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A m icroscopic Ham iltonian reecting thecorrectsym m etry off-orbitalsisproposed to discusssu-

perconductivity in heavy ferm ion system s.In theorbitally degenerateregion in which notonly spin

uctuationsbutalso orbitaluctuationsdevelop considerably,cancellation between spin and orbital

uctuationsdestabilizesd
x2� y2

-wave superconductivity.Entering the non-degenerate region by in-

creasing thecrystalline electric �eld,d
x2� y2

-wavesuperconductivity m ediated by antiferrom agnetic

spin uctuationsem ergesoutofthe suppression oforbitaluctuations. W e argue thatthe present

scenario can be applied to recently discovered superconductorsCeTIn5 (T= Ir,Rh,and Co).

Unconventionalsuperconductivityhasbeen oneofcen-

tralissuesin theresearch �eld ofstronglycorrelated elec-

tron system s.Especially sincethediscovery ofhigh tem -

perature superconductivity in cuprates,m uch e�orthas

been focussed on elucidating the m echanism ofuncon-

ventionalsuperconductivity,clarifying thata crucialrole

is played by antiferrom agnetic (AF) \spin uctuations"

(SF)[1].The im portance ofAFSF iswidely recognized,

forinstance,in 4f-and 5f-electron superconducting m a-

terialssuch asCeCu2Si2 [2]and UPd2Al3 [3]aswellas

in organic superconductors such as �-(BEDT-TTF)[4].

Thus,itis widely believed thata broad classofuncon-

ventionalsuperconductorsoriginatesfrom SF.

In d-and f-electron system s,however,the potential

im portance of orbital degrees of freedom has recently

been discussed intensively. In fact,\orbitalordering" is

found tobeakey issueforunderstandingm icroscopicas-

pectsofthecharge-ordered phasein colossalm agnetore-

sistivem anganites[5].Thisorbitalordering isprim arily

relevant to the insulating phase,while \orbitaluctua-

tions" (O F) should be signi�cantin the m etallic phase.

Recently,thee�ectsofO F haveattracted attention,since

itishoped to providea new scenarioforsuperconductiv-

ity [6].Especially from a conceptualviewpoint,itisim -

portant to clarify how superconductivity em erges when

both SF and O F play activeroles.

Asa typicalm aterialforinvestigatingsuperconductiv-

ity in a system with both SF and O F,let us introduce

the recently discovered heavy-ferm ion superconductors

CeTIn5 (T= Ir,Rh,and Co)[7]with the HoCoG a5-type

tetragonalcrystalstructure. Due to this structure and

to strong correlation e�ects,thesim ilarity with cuprates

hasbeen em phasized.In particular,AFSF also playsan

essentialrolein theCe-115system ,sinceitexhibitsquasi

two-dim ensionalFerm isurfaces[8]and theAF phaseex-

istsnextto the superconducting state in the phase dia-

gram ofCeRh1� xIrxIn5 [9].In fact,alinenodein thegap

function hasbeen observed in CeTIn5 by variousexper-

im entaltechniques [10]. It m ay be true that supercon-

ductivity itselfisdueto AFSF,butan im portantrolefor

theO F hasbeen overlooked in spiteofthefactthatboth

SF and O F are originally included in the ground-state

m ultipletofCe3+ ion.In actualm aterials,superconduc-

tivity occursin a situation whereO F issuppressed,since

orbitaldegeneracy islifted by thee�ectofthecrystalline

electric �eld (CEF).Thus,we envision a scenario where

O F controls the stability ofthe superconductivity even

though itoriginatesfrom AFSF.

In thisLetter,we investigatesuperconductivity based

on the orbitally degenerate Hubbard m odelconstructed

by the tight-binding m ethod [11].Solving the gap equa-

tion with thepairinginteraction evaluated usingtheran-

dom phase approxim ation (RPA),we obtain severalsu-

perconducting phases around the spin and orbitalor-

dered phases. In the orbitally degenerate region where

both SF and O F are developed,it is found thatsinglet

superconductivity is suppressed due to the com petition

between them ,whiletripletsuperconductivity isfavored

sincetheyarecooperativein thiscase.W hen alevelsplit-

tingisincluded tolifttheorbitaldegeneracy,dx2� y2-wave

superconductivity dueto AFSF isstabilized in thevicin-

ity oftheAF phase.Thus,weclaim thatAFSF-induced

supercondutivity in Ce-115 system s is substantiated in

consequenceofthe suppression ofO F.

