temperature, as has been studied in a heterostructure involving
layers of IrMn. We show that the electrical resistivity exhibits a narrow but low peak at the
transition, which may be ddifficult to detect on top of the main contributions induced by phonons
and impurities. By contrast, the thermopower is found to exhibit a prominent peak both as a
function of temperature T for fixed layer thickness tAFM and as a function of tAFM for fixed T. We
conjecture that the transition temperature Tc is a function of both tAFM and the Fermi energy εF .
Both dependencies give rise to a sharp peak of the thermopower as a function of T or tAFM near
the transition. The estimated magnitude of the peak for the case of three-dimensional longitudinal
spin fluctuations is in good agreement with experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION

The recently observed ftacular temperature depen-
dence of the thermopower in a magnetic heterostruc-
ture involving the antiferromagnetic metal IrMn [1] sug-
gests that the spin fluctuations near the antiferromag-
netic transition may be responsible for the observed peak
at the ordering temperature. This finding is all the more
interesting in that the magnetic transition temperature
may be tuned by the thickness of the IrMn layers to be at
room temperature, which makes the effect highly promis-
ing for applications. The effect of elastic scattering of
conduction electrons by the local spins of magnetic met-
als near the phase transition into a magnetically ordered
phase has been studied first by DeGennes and Friedel [2],
who assumed the spin configuration to be temperature
dependent and static as given by an Ornstein-Zernike
form. Somewhat later, Fisher and Langer [3] revisited the
problem in the light of the theory of classical critical phe-
nomena. These authors pointed out that the equal time
spin correlation function entering the scattering cross sec-
tion also appears in the internal magnetic energy and is
therefore related to the specific heat. They also men-
tioned that inelastic scattering may be important. The
effect of inelastic scattering on the thermopower was con-
sidered by Entin-Wohlman, Deutscher, and Orbach [4] in
a model calculation leaving the dynamics of the local spin
system as an input quantity to be determined from case
to case. A detailed model calculation of the electrical re-
sistivity of antiferromagnetic metals, in the framework of
the Self-Consistent Renormalization Theory of spin fluc-
tuations in itinerant magnets [5, 6] has been worked out
by Ueda [7]. In all these previous studies the anomalies
near the transition found for the transport properties ap-
peared to be relatively weak and cannot account for the
prominent peak found in the thermopower as a function
of temperature or as a function of layer thickness of an

IrMn heterostructure [1].

In this paper we estimate the contribution of scattering
of the charge carriers by dynamical spin fluctuations by
assuming a phenomenological form of the spin excitation
spectrum dictated by symmetry and conservation laws.
We observe that the presence of gapless fermionic exci-
tations in a metal changes the spin excitation spectrum
of the local spins in a decisive way, leading to a strongly
temperature dependent, at Tc seemingly divergent con-
tribution to the resistivity. The divergent behavior arises
for not too high transition temperature, Tc � εF , where
εF is the Fermi energy (here and in the following we use
energy units of Kelvin). The divergence is cut off close
to Tc at a temperature Tx, marking the transition into a
quantum critical regime. The effect may be characterized
as a continuation of quantum critical scattering in a nar-
row region of the phase diagram along the phase bound-
ary. There are two effects introduced by the itinerant
electrons into the spin dynamics of antiferromagnetic
metals as contrasted to insulators. First, the transition
temperature is shifted by an amount proportional to the
static wave vector dependent conduction electron spin
susceptibility at the ordering wave vector Q, χs(Q,0).
The latter depends on the Fermi energy and thus gives
rise to a dominant contribution to the thermopower. Sec-
ondly, the dynamics of the spin fluctuations at low energy
is dominated by the Landau damping mechanism leading
to inelastic scattering processes strongly enhanced near
the transition.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

A. Hamiltonian

We assume a system of interacting localized spins, cou-
pled to conduction electrons as expressed by the Hamil-
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tonian

H = Hc +HS +Hex (1)

where Hc represents a single conduction band

Hc =
∑
k,α

εkc
†
kαckα, (2)

We assume the conduction electron system to be three-
dimensional.

The dynamics of the localized spin system is defined
by

HS =
∑
q

∑
α=x,y,z

IαS
α
qS

α
−q, (3)

where we allow for anisotropic interaction Iz � Ix,y
caused by the strong spin-orbit interaction at the Ir ions.

