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Superconductivity beyond the Pauli limit in high-pressure CeSb,
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We report the discovery of superconductivity at a pressure-induced magnetic quantum critical point
in the Kondo-lattice system CeSbg, sustained up to magnetic fields that exceed the conventional
Pauli limit eight-fold. Like CeRhaAsz, CeSbs is locally non-centrosymmetric around the Ce-site, but
the evolution of critical fields and normal state properties as CeSbs is tuned through the quantum
critical point motivates a fundamentally different explanation for its resilience to applied field.

In an increasing number of materials — notably the new
unconventional superconductors CeRhgAsy [1] and UTes
[2, 3] — superconductivity is surprisingly resilient to mag-
netic field, and the temperature dependence of the up-
per critical field shows a rich and unexpected structure.
This is important not just for applications in which high
magnetic fields are required but also because the field re-
silience suggests that the superconducting Cooper pairs
form triplet states, which may be exploited for quan-
tum computing. In CeRhyAs,, the postulated high field
triplet state has been linked to a structural peculiarity,
namely the lack of inversion symmetry around the cru-
cially important Ce atoms, which underpin the electronic
structure and the superconducting pairing mechanism.

In the related, clean Kondo lattice material CeSby, we
here report the discovery of superconductivity over a nar-
row pressure range that envelops a magnetic quantum
critical point (qcp). CeSby displays a complex magnetic
phase diagram with at least four magnetic phases and
a ferromagnetic ground state [4-8], all of which are ini-
tially robust under pressure, but its electronic and mag-
netic properties change profoundly [9, 10] at the high
pressures considered here. Like CeRhgAsy, high pressure
CeSb, lacks inversion symmetry around the Ce sites, and
its upper critical field is strongly enhanced over expecta-
tions from elementary theory. In contrast to CeRhaAso,
however, signatures of a singlet-triplet transition under
applied field are not observed in CeSbs, suggesting that
the critical field is instead boosted by a more general
mechanism intrinsic to strong-coupling superconductiv-
ity involving ultra-heavy quasiparticles.

Methods. High quality crystals of CeSby with residual
resistivity ratios RRR = psoo/po =~ 100 were grown us-
ing standard self-flux techniques [5] and characterised by
powder x-ray diffraction, resistivity, magnetisation and
heat capacity measurements. Piston-cylinder pressure
cell measurements up to about 28 kbar were carried out in
a compound BeCu/MP35 cell [12] with the superconduct-
ing transition temperature of Sn as the pressure gauge
[13], whereas a wider pressure range up to 40kbar was
accessed in moissanite anvil cells using room temperature
ruby fluorescence to determine the pressure. Glycerol
was used as the pressure medium in both types of pres-
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Figure 1. Superconductivity and anomalous normal state in
high pressure CeSby. The variation of the resistivity p with
temperature 1" shows negative curvature all the way down to
a sharp transition to p = 0 at T. ~ 0.22 K. (left inset) p(T")
rises sharply to a shoulder at ~ 10 K, reaches a shallow max-
imum at 22.5K and then saturates, following a form typical
for a Kondo lattice with a low effective bandwidth. (right
inset) The resistive upper critical field follows an inverted ‘S’-
shape at low fields and at intermediate fields takes on a large
negative slope, which would extend to higher T, (dashed line)
without the ‘S’ anomaly. It far exceeds the Pauli paramag-
netic limit Bpau ~ 1.84 TK ™! T.(B = 0) (horizontal arrow).

