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Pairing interaction in superconducting UCoGe tunable by magnetic field
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The mechanism of unconventional superconductivity, such as high-temperature-cuprate, Fe-based,
and heavy-fermion superconductors, has been studied as a central issue in condensed-matter physics.
Spin fluctuations, instead of phonons, are considered to be responsible for the formation of Cooper
pairs, and many efforts have been made to confirm this mechanism experimentally. Although a
qualitative consensus seems to have been obtained, experimental confirmation has not yet been
achieved. This is owing to a lack of the quantitative comparison between theory and experiments.
Here, we show a semi-quantitative comparison between the superconducting-transition temperature
(TSC) and spin fluctuations derived from the nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) experiment on the
ferromagnetic (FM) superconductor UCoGe, in which the FM fluctuations and superconductivity
are tunable by external fields. The enhancement and abrupt suppression of TSC by applied fields,
as well as the pressure variation of TSC around the FM criticality are well understood by the
change in the FM fluctuations on the basis of the single-band spin-triplet theoretical formalism.
The present comparisons strongly support the theoretical formalism of spin-fluctuation-mediated
superconductivity, particularly in UCoGe.

PACS numbers: 74

I. INTRODUCTION

U-based ferromagnetic (FM) superconductors[1, 2] and
the recently discovered UTe2[3] similar to them have at-
tracted much attention and have been studied intensively.
This is because superconductivity becomes stronger un-
der external fields[4], which is not explained by spin-
singlet pairing, and spin-triplet superconductivity is ex-
pected. The identification of the spin-triplet supercon-
ducting (SC) state and unveiling of the SC pairing mech-
anism of unconventional superconductivity, which have
been considered to be other than the electron-phonon in-
teraction, are central issues in condensed-matter physics.
From these viewpoints, URhGe[5] and UCoGe[6] are lo-
cated in special situations, not only in ferromagnetic
(FM) superconductors, but also in all unconventional
superconductors. This is because the superconductiv-
ity is reentrant[7] or is enhanced under a high magnetic
field parallel to the b axis (H ‖ b)[8], and is extremely
sensitive to the applied magnetic field. When the high
field is tilted to only a couple of degrees to the c axis,
the reentrant or enhancement of superconductivity dis-
appears abruptly[7, 9]. This strongly suggests that the
SC pairing interaction would be field dependent; there-
fore, this feature is very useful for studying the SC pairing
interaction, because it is precisely controllable.
We studied the FM superconductor UCoGe, discov-

ered by Huy et al. in 2007[6], using nuclear mag-
netic resonance (NMR) and nuclear quadrupole reso-
nance (NQR) measurements from a microscopic point of
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view[10, 11]. In UCoGe, FM transition occurs at the
Curie temperature TCurie ≃ 3 K with a small ordered
moment m0 ≃ 0.05µB pointing to the c axis, and su-
perconductivity sets in at TSC ≃ 0.6 K. From the de-
tailed angle dependence of the nuclear spin-lattice relax-
ation rate (1/T1) and AC magnetic-susceptibility mea-
surements below 3 T, we found that magnetic fields along
the c axis (H ‖ c) strongly suppress the FM fluctuations
with the Ising anisotropy along the c axis and that super-
conductivity is observed in the limited magnetic-field re-
gion where the Ising-type FM fluctuations are active[12].
These experimental results suggest that the Ising-type
FM fluctuations tuned by H ‖ c induce spin-triplet su-
perconductivity. In addition, we measured 1/T1 down to
2 K under the field along the a and b axes up to ∼ 11
T, and reported that TCurie is suppressed and 1/T1 at 2
K is enhanced in H ‖ b, although TCurie and 1/T1 are
unchanged in H ‖ a[13]. Therefore, we suggest that the
enhancement of the superconductivity observed in H ‖ b
originates from the FM critical fluctuations induced by
H ‖ b.