The coupling of conduction electrons to localized spins
is described by

Hc−S = J
∑
q

sqS−q. (4)

Here Sαq are the Fourier components of the localized spin
operators, and the conduction electron spin operator is

defined by sq =
∑

k,α,β ταβc
†
k+qαckβ , with ταβ the vector

of Pauli matrices (the coupling constants Iα, J are given
in units of [energy/density]).

B. Spin fluctuations in the paramagnetic phase

The transport properties of the conduction electron
system of MnIr in the temperature range around room
temperature are governed by electron-phonon interac-
tion and the exchange interaction mediated by Hc−S
as we argue below. We assume the system to be
anisotropic in spin space, with preferred direction along
the z−axis. We will consider both three-dimensional and
two-dimensional spin fluctuations, where the 3d model
appears to describe the experiment [1] better, as we shall
see.

In the absence of coupling of local spins and conduction
electron spins, for J = 0, the longitudinal susceptibility
of localized spins χzzloc is assumed to be well approximated
by the static Ornstein-Zernike form

χ
zz(0)
loc (q,ω) ≈ nS

Iz

1

(T − Tc,I)/Tc,I + (q−Q)2ξ20
(5)

where Q is the ordering wave vector and ξ0 is a micro-
scopic spin interaction length of the order of a lattice
spacing and nS is the density of localized spins. The

 

T c [K
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FIG. 1: Transtion temperature into the antiferromagnetic
phase versus layer thickness tAFM . Theory according to
Eq. (6) (solid line). Data points from [1]: Seebeck measure-
ments (red dots); susceptibility data (blue dots); XMLD data
(green dots).

transition to the antiferromagnetic phase is signaled by

the divergence of χ
zz(0)
loc at wave vector q = Q and at tem-

perature Tc,I = O(Iz). In the quasi two-dimensional slab
geometry of IrMn within the nanostructure studied in
[1] the transition temperature is found to depend on the
layer thickness tAFM . One source of such a dependence is
the quantization of the momentum component (q−Q)z
normal to the layer surface, (q−Q)z = π

tAFM
(2n + 1),

n = 0,±1, .... The minimal value of (q−Q)z at n = 0
gives rise to a suppression of the transition temperature

T ∗c,I = Tc,I [1− (
πξ0
tAFM

)2] (6)

In Fig. 1 we show that the Tc data of Fig. 4 of [1]
may be fitted reasonably well by Eq. (6) using a spin
interaction length ξ0 = 0.17nm and T ∗c,I = 308K. Here
the reference transition temperature T ∗c,I is not the bulk
value, which is much higher, but a reduced value appro-
priate for the composite layer structure. For example,
the effective spin exchange energy (the quantity Iz in
our notation) has been found to be strongly varying with
the Fermi energy [8], possibly accounting for a reduction
of the bulk Tc value by a factor of ∼ 3. The above es-
timate differs somewhat from the theoretical results for
Tc versus tAFM given in [9] and the model calculation
for the suppression of Tc based on the reduction of the
interaction volume of a spin near the surface [10].

The conduction electron spin susceptibility in the
model of noninteracting fermions is given at low energy
by

χs(q,ω) ≈ χs(q,0)[1 + iπ
ω

vF q
] (7)
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where vF is the Fermi velocity (we employ an isotropic
band structure for simplicity) and we assume isotropy in
spin space. In the presence of coupling the susceptibility
of localized spins is renormalized approximately as

χzzloc(q,ω) ≈ 1

[χ
zz(0)
loc (q,ω)]−1 + J2χs(q,ω)

(8)

In the vicinity of the transition and for small ω the
susceptibility χzzloc is sharply peaked at q ≈ Q so that
χs(q,ω) may be replaced by χs(Q,ω), and χzzloc takes the
form

χzzloc(q,ω) ≈ nS
Iz

1

τ + (q−Q)2ξ20 + iω
γ

(9)

Here we defined the reduced temperature τ = (T/Tc −
1) and a renormalized transition temperature Tc =
T ∗c,I − ∆Tc where ∆Tc = T ∗c,InSJ