sure cell. The crystal orientation reported in magnetic
field studies (c-axis vs. in-plane) refers to the low pres-
sure structure. The electrical resistivity was determined
using a standard 4-terminal AC technique with a 3pA
current at the lowest temperatures, and the magnetic
susceptibility was measured using a mutual inductance
technique with a pickup microcoil inside the high pres-
sure sample volume [14]. The heat capacity was obtained
from a 3w temperature modulation technique, oscillating
the current in a thick film metal heater and in a Cernox
thermometer closely connected to the sample at a fre-
quency w, and picking up the third harmonic w3 = 3w of
the resulting thermometer signal [15]. Measurements in
a QD PPMS in the range 2 K-300 K were complemented
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Figure 2. Pressure dependence of magnetic and superconducting states in high pressure CeSbs. (a-c) Transition anomalies: (a)
kink in p(T'), (b) associated jump in p’ = dp/dT, (c) jumps in the heat capacity Sommerfeld ratio C/T. The p(T) and p'(T') data
covers pressures from 20.2 kbar to 28.2 kbar, above which these transition anomalies were no longer resolved. The heat capacity
was measured at pressures ranging from 12.9 kbar to 23.6 kbar. It shows a second transition anomaly at a lower temperature
T2, in line with uSR data [11], which indicates that the low-T" state is magnetically ordered. (d) High pressure phase diagram
of CeSbg, showing the gradual suppression of the two magnetic transitions (full circles: from C(T'), empty circles: from p(T"))
and a superconducting dome (full/empty symbols from p(7T) in two different samples, square: from magnetic susceptibility x
as in the inset to panel e). (inset to d) High pressure structure of CeSbs. (e) p(T) at different pressures straddling the qcp,
showing the peak T¢ at p. ~ 32kbar, where a magnetic transition (arrow in 28.2 kbar data) extrapolates to zero, the quasilinear
form of p(T") at pc, and the rapid suppression of p(T) at low T with increasing pressure. (inset to e) High-p susceptibility data
showing the superconducting transition. (f) Normal state resistivity up to room temperature, showing the hysteretic signature
of the high T structural transition at 8 kbar (arrows for cooling/warming data) and the very different form of p(7") at higher
pressures, typical for a Kondo lattice with a low characteristic temperature 7. We estimate T from the shoulder in p(7T),
at which p(T") reaches 80% of max(p). (g) Pressure dependence of T and of the resistivity increment Apix = p(1K) — po,
showing the rapid reduction of the T-dependence of p(T") at low T and the concomitant increase of 7™ with p.

by low temperature studies in a cryogen-free ADR sys-
tem (Dryogenic Measurement System, DMS) to < 0.1K
and in fields of up to 6 T.

Superconductivity and anomalous normal state.
The normal state in-plane resistivity in CeSbs at an ap-
plied pressure p ~ 31.6kbar displays a distinctly non-
Fermi liquid, sub-linear temperature dependence p(T)
(Fig. 1). The resistivity rises steeply at low 7' and
reaches a shallow maximum at 22.5K, above which it
stays roughly constant up to room temperature (left in-
set in Fig. 1), following a form familiar from other Ce
or Yb-based Kondo lattice materials such as CeCusSis,
CeColny, and YbRhySiy [16-19]. It approaches satura-
tion well below 10 K, reaching 80% of the maximum re-
sistivity at T ~ 8.2 K. These temperatures are similar
to those recorded in CeCusSiz, CeColns and YbRhsSis,
suggesting extremely strong electronic correlations, nar-
row renormalised bands and high quasiparticle masses in
high-pressure CeSbs.

A sharp resistive transition with mid-point 7, ~ 0.22 K
(main plot in Fig. 1) indicates superconductivity at very
low temperatures, in line with the low electronic energy
scales suggested by the normal state p(T"). Supercon-
ductivity proves surprisingly robust to applied magnetic
fields along the crystallographic ¢ direction (right inset

in Fig. 1). It persists to > 3T at low T, exceeding the
Pauli paramagnetic limiting field, which is conventionally
written as Bpau; = 1.84 TK~!T, [20, 21], by nearly an
order of magnitude. The in-plane upper critical field is
similarly enhanced [15].