In the sister superconductor URhGe, the reentrant su-
perconductivity (RSC) was observed at approximately
13 T in H ‖ b, where the magnetization along
the b axis shows a superlinear increase (metamagnetic
transition)[7]. Tokunaga et al. investigated the magnetic
fluctuations around the RSC region from the measure-
ment of 1/T1 and nuclear spin-spin relaxation rate 1/T2,
and showed that FM critical fluctuations develop in the
same limited field region where RSC is observed. In par-
ticular, by comparing the divergence in 1/T1 and 1/T2,
they revealed that the longitudinal fluctuations along the
applied H , which are detectable by 1/T2 measurements,
are much more dominant than the transverse fluctuations
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detectable by 1/T1 and become critical in the RSC field
region in URhGe[14]. Therefore, it is crucial to measure
1/T2 in UCoGe to identify the dominant magnetic fluc-
tuations in the H region, where the superconductivity is
enhanced by H ‖ b. In addition, it is also important to
determine the direction of the critical FM fluctuations in
the high magnetic field region around and above the FM
criticality.
In this paper, we report the 1/T1 and 1/T2 results ob-

tained from the 59Co NMR measurements in the mag-
netic field H up to 23 T and with the temperature T
down to 1.5 K, as well as the upper critical field Hc2 of
the same single-crystal sample with the AC susceptibility
measurements under a magnetic field exactly parallel to
the a or b axis. We found that 1/T1 and 1/T2 measured at
1.5 K show a clear peak at approximately 12.5 T , where
TCurie is nearly suppressed to zero in H ‖ b, whereas
1/T1, 1/T2, and TCurie are unchanged in H ‖ a. From
the analyses of the field dependence of 1/T1 and 1/T2,
it is concluded that the Ising-type FM fluctuations along
the c axis become critical at around 12.5 T, in contrast
to the case of URhGe. By using the field dependence of
the critical behavior of 1/T1T , we compare the field de-
pendence of the difference of TSC along the a and b axes
with a difference of 1/T1(H)T at 1.5 K on the basis of
the theoretical model. It was discovered that the char-
acteristic feature of the Hc2 behaviors in UCoGe can be
semi-quantitatively explained by the field dependence of
1/T1T , following the theoretical formalism with approxi-
mation. A similar clear relation between TSC and 1/T1T
variation was observed in H ‖ c as well as in the pressure-
induced FM critical region. These results provide strong
evidence that the superconductivity in UCoGe is induced
by critical FM fluctuations.

II. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

A. Samples

The present single-crystal sample was prepared by the
Czochralski crystal pulling method in a tetra-arc fur-
nace under high-purity argon, and was cut into cube-like
shapes with dimensions a × b × c = 1.20 × 1.14 × 1.20
mm3. The electrical-resistivity measurement along the b
axis revealed a residual resistivity ratio RRR ∼ 98 and
TCurie = 2.7 K. The onset, midpoint, and zero-resistivity
temperatures of the SC transition were 0.87 K, 0.74 K,
and 0.64 K, respectively. Clear specific-heat jumps at
TCurie and TSC and a large RRR attest to the high qual-
ity of the sample.

B. Measurement of AC susceptibility for the

determination of TSC(H)

We measured the AC susceptibility to determine
TSC(H) under a magnetic field (H). As reported

previously[9], TSC(H) is extremely sensitive to the ori-
entation of a single crystal against the applied H . To
align the crystal accurately and to measure the AC
magnetic susceptibility down to 100 mK, the NMR coil
with the crystal was mounted on a piezoelectric rota-
tor (ANRv51/ULT/RES+) with an angular resolution of
∼ 0.1◦, and all were immersed into the 3He-4He mixture
to reduce the radio-frequency heating. As we can rotate
over one axis only, we rotated the ca(bc) plane for the
a(b) axis alignment to minimize the c-axis component.