2χs(Q,0)/Iz ≈
T ∗c,I(nSJ

2/Iz)NF , with NF = mkF /π
2 the conduction

electron density of states at the Fermi level (m is the
mass and kF is the Fermi wave number of the conduc-
tion electrons). The transition temperature Tc is seen
to depend on the Fermi energy εF = k2F /2m , a fact of
considerable importance for the thermopower as we show
later. The reference energy γ entering the Landau damp-
ing term in the denominator of χzzloc(q,ω) is defined as γ =
[(nSJ

2/Iz)χs(Q,0)]−1vFQ/π ≈ (Iz/πnSJ
2NF )vFQ ≈

Tc(NFJ)−2, assuming Q ≈ kF and nS ≈ n ≈ NF εF .

C. Spin fluctuations in the antiferromagnetic phase

In the ordered phase the translation invariance is bro-
ken as indicated by the ordering vector Q. The rota-
tion invariance in spin space is also broken by the ap-
pearance of the ordered moment vector M(Rj) . Spin

fluctuations along M (longitudinal) and orthogonal to
M (transverse) behave in a fundamentally different way.
The magnetic order also affects the quasiparticle exci-
tations in major ways. The Brillouin zone gets shrunk
into the magnetic Brillouin zone, leading to multiple
bands induced by back-folding. To keep things sim-
ple we will assume two-sublattice antiferromagnetic or-
der (Q = (π, π, π)) for which case one finds two bands,
dubbed ”valence” and ”conduction” band, separated by a
gap ∆. The structure of the quasiparticle and collective
excitations has been calculated for the Hubbard model
within the Random Phase Approximation [11–13].

1. Longitudinal spin fluctuations

The longitudinal spin susceptibility is finite in the or-
dered phase but diverges upon approach to the thermal
transition. This is expressed by the form

χzzloc(q, ω) ≈ nS
Iz

1

rl + (q−Q)2ξ20 + i(ω/γ)
, (10)

where rl = clM
2
s = clM

2
0 |τ |, assuming mean field behav-

ior of the ordered moments Ms ∝M0|τ |1/2, where M0 is
the saturated moment. Here cl is a constant of O(1).

2. Transverse spin fluctuations

If spin rotation invariance in the plane orthogonal to
the ordered moments M(Rj) is still preserved, which we
suspect not to be the case for MnIr, gapless spin exci-
tations (spin waves) exist. In this case the transverse
spin susceptibility involving spin excitations orthogonal
to M(Rj) is divergent in the whole ordered phase, not
just at the critical point. More generally, the transverse
spin susceptibility may be expressed as

χ−+(q, ω) ≈ nS
Iz

1

∆s/γ + (q−Q)2 + i(ω/γ)
(11)

where ∆s is the spin wave gap. The coupling of the trans-
verse spin fluctuations to the quasiparticles depends on
the respective quasiparticle bands. For definiteness we
assume that the Fermi energy lies in the lower (valence)
band. Then the scattering of quasiparticles from the va-
lence band into the valence band is suppressed, the corre-
sponding vertex Λtrvv(k,k + q + Q) ∝ q · ∇εk such that
the product (Λtrvv)

2χ−+ appearing in the expression for
the self energy is no longer singular and hence does not
give rise to critical behavior [12–14]. By contrast, the ver-
tex function for scattering from the valence band into the
conduction band is of O(1). However, the latter excita-
tion requires a minimum energy ∆ and is thus possible
only in the vicinity of the transition when T & ∆. In the
following we will assume that the spin wave gap ∆s > Tc
that spin waves may not be thermally excited.

III. ELECTRICAL RESISTIVITY

We now present a model calculation of the contribu-
tion of scattering by antiferromagnetic fluctuations to
the electrical resistivity %. Since the typical momentum
transfer in such scattering processes is large, of order
of the ordering wave vector Q, and therefore, assum-
ing a half-filled conduction band, of order kF , the mo-
mentum relaxation rate 1/τtr is approximately related
to the imaginary part of the electron self energy Σ(k,ω)
by 1/τtr ≈ 2ImΣ. The resistivity is then given in terms
of the self energy as

ρ ≈ m

e2n
2ImΣ(kF ,ω ≈ T ) (12)
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A. Three-dimensional spin fluctuations

In a clean metal at low temperature scattering by anti-
ferromagnetic fluctuations affects only a small part of the
Fermi surface: the ”hot spots” connected by the ordering
wave vector ±Q. At higher temperatures phonon scat-
tering, or at all temperatures impurity scattering, helps
to remove the constraints imposed by momentum con-
servation so that the critical behavior at the hot spots
is distributed all over the Fermi surface. The self-energy
may be calculated to one-loop order, taking into account
phonon and impurity scattering, which leads to a prefac-
tor A = O(1).

