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Fak, van Dik and W ills FDW ) question our interpretation of elastic neutron-scattering exper-
In ents in the antiferrom agnetic phase of UPt3. They state that our analysis is incorrect because
we average over m agnetic structures that are disallowed by symm etry. W e disagree with FDW
and reply to their criticism below . FDW also ‘pojnt out that we have m istaken the m agnetic eld
direction in the experin ent reported in Ref. :_h W e correct this error and note that our previous
conclusion is also valid for the correct eld ordentation.

PACS numbers: 74.70.Tx,7520H r,7525 + z

W edisagreew ith theclain ofF ak, et al.IE that ouranal-
ysis of elastic neutron-scattering experin ents in the anti-
ferrom agnetic AFM ) phase ofUP t3 is incorrect because
we average over m agnetic structures that belong to dif-
ferent irreducihble representations of the crystallographic
space group. Classi cation of m agnetic structures and
m agnetic phase transitions on the basis of irreducble
representations ofthe space group and tin e-inversion ne—
gkcts the fundam ental rok that gxchange interactions
play in m agnetic phase transitions 2228 E xchange inter—
actions are invariant under continuous rotations ofallthe
m om ents, and typically dom inate the anisotropy energies
that couple the atom icm om entsto the lattice. C lassi ca-
tion ofm agnetic structures based on the exchange group
acoounts for the w ide variety ofm agnetic structures that
are observed In m agnetic m aterials. T he Shubnikov clas-
si cation, which does not take into account the higher
symm etry of the exchange interactions, disallow s som e
of these structures?

Thus, for a m agnetic instability driven by exchange
Interactions the prin ary irreducble representation is
based on the com bined group of continuous rotations in
soin space, the crystallographic spacegroup and tim e—
reversal, Geyx . T he irreducible representations of the ex—
change group com bine several irreducihble representations
of the space group £ Thus, not only are m agnetic struc—
tures corresoonding to irreducible representations of the
space group allowed. On the contrary, structures that
are a com bination of irreduchble representations of the
space group, but belong to one exchange representation,
are also possbl m agnetic structures. M any exam ples
ofm agnetic structures w ith these type of \m ixed spages
group representations"® are described in the Tirerature 84

In m ost m aterdals the m agnetically ordered phase is
de ned by one irreducible representation of the space
group due to the anisotropy energies which resolve (at
Jeast partially) ordentafional degeneracies w thin the ex—
change representation 19 gow ever, since the anisotropy
tem s are relatively weak, the energy splitting of di er—
ently oriented m agnetic states are am all. T hus, m agnetic
dom ain structures, ncliding their response to m agnetic

elds, should be analyzed using the degenerate, ornearly
degenerate, statesw ithin the fillexchangem ultiplet. W e

believe this is the correct approach to understanding the
m agnetian and to analyze the possible m agnetic struc—
tures in the heavy ferm ion com pound UPt3.

In ouranalysis, we considered a generalm odelforUP t;3
com patible w ith the available data 21 W e selected one ir-
reducible representation of G¢x that is consistent with
elastic neutron scattering data in zero eld. If we ne-
glect the spin-lattice couplings then only the relative ori-
entations of the atom ic m om ents in the m agnetic unit
cellare xed by the prin ary irreducible representation.
A nisotropy energies are also lnclided to resolve, or par-
tially resolve, the degeneracies of the exchange represen—
tation.

Neutron scattering and X -ray experiments in UPts
show AFM order with propagation vector ¢g = a;=2 13
The m agnetic U ions occupy two symm etry equivalent
positions in the uni cell. The m agnetic representation
has 6 din ensions (3 tin es the num ber ofm agnetic ions).
Until very recently, the crystal structure of UPt3 was
thought to be hexagonalw ith space group D gh . How—
ever, a recent X +ay di raction experiment rewealed a
Iower trigonal symm etry w ith space group D 3, 4 moer
ther case, the m agnetic representation can be decom —
posed In six onedim ensional representations. Three of
these correspond to FM alignm ent ofthe jons In the unit
cell; the other three representations corresoond to AFM
alignm ents. T he alignm ent of the m agnetization or sub-
lattice m agnetization m ay be along the R, ¥ or 2 axes.
However, these six structures are connected w ith only
two exchange representations corresoonding to FM or
AFM alignment in the unit cell. Tablk T shows the ir-
reducible representations and basis finctions of the crys-
tallographic space groupsD ¢, and D 3, grouped by their
corresponding exchange m ultiplets.