C. NMR measurements

As for the NMR measurement, the conventional spin-
echo method was used. The 59Co-NMR measurement
down to 1.5 K was carried out up to 23 T. We used a 25
T cryogen-free SC magnet at the Institute for Materials
Research at Tohoku University for NMR measurements
above 15 T. 1/T1 was measured by applying the satura-
tion π/2 pulse at time t prior to the π/2 − τ − π spin-
echo sequence and by monitoring the recovery R(t) of the
spin-echo intensity as a function of t, and was evaluated
by fitting R(t) to the theoretical function[15]. 1/T2 was
measured by monitoring the decay of the spin-echo in-
tensity I(τ) as a function of the interval time τ between
the π/2 and π pulses (Hahn method), and was evaluated
by fitting I(τ) to the exponential function. Satisfactory
fitting by a single component of T1(T2) was obtained in
R(t) (I(τ)) in the entire T and H measurement region,
indicating that magnetic fluctuations are homogeneous
across the entire region of the sample. 1/T1 and 1/T2

are measured at the central transition peak of the 59 Co
NMR spectrum in H ‖ a and b. The orientation of the
external magnetic fields along the a(b) axis in the normal
state was carefully controlled in situ using a laboratory-
built single-axis rotator by rotating the sample in the
ca(bc) plane. As reported previously[13], 1/T1 just below
TCurie, which is governed by the FM critical fluctuation,
is strongly suppressed when H has a small c-axis com-
ponent; therefore, we measured the angle dependence of
1/T1 in the bc plane at 2.1 K and determined the b axis
from the peak of 1/T1, as shown in Fig. 1.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. AC susceptibility measurements in magnetic

fields

Figures 2(a) and (b) show the results of the AC
magnetic-susceptibility measurements at various fields in
(a) H ‖ a and (b) H ‖ b. For the measurements, the
a axis was determined from the angle dependence of the
decrease in χAC below TSC measured at 3 T, and the b
axis was determined from the angle dependence of TSC

measured at 12.5 T, as shown in the inset of each fig-
ure. Here, TSC in each field was determined from the
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FIG. 1. Angle dependence of 1/T1 of 59Co in the bc plane
measured at 2.1 K for the determination of the b axis. The
peak angle was determined as the b-axis.

onset of the decrease in χAC (Meissner signal) from the
constant value. The experimental errors are determined
from the noise level of χAC. Figure 3 shows the upper SC
critical fields (Hc2) in the present single-crystal sample
of UCoGe determined with the above AC susceptibility
measurement. The zero points in the H axis with the
experimental error of 0.09 K in Fig. 3 mean that the
Meissner signal was not observed down to 0.09 K in the
T -scan measurement of χAC. In addition, Hc2 value at
T ∼ 0.09 K in the inset was determined from the H-scan
measurement of χAC.
The µ0Hc2 shows a huge anisotropy: µ0Hc2 along the

b seems to be beyond 20 T, but µ0Hc2 along the c is
only 0.6 T, although the transport properties in UCoGe
is rather three dimensional as reported previously[12].
The remarkable enhancement ofHc2 characterized by the
S-shaped Hc2 behavior[9, 16] was not observed in the
present sample. However, the different behavior in Hc2

might be due to sample dependence and/or difference of
the experimental methods. The comparison ofHc2 values
and the magnitude of the Meissner signals between H ‖ a
and H ‖ b indicates that the superconductivity in the
present sample also becomes robust in H ‖ b as reported
in the previous measurement[9, 16].

B. 1/T1 and 1/T2 in magnetic fields

Figures 4 (a) and (b) show the H dependence of 1/T1T
and 1/T2T at 1.5 K inH ‖ a andH ‖ bmeasured up to 23
T. As reported previously[13], 1/T1T shows anisotropic
behavior between the a and b axes. It was clarified that

FIG. 2. The AC susceptibility measured at various fields in
(a) H ‖ a and (b) H ‖ b. The inset of (a) shows the angle
dependence of the decrease in χac below TSC measured at
3 T and 0.12 K. The angle with the largest decrease was
determined as the a-axis. The inset of (b) shows the angle
dependence of TSC measured at 12.5 T. The angle with the
highest TSC was determined as the b axis.