In the case of electrons and spin fluctuations that are
both three-dimensional, we get

ImΣ(k,ω) ∼ AJ2

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

∫
d3q

8π3
ImG(k + q + Q, ω + ν)

×Imχ(q + Q,ν)[f(ν + ω) + b(ν)] (13)

where f(ω), b(ν) are the Fermi and Bose functions re-
spectively, and J is the coupling constant of electrons
and spin fluctuations. The conduction electron spectral
function is approximated by

ImG(k, ω) = πδ(ω − εk) (14)

We will employ an isotropic model of the conduction
band with energy εk = k2/2m − εF , for which the an-
gular integral may be done, assuming q � Q, with the
result

1

2

∫ 1

−1
d cos θImG(k + q + Q, ω + ν) ≈ π

2

m

kFQ
≈ 1

εF
(15)

At low frequency ω < T we may drop ω in the argument
of the Fermi function, whence ImΣ(k,ω) is approximately
independent of frequency

ImΣ(k,ω . T ) ≈ AnSJ
2

IzεF

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π sinh(ν/T )
(16)

×
∫ ∞
0

dqq2

2π2

ν/γ

(τ + (q/kF )2)2 + (ν/γ)2

The divergence of the momentum integral at q → 0
is cut off in two ways: (i) in the limit τ → 0 the Lan-
dau damping term provides the cutoff just as is the case
at the quantum critical point (QCP). The ensuing quan-
tum critical behavior is therefore found to extend in the
phase diagram from the QCP along the phase boundary
in a narrow strip of width τxTc, where τx ≈ Tc/γ; (ii) in
the limit ν → 0, or more generally T → 0 (considering
that the frequency integral is confined to |ν| . T ) the
cutoff is provided by the term τ . This is the quantum

disordered regime, in which ImΣ is found to depend crit-
ically on τ . The latter behavior may be seen in analogy
to the approach to the QCP at T = 0 from the quantum
disordered side.

Provided the transition temperature is not too high,
Tc � γ , there exists a wide regime of reduced temper-
atures τx � τ � 1 with τx ≈ Tc/γ for which ImΣ is
approximately given by

ImΣ(k,ω . T ) ≈ 3

2π
A
nSnJ

2T

IzεF γ

∫ T

0

dν

∫
√
τ

dq/kF
(q/kF )2

≈ 3

2π
A
nSnJ

2

Iz

T 2

εF γ

1√
τ

(17)

where n = k3F /3π
2 is the density of conduction electrons.

The resistivity follows as

ρ3dsfl = ρ0
1√
τ
, τx � τ (18)

where

ρ0 ≈
9

4
RQk

−1
F A

nSJ

Iz

nJ

εF

T 2
c

εF γ
, (19)

and RQ = h
e2 ≈ 25.81kΩ is the quantum resistance. In

the ordered phase, in the temperature regime τx,l �
|τ | � 1 , where τx,l ≈ Tc/γl, with γl = γclM

2
0 , the

resistivity scale ρ0 in Eq. (18) is replaced by ρ0,l =
ρ0/(M0

√
cl). In the temperature regime close to the tran-

sition, defined by −τx,l < τ < τx , the resistivity is given
by

ρ3dsfl = ρ0
1
√
τx
, − τx,l < τ < τx (20)

We now estimate the ρsfl of IrMn layers as studied in
[1]. The reference resistance setting the scale is given by
RQk

−1
F ≈ 258µΩcm taking kF ≈ 108cm−1. The remain-

ing factors at the transition temperature are γ ≈ 104K,
Tc/γ ≈ 0.03 , Iz ≈ Tc ≈ 300K, nJ ≈ NFJεF ≈
1.5 × 103K, assuming εF ≈ 104K, and A ≈ 1 , result-
ing in ρ0 ≈ 0.4µΩcm. This is very small in comparison
to the observed resistivity (Fig.2 of the Supplementary
information of Tu et al. [1] where ρ ≈ 170µΩcm at Tc
). Indeed, the resistivity data do not show any trace of
a peak at Tc. Here we anticipate that the crossover scale
τx ≈ 0.06 (see below), leading to the estimate of the max-
imum height of the spin fluctuation induced contribution
as ρsfl(Tc) = ρ0

1√
τx
≈ 1.5µΩcm. The model calculations

for bulk MnIr [8] show a hump in the electrical resistivity
below Tc .