For small applied fields, T, is initially reduced, then
rises again to a value slightly higher than the zero-
field T, for B ~ 1.5T. This produces an unusual, in-
verted ‘S’-shaped structure in the B (T) curve. The
inverted ‘S’ structure is observed at several other pres-
sures < 32.2kbar but vanishes at higher pressures (see
below). The sign reversal of dBeo/dT, which is > 0 over
an intermediate field range, points towards an underly-
ing, field tuned phase transition within the normal state
[15].

Quantum critical point. Distinct transition anomalies
are indeed observed at pressures less than p. ~ 32kbar
(Fig. 2a-~c). Electric transport measurements for p < p.
find a kink in p(T) at low T, which causes a jump in the
T-derivative of the resistivity p/(7") (Fig. 2a-b). Heat
capacity measurements under pressure likewise display a
jump in C(T) (Fig. 2¢) at a transition temperature Ty
that is consistent with that of the kink in p(T"). Heat
capacity data furthermore show evidence for a weaker,
second transition at a lower temperature Txo, which
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Figure 3. (a-c) Response of the superconducting transition in
CeSby to magnetic field applied along the c-axis, for p < pe
(a), for p ~ pc (b) and for p > pc (¢). (d) The magne-
toresistance at T' > T. displays a distinct kink at ~ 0.5T
(vertical arrow) for p < p., indicating a field-induced transi-
tion out of the magnetically ordered state. (e) Be2(T') curves
extracted from the mid-point of the resistive transition dis-
play a pronounced inverted ‘S’-shape with a local minimum
of Tc at ~ 0.5 T for p = 28.2kbar (horizontal arrow), which
corresponds to the kink field in panel (d). (f) At p > p. the
Beo (T) curves revert to a more conventional form.

merges with Ty as pressure is increased. Both step-
like heat capacity signatures suggest second-order tran-
sitions. High pressure muon spin rotation studies indi-
cate two distinct magnetically ordered states associated
with Ty and To [11]. The detection of two magnetic
transitions is reminiscent of the CeCus(Si/Ge)s system
[22] and of YbRh2Si; under pressure [19]. The magnetic
transition signatures extrapolate to zero temperature at a
magnetic quantum critical point near 32 kbar. The super-
conducting transition has likewise been tracked in high
pressure transport measurements using two anvil cells
and a susceptibility measurement in a third anvil cell
(inset of Fig. 2e). Following the magnetic and super-
conducting transition signatures as functions of pressure
results in the phase diagram (Fig. 2d), which shows a
superconducting dome tightly confined to the immediate
vicinity of a magnetic quantum critical point, indicating
a prominent role for magnetic fluctuations in the super-
conducting pairing mechanism.

Normal and superconducting properties of CeSby
evolve rapidly with pressure (Fig. 2e-g). The low T
resistivity takes a quasi-linear T' dependence near p.

(Fig. 2e), which saturates to a nearly constant resis-
tivity (Fig. 2f) above a low T* ~ 10K. The low T slope
of p(T), measured by the resistivity increment Apjx =
p(1K) — pp over the extrapolated residual resistivity po
diminishes rapidly with increasing pressure. This is ac-
companied by a steep increase in T*, demonstrating that
compression under applied pressure strongly increases
the effective electronic bandwidth in CeSbs (Fig. 2g).

High pressure structure. CeSby, forms in the or-
thorhombic SmSbs structure (space group 64), which
lacks inversion symmetry around the Ce site but is cen-
trosymmetric around the center of the unit cell. Trans-
port measurements at intermediate pressures 6 kbar <
p < 17kbar show a highly hysteretic resistivity anomaly
(e.g. 8kbar data in Fig. 2f), which shifts to lower tem-
perature with increasing pressure [9] and disappears be-
yond 17kbar, where the low-T state differs profoundly
from the low-T' state at ambient pressure [10]. High
pressure X-ray diffraction [11] has established that this
anomaly signals a first-order structural phase transition,
which at low T is complete by about 17kbar. The su-
perconducting and magnetic states discussed above are
therefore all associated with the high pressure structure
of CeSby. The rare earth (R) diantimonides RSbs adopt
a variety of structure types, all of which lack inversion
symmetry around the rare earth site: SmSbs (like CeSba
at p = 0), HoSby (orthorhombic, space-group 21), EuSbs
(monoclinie, space-group 11) and YbSbs (orthorhombic,
space-group 63). The X-ray data and ab initio DFT cal-
culations in [11] unambiguously rule out the SmSby and
HoSbsy structures for high pressure CeSby and favour the
YbSbs structure (inset in Fig. 2d).