both 1/T1T and 1/T2T in H ‖ b show a maximum at
around 12.5 T in a similar manner, although both are
H independent in H ‖ a. When 1/T2 is determined by
the electronic contribution, 1/T1T and 1/T2T measured
in H ‖ x are expressed as[17],

(

1

T1T

)

x

=
γ2
nkB

(γe~)2

∑

q

[

|Ay
hf |

2
χ′′
y(q, ω0)

ω0
+ |Az

hf |
2χ

′′
z (q, ω0)

ω0

]

= G⊥(ω0),
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The inset shows the zoom of Hc2 along the c axis.
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and
(

1

T2T

)

x

=
γ2
nkB

(γe~)2
lim
ω→0

∑

q

[

|Ax
hf |

2χ
′′
x(q, ω)

ω

]

+ [I(I + 1)−m(m+ 1)− 1/2]

(

1

T1T

)

x

= G‖(0) + αG⊥(ω0).

Here, χ′′
i (q, ω) (i = x, y, and z) is the dynamical spin

susceptibility components along the i axis, and ω0 is the
NMR frequency. Gk(ω) =

∫∞

−∞〈hk(t)hk(0)〉 exp (iωt)dt

(k =‖ and ⊥) is the spectral density of the fluctuating hy-
perfine field hk(t). It should be noted that 1/T1 in H ‖ x
is determined by magnetic fluctuations perpendicular to
H , but 1/T2T in H ‖ x can detect nearly static magnetic
fluctuations parallel to H in addition to an extra contri-
bution from 1/T1T in H . The coefficient of the second
term α in the 1/T2T is 15.5, for the central transition
(mz = 1/2 ↔ 1/2) of the Co NMR spectrum (I =7/2).
When H ‖ b, G‖(0) = Gb(0) and G⊥(ω0) ∼ Gc(ω0), be-
cause χ′′

c ≫ χ′′
a is shown from the axial dependence of

1/T1 at low T [18]. Using these formulae, the H depen-
dence of Gc(ω0) and Gb(0) normalized with each low-
H value is shown in Fig. 4 (c). The H dependence
of Gc(ω0) exhibits a clear maximum around FM criti-
cality, although Gb(0) shows a small hump. It is obvi-
ous that the critical fluctuations originate from Gc(ω0);
the Ising FM magnetic fluctuations along the c axis, in-
herent to UCoGe, become critical for the application of
H ‖ b. This situation is different from the FM criticality
in URhGe induced by metamagnetism in H ‖ b, where
the magnetic fluctuations along the H direction become
critical. The difference is related to the anisotropy and
the character of the magnetization in two compounds;
the Ising anisotropy along the c axis is much stronger in
UCoGe. This is shown from the absence of the metam-
agnetic transition up to 40 T in UCoGe, and the meta-
magnetic transition was observed at 12 T in URhGe[19].
The different magnetic properties between UCoGe and
URhGe becomes more transparent from the recent study
on UCo1−xRhxGe, although the 5f electrons are in the
itinerant regime in both compounds[20].
Next, we measured the temperature (T ) dependence of

1/T1T in various magnetic fields along the b axis to inves-
tigate the critical behavior of the Ising FM fluctuations
along the c axis. Figure 5(a) shows the T dependence of
1/T1T in various magnetic fields along the b axis. 1/T1T
shows a clear peak at 1.5 T and 3 T and a broad maxi-
mum at 10 and 12 T at TCurie. In the H region greater
than 18.5 T, 1/T1T becomes almost constant below 3 K,
and the constant values of 1/T1T decrease with increas-
ing H . It is noteworthy that the T dependence of 1/T1T
in the entire H region is well fitted by the following equa-
tion:

(

1

T1(H)T

)