B. Two-dimensional spin fluctuations

In this case the self-energy at low frequency is found
as
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ImΣ(k,ω . T ) ≈ A

2π2

nSJ
2

Izγ

∫ ∞
−∞

dνν/γ

sinh(ν/T )

×
∫

dqq/tAFM
(τ + (q/kF )2)2 + (ν/γ)2

(21)

≈ 3

2
A
J2nnS
Iz

T 2

γεF

1

kF tAFM

1

τ
, (22)

using n = k3F /3π
2. We note that magnetic order is not

destroyed by transverse spin fluctuations because those
are gapped out. The resistivity shows a more strongly
divergent behavior for τ → 0, up to the crossover tem-
perature τx

ρ2dsfl = ρ0
π

kF tAFM

1

τ

{
1, τ � τx
1

clM2
0
, − τ � τx,l

(23)

The maximum of ρ2dsfl is reached for τ < τx and may be

estimated as ρ2dsfl ≈ ρ0
π

kF tAFM

1
τx
≈ 0.5µΩcm, assuming

tAFM = 30Å, which is again much less than the total
resistivity.

The system showing a record thermopower studied in
[1] consists of layers of IrMn of thickness varying between
0.6 − 4nm and is therefore quasi two-dimensional. The
momentum component qz of the spin fluctuations normal
to the sample plane is quantized, qz,n = π

tAFM
(2n + 1),

n = 0, 1, 2..., where tAFM is the sample thickness. For
sufficiently small thickness tAFM only the lowest trans-
verse mode is occupied. For this to be valid we should
have ( 2π

tAFM
ξ0)2 � τx, where ξ0 ≈ k−1F is the microscopic

spin interaction length. For the IrMn layers of thick-
ness ≈ 3nm the latter condition is not satisfied, taking
ξ0 ≈ 0.17nm. We therefore conclude that the three-
dimensional model is more appropriate for describing the
sample with tAFM = 2.8nm, for which a detailed compar-
ison with the thermopower data is possible (see below).

IV. THERMOPOWER

The thermopower is defined by

S = −π
2k2BT

e

ρ′(εF )

ρ(εF )
(24)

where ρ′(EF ) = dρ/dεF ≈ dρsfl/dεF , assuming that
of all contributions to the resistivity, by scattering off
phonons, off impurities, off magnetic ions, the largest
contribution is coming from critical spin fluctuations.
The essential dependence of ρsfl on εF is through the
shift of the transition temperature Tc induced by chang-
ing εF . Using dτ/dεF = −(T/T 2

c )dTc/dεF . one then
finds above the transition in case of three- or two-
dimensional spin fluctuations

  

V s [m
V]

 

T [K] 

FIG. 2: Seebeck voltage of a IrMn nanostructure of thick-
ness tAFM = 2.8nm versus temperature. Theory according
to Eq. (26) (solid line). Data points from [1]. The transi-
tion temperature to the antiferromagnetic phase is fixed at
Tc = 281K.

S =
π2k2B
e

ρ0
ρ

dTc
dεF

(
T

Tc
)2Θ(τ−Tc/γ)

{
τ−3/2, d = 3
π

kF tAFM
τ−2, d = 2

,

(25)
a power law divergence S ∝ (T − Tc)−α, which is cut off
at τ ≈ Tc/εF . The dependence of Tc on εF has been
discussed above, dTc/dεF ≈ (nSJ/Iz)(JNF )(Tc/εF ) ≈
(NFJ)2 ≈ 0.02. The peak height follows, using these esti-
mates and kB/e ≈ 8.6×10−3V/K , as S(τx) ≈ 240µV/K,
taking τx = 0.06, for both three- or two-dimensional
fluctuations, which is of the order of magnitude observed
in experiment, at least for the compounds containing
only IrMn magnetic layers. The compounds consist-
ing of additional adjacent CoFeB magnetic layers show
even stronger thermopower, possibly because the cou-
pling constants J, I are effectively changed by the mag-
netic environment (increased J , decreased Iz). For tem-
peratures below the transition the prefactor ρ0 and the
cutoff scale τx are replaced by ρ0,l and τx,l.