Critical fields. The locally non-centroysmmetric struc-
ture of high pressure CeSby invites comparison to
CeRhaAs, [1, 23-27] and other unconventional supercon-
ductors such as UTez, UGes and UPt3 (e.g. [28]) when
considering the response to applied magnetic field. Both
the form of the critical field curve B.o(T') in CeSbsy and
the magnitude of the upper critical field are unusual. We
consider first the inverted ‘S’-shaped form for B.o(T) dis-
played in the inset of Fig. 1. The initial reduction, then
increase of T, with field is most pronounced at the low-
est pressure at which full resistive transitions could be
observed (28.2kbar, Fig. 3a). It is already weaker at
31.6kbar (Fig. 1) and weaker still close to the qcp, at
32.2kbar (Fig. 3b, e). Comparing B.o(T) at these last
two pressures (Fig. 3e) shows that near the qcp, the crit-
ical field curves converge on a single line at high fields
but differ at low fields. At pressures above p., the crit-
ical field curves gradually change into the conventional
form (Fig. 3f). The relative reduction of T, at low fields
< 05T for p < p. could be seen as a signature of a
field-induced transition between two distinct supercon-
ducting states, as in CeRhyAsy [1], or it might result
from a field-induced magnetic transition. The step-like



Table 1. Critical field data for selected heavy fermion super-
conductors. T, initial slope of the upper critical field B,
experimental Bcz in the low-T limit and C/T at T. have been
extracted from the literature. The Pauli limit Bpay; is cal-
culated as 1.84 TK~! T.. Elementary theory predicts that
v/ Bly/Te < C/T [15], as is indeed roughly confirmed by the
tabulated data. Applying this analysis to CeSbs near p., at
34.9kbar, produces an estimate for C/T of ~ 1.2 J/molK?>.

T. | Bly | Bpaui |Be2(0)|/Bly/Te| C/T

K |T/K| T T | TY?/K |J/molK?
CeColns [30] [2.2]30.5| 4.05 | 11.5 3.7 0.3
CeCusSiz [31]/ 0.6 | 35 | 1.10 | 1.9 7.6 0.7
CeRhoAsy [1]0.26] 97 | 0.48 | 14 19.3 2
CeShy (=~ p.) [0.22| 30 | 0.40 | >3 11.8  |1.2 (est.)
UPt; [32] 0.52| 6.3 0.96 | 1.8 3.5 0.4
UBeis [33)  [0.95] 45 | 1.75 | 14 6.9 1

magnetoresistance anomaly at 28.2 kbar shown in Fig. 3d
points towards the second scenario. The transition field
of ~ 0.5T (vertical arrow) corresponds to the minimum
T, in the 28.2kbar critical field curve in Fig. 3e (hori-
zontal arrow). These findings suggest that the inverted
‘S” shape of B.o(T') on the ordered side of the qcp results
from the interplay between applied field and the mag-
netic spin fluctuation spectrum: tuning the system out
of the magnetically ordered state with increasing field en-
hances order parameter fluctuations and the associated
pairing interaction, thereby strengthening superconduc-
tivity. A similar explanation has been advanced in pres-
surised UGe, [29].