H‖b

=
200

T − θ(H)
+ 15

only by changing θ(H). Here, θ(H) is a parameter of how
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FIG. 5. (a) Temperature dependence of 1/T1T of 59Co mea-
sured at various magnetic fields from µ0H = 1.5 to 23 T
in H ‖ b. The phenomenological fitting of the experimental
1/T1T is shown by the dotted curves with θ = 2.5, 0, and
-5 K. (b) H dependence of TCurie determined by the peak or
maximum of 1/T1T measured in H ‖ a and H ‖ b in the
present sample. The characteristic temperature θ(H) corre-
sponding to the magnetic anomaly in the present sample is
also plotted. The TCurie determined by the bending of the
electric resistance is also plotted for comparison.

close the system is to the FM criticality. The evaluated
θ(H) from the T dependence of 1/T1(H)T is plotted in
Fig. 5 (b), along with the Curie temperature TCurie de-
termined by the peak of 1/T1T . It is noted that the
evaluated θ(H) systematically changes from positive to
negative values and becomes zero at approximately 14
T, where TCurie is assumed to be zero. This shows the
presence of the FM critical point at approximately 14
T, and that the 1/T1(H)T can trace the FM criticality
systematically. In fact, the H dependence of θ can be
well fitted with the H quadratic behavior, which is ex-
pected in the mean-field theory[21]. In the self-consistent

renormalization theory describing weak ferromagnetism,
1/T1T is proportional to the static susceptibility χ in a
three-dimensional system[22]. Therefore, it is experimen-
tally indicated that 1/T1T in H ‖ b is a good measure of
magnetic susceptibility χc related to the FM criticality.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this section, we present a semi-quantitative discus-
sion of the relationship between FM critical fluctuations
and superconductivity. As mentioned above, we have
shown the relationship between the Ising-type FM fluctu-
ations and the superconductivity in UCoGe based on the
59Co NMR measurements. From a theoretical perspec-
tive, a theoretical models of spin-triplet superconduc-
tivity observed in U-based ferromagnets were discussed
by Mineev [23–25], and Tada and Fujimoto[12, 26, 27],
Hattori and Tsunetsugu[28], independently. Mineev dis-
cussed the triplet pairing triggered by the exchange of
magnetic fluctuations with a phenomenological fluctua-
tion spectrum[23–25]. Tada and Fujimoto showed that
the experimentally observed anomalous Hc2 behaviors
against T and the angle in the bc plane are well repro-
duced by the theoretical model with appropriately tak-
ing into account the critical FM fluctuations observed
in experiments[12, 26, 27]. Hattori and Tsunetsugu dis-
cussed the RSC in URhGe by strong attractive interac-
tions generated by soft magnons in the Ising systems with
transverse fields[28, 29]. These models were developed
to understand the unusual response of superconductivity
against the applied H observed in U-based FM supercon-
ductors.
When an orbital suppression of superconductivity is

neglected and the largest critical temperature corre-
sponds to the pairing of quasiparticles with spin up-up
and spin down-down, Mineev expressed BCS-type TSC

formula in a weak coupling interaction as [24, 25],

TSC(H) = ε exp

(

−
1

g(H)

)

,

where g(H) is the pairing interaction for the single-
band model, in which only spin up-up pairing is formed,
and is considered to be a function of H , and ε is
the energy cutoff of the pairing interaction. In H ‖
a(b), g is expressed as g ∼ [〈N0(k)χ

u
c (H

a(b))〉 cos2 ϕ +
〈N0(k)χ

u
a(b)(H

a(b))〉 sin2 ϕ]I2, where I is the coupling

constant of electrons with spin fluctuations, tanϕ =
Ha(b)/h, and h is the exchange field acting on the elec-
tron spins. The angular brackets denote the average over
the Fermi surface, and N0(k) is the angular dependent
density of the electronic states on the Fermi surface. χu

c

and χu
a(b) are odd in the momentum part of the static

susceptibilities along the c and a (b) axes, respectively.
In UCoGe near TSC, the Ising anisotropy in the static
susceptibility is so large that χu

a(b) is negligibly smaller

than χu
c , and ϕ ≪ 1 such that cosϕ ≈ 1, since the ex-

change field h is considered to be ∼ 50 T, much larger
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than Ha(b), from the metamagnetic behavior in M/H in
H ‖ b[19]. Thus, we approximately obtain

TSC(H
a(b)) ∼ ε exp

(

−
α1

χc(Ha(b))

)

.