Our study is based on a free energy functional Eqg.
9 of Ref. 111) which inclides the exchange, anisotropy
and Zeem an energies. First, a uniaxial anisotropy tem
(ot shown in Eq. 9 ofRef. :;Ll:) restricts the order pa—
ram eter to the basal plane. In addition, the in-plane
(hexagonal) anisotropy energy favors alignm ent of the
m om ents along any of the three directions perpendicu-—
lar to the hexagonal Jattice vectors. N ote that the form

of the anisotropy energy is the sam e for either D éh and
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TABLE I: Irreducible representations and basis func—
tions of the space groups D éh and D §d grouped by ex—
changem ultiplets. FM and AFM referto ferrom agnetic
or antiferrom agnetic alignm ent ofthetwo U ionson the
unit cell. W e use the notation ofK ovalev in Ref. 14.

D gd symm etry groups. The e ect ofamagnetic eld on
the AFM order is included through the Zeem an coupling
to the atom ic m om ents, which in generalm ixes di er—
ent nearly degenerate representations of the space group
within the exchange multiplkttd The com petition be-
tw een the anisotropy energy and the Zeem an coupling in—
duces hexagonalm odulations ofthe uppercritical eld as
a function ofthe orientation ofthe eld In thebasalplane
at the transition to the superconducting phase92% T he
In-plane anisotropy energy is am all, since a lJarge inplane
anisotropy energy would produce an orthorhom bicm od—
ulation of the upper critical gld, which is not observed.
H igher order anisotropy term ££8 which m ight resolve the
rem aining degeneracy and thus favor alignm ent of the
m om ents along the propagation vector of the m agnetic
order would be extrem ely sm all "._I."hereﬁ)re, the three
structures shown in Fig. 1 ofRef. :_11: are degenerate, or
quasidegenerate, and certainly should be considered in
the analysis of the m agnetic structure and neutron scat-
tering in the presence ofan in-planem agnetic eld. Thus,
In our analysis we consider the possibility of degenerate,
or nearly degenerate, m agnetic structures by m aking an
average over di erent distributions of dom ains. W e also
presented resuls and predictions for the single m agnetic
structure w ith the m agnetization parallel to the propa—
gation vector. T he authors of the com m ent seem to have
overlooked this prediction, which ifwe had con ned our
analysis to a single representation of the space group, as
Fak, et al. advocate, would be the only relevant struc—
ture.

W e did m istake the m agnetic eld direction in the ex—
perin ent reported in Ref. -:I: In the correct geom etry of

that experin ent the eld wasalong the reciprocallattice
direction H,2,0]. T he ratios reported in Eq. 5 ofRef. :_11:,

and in the paragraph that follow s that equation, should

bemodi ed as follows. W hen only dom ain \1" is popu-
latedwehaver= 1. Fora crystalw ith equally populated

m agnetic dom ains, the correct ratio between the scatter—
Ing rateathigh eld and zero el is

1 (0441 cos(yg + =2))2
r= - = 089: @)
. (0:441 cos( )Pi

O urprevious conclusion, stated forthe incorrect eld ori-
entation, isunchanged for the correct eld ordentation; it
isnotpossblebased on existing data to conclide w hether
or not the U m om ents rotate wih the eld, because of
the am all change In intensity that is expected for this
Bragg peak and the large error bars that are reported
for the intensity. W e also concluded that, In order to
understand UP t3 m agnetism in the presence ofm agnetic
eld or under pressure, system atic, zero— eld m easure-
m ents of the intensity of a num ber ofm agnetic peaks in
the sam e single crystal, such as those reported in Ref.
:_125, need to be carried out. Furthem ore, our hypothesis
that intrinsic stacking faults pin the AFM dom ain walls
In theabplaneand x the spatialdistribution ofdom ains
w ith di erent propagation vectorshasbeen recently rein—
forced. For uniaxial pressures applied to the basalplane
a signi gant increase in the m agnetic intensity has been
reported?? in contrast w ith the relatively sm allchange in
amagnetic eldP€l P inning by intrinsic stacking fuls
m ay help explain this di erence, since the applied m ag—
netic eld leavesthe distrbution of regionsw ith di erent
propagation vectors unaltered. However, uniaxial pres—
sure likely disturbs the con guration of stacking fauls
lading to a strongere ect on the m agnetic structure.

In conclusion, our analysis of the neutron scattering
data is based on a sound theoretical m odel for possi-
ble m agnetic structures in UPt;, which is m ore general
than would be allowed based on a single irreducible rep—
resentation of the space group. T he relative in portance
of exchange interactions lads naturally to m ixed irre—
ducble representations of the crystal space group, w hich
are relevant because they are energetically allowed.
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