Considering next the eight-fold enhancement of B
over the conventional Pauli limit Bpau; = 1.84 TK™! T,
[21, 34] in CeSbg, we note that moderate violations of
the Pauli limit are common in Ce-based heavy fermion
materials such as CeColns and CeCusSis (Table T) with-
out necessarily being taken as evidence for triplet pair-
ing. The ratio of the high initial slope B., over T, in
compressed CeSbs indicates a very high Sommerfeld ra-
tio C/T ~ 1.2J/molK? (Table I) [15]. It is larger than
the corresponding ratios in UPt3, CeColns, CeCusSis,
and UBe;3, suggesting that the quasiparticles underly-
ing superconductivity in high pressure CeSby are among
the heaviest ever recorded in a superconducting heavy
fermion material. This is significant, because theoretical
studies [35, 36] indicate that violations of Pauli limit-
ing may generally be expected in superconductors with
large mass renormalisation, irrespective of whether the
pairing is mediated by phonons or spin-fluctuations and
whether the pairing state has s-wave or d-wave symmetry
[37]. The original calculation of the conventional Pauli
limiting field [21, 34] balances the superconducting con-
densation energy against the magnetic energy involved
in changing the spin alignment of the paired electrons
in an applied field. The former depends on the energy
gap, the latter on the spin susceptibility. Although some
uncertainty in the latter arises from imprecise knowledge

of the conduction electron g-factor, this would have to
be << 1 to explain substantially enhanced Pauli limit-
ing fields, which is difficult to justify: strong anisotropy
of the g-factor is ruled out by the large B,y observed for
B 1 ¢ [15]. In strong-coupling superconductors the bal-
ance between condensation energy and magnetic energy
needs to be modified both on the side of the condensa-
tion energy, because the energy gap may be far larger
than the BCS relation A = 1.76kpT, suggests, and on
the side of the magnetic energy, because the spin sus-
ceptibility is reduced below the Pauli susceptibility indi-
cated by the quasiparticle density of states by as much
as the interaction-induced mass enhancement. In model
calculations, this causes the Pauli limit to be boosted
to about 1.5T K*ITCm*/mb, with m* the renormalised
quasiparticle mass and my, the bare band mass [35]. In
UBe 3, the eight-fold enhancement of B.o over the con-
ventional Pauli limit (Table T) has been interpreted like-
wise [33] in terms of a strong-coupling calculation, and
a similar boost to the limiting field was found in a cal-
culation for spin-fluctuation induced d-wave pairing [37].
In this approach, resilience to high fields is achieved by
gradually admixing a frequency-odd triplet pairing state
into the underlying frequency-even singlet pairing state
[38, 39] (see also [40, 41] for material-specific calcula-
tions). This general route contrasts starkly with the sce-
nario advanced for CeRhoAsy (e.g. [1]), which is pred-
icated on its locally non-centrosymmetric structure. In
heavy fermion materials such as CeSby, a quantitative
calculation is hindered by the similar magnitudes of the
Zeeman energy at B.s and electronic as well as bosonic
energy scales, by the effect of the applied field on the pair-
ing interaction, by the highly anomalous normal state,
which deviates profoundly from expectations of Fermi lig-
uid theory, and by our incomplete understanding of the
origins of mass renormalization and pairing interaction,
which do not align completely. The intriguing sugges-
tion that increasing admixture of odd-frequency, triplet
superconductivity can boost the critical field in strongly
correlated materials should be tested in more detailed
theoretical and computational investigations.

High-pressure CeSby emerges as a clean, ultra-heavy
fermion system with superconductivity forming out of a
pronounced non-Fermi liquid state and an upper critical
field far beyond the Pauli limit. Because the qcp under-
lying the superconducting dome can in CeSby be crossed
under pressure, this material supplies an excellent test
case for refining our understanding of unconventional su-
perconductivity. Our findings suggest that strong mass
renormalization boosts the magnitude of B.o without the
need for a singlet-triplet phase transition as reported in
CeRhyAss, and that the interplay between applied field,
magnetic order and the associated magnetic fluctuations
can explain the evolution of B.o(T') across the qcp.
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