Here, α1 is a constant, and we assume that χc is pro-
portional to 1/T1T from the T and H dependence of
1/T1T , as shown above. If we take the difference be-
tween TSC(H

b) and TSC(H
a), the orbital suppression can

be canceled out in the lower H region, and the supercon-
ductivity enhanced by the FM criticality can be mainly
extracted, although the cancelation of the orbital sup-
pression is insufficient in the higher H region. Therefore,
TSC(H

b) − TSC(H
a) normalized by TSC(0), which is de-

fined as δTSC(H
b), is extracted and can be expressed in

the lowest order as

TSC(H
b)− TSC(H

a)

TSC(0)
∼

exp
(

− α1

χc(Hb)

)

− exp
(

− α1

χc(Ha)

)

exp
(

− α1

χc(0)

)

∝ α1

[

1

χc(0)
−

1

χc(Hb)

]

∝
T1(0)T − T1(H

b)T

T1(0)T
,

by taking χc(H
a) ∼ χc(0) on the basis of Ha inde-

pendent 1/T1T , and using the experimental relation of
χc(H

b) ∝ (T1(H
b)T )−1. Figure 6 shows the H depen-

dence of the δTSC(H
b) ≡ [TSC(H

b) − TSC(H
a)]/TSC(0)

in UCoGe reported so far for the left axis[8, 16] and
that of the normalized T1T difference, δT1(H

b)T ≡
[T1(0)T − T1(H

b)T ]/T1(0)T at 1.5 K measured on the
present UCoGe [Fig. 4(a)] for the right axis. It is in-
teresting that δTSC(H

b) and δT1(H
b)T show almost the

same H dependence, as suggested by the theoretical
model[24, 25].
We apply this theoretical model to other two cases ob-

served in UCoGe. One is the steep decrease of Hc2 in
H ‖ c. It is obvious that such a steep decrease cannot be
explained only by the orbital suppression effect, which
was experimentally demonstrated by Wu et al. [16], and
we have shown the relationship between the suppression
of the Ising fluctuations and the steep decrease of TSC in
H ‖ c, as pointed out previously[12]. Following the above
theoretical analysis, TSC(H

c) in H ‖ c is approximately
expressed as[24, 25]:

TSC(H
c)

= ε exp

(

−
1

〈N0(k)χu
c (H

c)〉I2

)

∼ ε exp

(

−
α2

χc(Hc)

)

.

Here, we assume that UCoGe is still close to the FM
criticality, where the magnetic coherence length ξm is
much larger than the lattice constant (ξkF ≫ 1). Using
this relation and χc(H

c) ∝ (T1(H
c)T )−1, the normalized

decreasing rate TSC against Hc, defined as δTSC(H
c) is

expressed as

δTSC(H
c) ≡

TSC(H
c)− TSC(0)

TSC(0)

∝
T1(0)T − T1(H

c)T

T1(0)T
≡ δT1(H

c)T.
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FIG. 6. The H dependence of the difference of TSC between
H ‖ b and H ‖ a normalized by zero-field TSC(0), [TSC(H

b)−
TSC(H

a)]/TSC(0) ≡ δTSC(H
b) on the present sample and the

H dependence of the normalized difference of TSC evaluated
from the previous reports[9, 16] are also plotted for the left
axis, and the vertical scale of the results reported by Wu et al.

is reduced to half for the comparison. The H dependence of
[T1(H ∼ 0)T −T1(H

b)T ]/T1(H ∼ 0)T ≡ δT1(H
b)T measured

at 1.5 K on the present sample is plotted on the right axis.