In order to construct the m icroscopic m odel for f-

electron system s,let us start our discussion from a lo-

calbasis ofthe Ce3+ ion. Am ong the 14-fold degener-

ate 4f-electron states,due to the e�ect ofstrong spin-

orbitcoupling,only the j= 5/2 sextuplete�ectively con-

tributesto the low-energy excitations(j istotalangular

m om entum ). This sextuplet is further split into a �7
doublet and a �8 quadruplet due to the e�ect ofcubic

CEF,wheretheeigen statesaregiven byj�7� i=
p
1=6j�

5=2i�
p
5=6j� 3=2i,j�

(1)

8� i=
p
5=6j� 5=2i+

p
1=6j� 3=2i,

and j�
(2)

8� i= j� 1=2i. Here + and � in the subscripts

denote \pseudo-spin" up and down,respectively,within

each K ram ersdoublet.

Now wediscusstherelativepositionsoftheenergy lev-

elsof�7 and �
(�)

8 whiletakingaccountofcertain features

ofCeTIn5.Since CeTIn5 hasa tetragonalcrystalstruc-

ture and a quasitwo-dim ensionalFerm isurface [8],itis

naturaltoconsideratwo-dim ensionalsquarelatticecom -

posed ofCeions.Dueto thee�ectofanionssurrounding
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the Ce ion,itisdeduced thatthe energy levelof�7 be-

com eshigherthan those of�8’s.Thus,in the following,

the �7 orbitalisneglected forsim plicity. Note also that

weneed toincludethee�ectofthetetragonalCEF,which

lifts the degeneracy ofthe �
(�)

8 . Although a m ixing be-

tween �7 and �
(1)

8 generally occurs under a tetragonal

CEF,such a m ixing is expected to be sm allsince the

�7 orbitalhas higher energy. Thus, in this situation,

the e�ectofa tetragonalCEF can be included in term s

ofa levelsplitting " between the �
(1)

8 and �
(2)

8 orbitals.

In orderto explain the m agnetic anisotropy observed in

experim ents,�
(1)

8 m ust be lower than �
(2)

8 ,i.e.,"> 0 in

CeTIn5.Them agnitudeof"foreach CeTIn5 com pound

willbediscussed later.Itshould benoted thattheabove

levelschem e is consistent with the following two facts:

(i)Experim entalresultsforCeTIn5 exhibita largeruni-

form susceptibilityform agnetic�eld perpendiculartothe

CeIn3 planethan fortheparallelcase[7,12].Thissignif-

icantanisotropy iswellexplained underthe assum ption

that�7 isnotthe lowest-energy state and " ispositive.

(ii) The band-structure calculation results suggest that

the alm ostatband corresponding to �7 appearsabove

the Ferm ilevel[11].

In order to include the itinerant features ofthe 4f-

electrons, a sim ple way is to include nearest-neighbor

hopping forthe f-electronsby the tight-binding m ethod

[11,13]. Although the hybridization with the In 5p elec-

tronic states m ay be im portant,here such an e�ect is

considered as renorm alization of the e�ective hopping

am plitude of f-quasiparticles. Further, by adding the

on-siteCoulom b interaction term sam ong thef-electons,

the Ham iltonian becom es

H =
X

ia��0�

t
a
��0f

y

i��
fi+ a�0� � "

X

i

(ni1� � ni2�)=2

+ U
X

i�

ni�"ni�# + U
0
X

i�� 0

ni1�ni2�0; (1)

wherefi�� isthe annihilation operatorforan f-electron

with pseudo-spin � in the orbital �
(�)

8 at site i, a

is the vector connecting nearest-neighbor sites, and

ni��= f
y

i��
fi��. The �rst term represents the nearest-

neighborhopping off-electronswith the am plitude ta
��0

between �
(�)

8 and �
(�

0
)