In Fig. 2 we show a comparison of our theory with
the Seebeck voltage data of a sample with IrMn layer
thickness of tAFM = 2.8nm. The transition tempera-
ture is chosen to be Tc = 281K, slightly less than the
285K estimated in [1]. We use an interpolation expres-
sion connecting the quantum critical regime at |τ | < τx
and the quantum disordered regime at |τ | > τx at T > Tc:

|τ |Θ(τx − |τ |) + τxΘ(τx − |τ |) ≈
√
τ2 + τ2x (here Θ(x) is

the unit step function). A similar expression is employed
for T < Tc. We find that the best fit is obtained as-
suming three-dimensional spin fluctuations (d = 3). The



6

Seebeck voltage VS at T ≷ Tc is then described by

V >,<S = c>,<1 (
T

Tc
)2[(

T

Tc
− 1)2 + (

T>,<x

Tc
− 1)2]−0.75 + c>,<2

(26)
The parameters used for fitting Eq. (26) to the data of
Fig.2 of [1] are T>x = 299K, T<x = 269.5K, c>1 = 0.89mV,
c<1 = 0.4mV, c>2 = −6.5mV, and c<2 = 0mV. The con-

stants c>,<2 account for contributions derived from other
scattering processes (phonons, impurities, magnetic ions)
or from dρ0/dεF .

V. CONCLUSION

Usually the spin fluctuations in a spin system near a
continuous thermal phase transition into a magnetically
ordered state are classical. In a metal, however, the dy-
namics may have quantum character even at finite tem-
perature on account of coupling of the localized spins
to the conduction electron spins, giving rise to Landau
damping. Provided the transition temperature is not too
high, Tc � γ, where γ is the characteristic energy scale
of the Landau damping, quantum fluctuations may give
rise to quantum critical behavior. As we have shown
here, the electrical resistivity acquires a quantum critical
contribution following a power law divergence in the re-
duced temperature |τ |−α up to a crossover scale τx � 1.
While the corresponding peak structure in the resistivity
may be small in comparison to the dominant terms due to
scattering by phonons, magnetic moments or impurities,
it gives rise to a prominent peak in the thermopower.
This is because the critical temperature Tc is found to
depend sufficiently strongly on the Fermi energy. We
compare our theoretical results with recent experimen-
tal observations [1] on a heterostructure containing the
antiferromagnetic metal IrMn in the form of layers of sev-
eral nanometers thickness, and find excellent agreement.
The strong dependence of the critical temperature on the

layer thickness found in [1] may also be explained by our
theory.

While we have focussed on the experiments on IrMn,
the results suggest that large values of thermopower may
result in other metallic films from the coupling to mag-
netic fluctuations. The current experimental results ar-
gue for fluctuations that are still in the three-dimensional
regime, both from the form of Figure 1, where the reduc-
tion by finite size of T ∗c,I from the limit Tc,I is modest

compared to the cutoff τx ≈ Tc/γ for the films of inter-
est, and from the fit to the thermopower data in Fig.
2. Note that we have argued that the much greater re-
duction in critical temperature from bulk IrMn is due
to a change in the microscopic parameters (e.g. Iz) for
the layers rather than a finite-size effect, in the lan-
guage of critical phenomena. One might expect even
stronger enhancement at room temperature by effective
two-dimensionality, provided films of some material are
thin enough that the relative reduction due to finite size,
i.e. as in Equation 6, is greater than the cut-off τx. For a
fixed critical temperature smaller values of τx would re-
quire a larger Landau damping parameter γ, which seems
unlikely. The effect of quantum fluctuations at a finite
temperature antiferromagnetic transition has also been
seen in specific heat data for two heavy fermion metals,
CeCu6−xAux [15] and YbRh2Si2 [16] as will be shown in
upcoming work [17].
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