Figure 7 shows the Hc dependence of δTSC(H
c) in

UCoGe reported so far for the left axis[12, 16] and that
of δT1(H

c)T at 1.5 K reported previously for the right
axis[12]. The Hc dependence of T1T was measured in
H ‖ b by adding a small Hc. This corresponds to the
T1T measurements by the rotating H from the b to c
axis, and the details are reported in [12].
The other case is the pressure (P ) induced FM crit-

icality. We studied the relationship between P -induced
FM criticality and superconductivity by 59Co-NQR mea-
surements in a zero magnetic field[30, 31]. The supercon-
ductivity is also enhanced by the P -induced FM critical
region, which has been reported previously[32–34]. This
suggests that the pairing interaction can be tuned by
pressure, as in the case of H ‖ b. We assume that TSC(P )
in H = 0 can be approximated as:

TSC(P ) ∼ ε exp

(

−
α3

χc(P )

)

.

as in the case of H ‖ b. Following the above analysis, the
normalized TSC variation by P , defined as δTSC(P ) can
be expressed as

δTSC(P ) ≡
TSC(P )− TSC(0)

TSC(0)

∝
T1(0)T − T1(P )T

T1(0)T
≡ δT1(P )T.

In Fig. 8, the pressure dependence of δTSC(P ) evaluated
from our UCoGe results is plotted on the left axis, and
that of δT1(P )T measured at 1 K is plotted on the right
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FIG. 7. The H dependence of [TSC(H
c) − TSC(0)]/TSC(0) ≡

δTSC(H
c) on the present sample and its H dependence evalu-

ated from previous reports are also plotted for the left axis[12,
16]. The H dependence of [T1(H ∼ 0)T − T1(H

c)T ]/T1(H ∼
0)T ≡ δT1(H

c)T measured at 1.5 K reported by our group
is plotted on the right axis[12]. The Hc dependence of 1/T1T
is evaluated from the angle dependence of 1/T1T in the bc
plane.

axis[30, 31]. It should be noted that the 1/T1T mea-
sured by NQR is determined by the c-axis fluctuations,
because the principal axis of the electric quadrupole in-
teraction is almost parallel to the a axis. As the FM and
paramagnetic (PM) signals coexist at P = 0.3 GPa, we
take an average for T1(0.3)T . It is noteworthy that the
good relationship between the variation in δTSC(P ) and
that in δT1(P )T holds beyond the FM criticality. This
indicates that the FM fluctuations are intrinsically im-
portant, and that the presence of the ordered moments
is not very sensitive to the superconductivity in UCoGe.

It is quite interesting that a good relation holds be-
tween δTSC and δT1T in all three cases, where FM fluc-
tuations are tuned by different external perturbations.
Since 1/T1T probes the low-energy spin fluctuations, it
was experimentally shown that this SC mechanism be-
comes dominant in UCoGe near the magnetic instabil-
ity, where the low-magnetic fluctuations are enhanced.
The SC mechanism by the electron-electron interactions,
other than the electron-phonon interactions, was first
pointed out by Kohn and Luttinger[35]. They pointed
out that TSC by their mechanism was so low in met-
als (TSC was estimated as only ∼ 1 mK in s-electron
metals) but pointed out the possibility of “high” TSC in
metals where a flattening of the Fermi surface or an ab-
normally high density of states could be realized. This
means that their mechanism becomes more effective in
metallic compounds near the magnetic instability, where
magnetic susceptibility and density of states become en-
hanced. It is reasonable to consider that the magnetic
compounds, in which critical behaviors in 1/T1 are ob-
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)
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P
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, 

FIG. 8. The pressure (P ) dependence of [TSC(P ) −
TSC(0)]/TSC(0) ≡ δTSC(P ) in the zero field is plotted on
the left axis[30, 31]. The P dependence of [T1(0)T −
T1(P )T ]/T1(0)T ≡ δT1(P )T measured at 1 K on the same
sample of the P dependence of TSC is plotted on the right
axis[30, 31]. The inset shows the P dependence of 1/T1T
measured at 1 K. PM (FM) means 1/T1T in the paramag-
netic (ferromagnetic) state.

served, show superconductivity also from their theoreti-
cal point of view.
It is also noted that the ratio between the left and

right axes is the same as that in Fig. 6 (b) and (c) (∼
3), and the ratio in Fig. 6 (a) is ∼ 1.4, indicating that
the proportional constants are nearly the same in these
three cases. The good relation between TSC and T1T
variations strongly suggests that TSC is determined by
the FM fluctuations and is approximately expressed as
TSC ∼ ε exp (−1/g), where g is intimately related to the
anisotropic Ising spin susceptibility along the c axis χc

in UCoGe.
It is expected that the character of the spin suscep-

tibility is highly dependent on SC compounds, even in
U-based FM superconductors. Although all U-based FM
superconductors are considered as itinerant f -electron
metals[36–40], the itinerant-localized components are dif-
ferent within them. Since both the FM and SC tran-
sitions occur far below the Kondo coherent tempera-
ture and the ordered moment in the FM state is small
(0.05 µB), the itinerant character is dominant in UCoGe.
In contrast, the FM ordered moments in URhGe and
UGe2 are nearly one order of magnitude larger than
those in UCoGe, thus the localized character is stronger
in URhGe, and UGe2. This is the reason why a
clear metamagnetic transition was observed in these two
compounds[2]. It is important to check whether similar
semi-quantitative analyses hold for URhGe and UGe2.
Finally, we comment on the advantage of the study

of FM superconductors. As the possibility of the
spin-fluctuation-mediated superconductivity was pointed
out[41–44], a lot of studies have been done to clar-
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ify the relationship between the spin fluctuation and
superconductivity, and in most of cases the rela-
tionship between antiferromagnetic (AFM) fluctuations
and superconductivity has been investigated mainly on
Ce-based heavy-ferimon (HF), cuprates, and Fe-based
superconductors[45–47]. Although the superconductivity
in these systems can be enhanced by critical fluctuations
around the AFM critical points, the spin fluctuations
cannot be tuned by H because the AFM fluctuations are
not coupled with H . This point is crucially different from
the present case of the FM superconductors. We point
out that FM superconductors are a key system for un-
derstanding the mechanism of spin-fluctuation-mediated
superconductivity. It is also important to note that the
pairing interactions originate from the spin-spin exchange
process between the nearly localized 5f electrons through
the conduction electrons[24]. This process is the same as
the Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida interaction[48, 49],
which also plays an important role in the realization
of the HF state. We point out that this is the reason
why spin-fluctuation-mediated superconductivity has of-
ten been observed in HF compounds. It is also noted that
the pairing interaction is cut off by the band energy of
itinerant quasi-particles in the theoretical model[24, 25].
We consider this to be the reason why TSC of most HF su-
perconductors has a linear relationship with their Fermi
energy (TF), which is known as the Uemura plot[50], the
empirical relation holding in various unconventional su-
perconductors.

V. CONCLUSION

We measured 1/T1 and 1/T2 of 59Co in H ‖ a and
H ‖ b up to 23 T, as well as Hc2 in each crystalline axis
under the precise alignment of the single-crystal UCoGe.
Although the 1/T1T and 1/T2T at 1.5 K are almost H

independent in H ‖ a, it was found that the FM criti-
cality in both 1/T1T and 1/T2T was observed in H ‖ b.
From the comparison between 1/T1T and 1/T2T , it can
be concluded that the FM criticality arises from the Ising
spin susceptibility along the c axis χc, and that 1/T1T
is a good measure of H and T dependence of χc. Based
on the developed weak-coupling theory[24, 25] and using
the phenomenological relation (T1T )

−1 ∝ χc, we exam-
ined the relationship between TSC and FM fluctuations
derived from 1/T1T when the FM fluctuations are en-
hanced by the suppression of TCurie in H ‖ b, and are
suppressed by H ‖ c. It was revealed that the variations
of TSC and FM fluctuations are well understood by this
theoretical model at a semi-quantitative level. A simi-
lar good relationship was also confirmed when the FM
criticality was induced by pressure P . The present semi-
quantitative discussion concludes that superconductivity
in UCoGe is induced by FM fluctuations tunable by H
and P .
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