8 along the a-direction,given by

tx11= �
p
3tx12= �

p
3tx21= 3t

x
22= 1fora= x and t

y

11=
p
3t

y

12=p
3t

y

21= 3t
y

22= 1 for a= y, respectively, in energy units

where tx11= 1. Note the positive sign ofthe �rstterm in

H ,sincetheM -point,notthe�-point,isatthebottom of

thebandsform ingtheFerm isurfaces[11].Notealsothat

thepresentta
��0

isjustthesam easthatoftheeg electrons

[5],butthispointwillbediscussedelsewhere.Thesecond

term denotesthetetragonalCEF.In thethird and fourth

term s,U and U 0aretheintra-and inter-orbitalCoulom b

interations, respectively. In reality, U = U 0, since they

originatefrom the sam eCoulom b interactionsam ong f-

orbitalsin thej= 5/2m ultiplet,butin thispaper,wealso

treatthe case where U 6= U 0 in orderto analyze the roles

ofSF and O F.Since we considerquarter-�lling (one f-

elecron persite),the m odelin the lim itof"= 1 reduce

to the half-�lled,single-orbitalHubbard m odel.

Now,in orderto investigatesuperconductivity around

thespin and/ororbitalordered phases,wecalculatespin

and orbitalsusceptibilities,�̂s(q)and �̂o(q),respectively.

W ithin the RPA,these aregiven in a m atrix form as

�̂
s(q)= [̂1� Û

s
�̂(q)]� 1�̂(q); (2)

�̂
o(q)= [̂1+ Û

o
�̂(q)]� 1�̂(q); (3)

where labelsofrow and colum n in the m atrix appearin

the order11,22,12,and 21,these being pairsoforbital

indices 1 and 2. Note that 1̂ is the 4� 4 unit m atrix.

Û s isgiven by U s
11;11= U

s
22;22= U ,U

s
12;12= U

s
21;21= U

0,oth-

erwise zero,while Û o is expressed as U o
11;11= U

o
22;22= U ,

U o
11;22= U

o
22;11= 2U

0,U o
12;12= U

o
21;21= � U0,otherwise zero.

The m atrix elem entsof�̂(q)are de�ned by ���;�� (q)=

� T
P

k;n
G
(0)
�� (k+ q;i!n)G

(0)

��
(k;i!n),whereT istem per-

ature,G
(0)
�� (k;i!n) is the non-interacting G reen’s func-

tion for f-electrons with m om entum k propagating be-

tween �- and �-orbitals, and !n= �T(2n+ 1) with in-

teger n. The instabilities for the spin- and orbital-

ordered phases are determ ined by the conditions of

det[̂1� Û s�̂(q)]= 0 and det[̂1+ Û o�̂(q)]= 0,respectively.

By using �̂s(q) and �̂o(q), the superconducting gap

equation isgiven as

�
�(k)=

X

k0

V̂
�(k � k

0)�̂(k0)� �(k0); (4)

where � �(k)= [�
�

11(k),�
�

22(k),�
�

12(k),�
�

21(k)]
t isthe

gap function in the vector representation for a singlet

(� = S)ortriplet(� = T)pairing state,and the m atrix

elem entsofthesinglet-and triplet-pairing potentials,re-

spectively,aregiven by

V
S
��;�� (q)= [(� 3=2)̂W s(q)+ (1=2)Ŵ o(q)+ Û

s]��;�� ; (5)

V
T
��;�� (q)= [(1=2)Ŵ s(q)+ (1=2)Ŵ o(q)� Û

s]��;�� : (6)

Here,thespin and orbitalsusceptibilitiesareincluded as

Ŵ s(q)= Û s+ Û s�̂s(q)Û s and Ŵ o(q)= � Û o+ Û o�̂o(q)Û o.

The elem ents ofthe pair correlation function �̂(k) are

given by ���;�� (k)= T
P

n
G
(0)
�� (k;� i!n)G

(0)

��
(� k;i!n).

The superconducting transition is obtained for each re-

spective irreducible representation by solving Eq. (4),

wherethe m axim um eigenvaluebecom esunity.

Here we m ention the essential sym m etries of the

Cooperpairsin m ulti-orbitalsystem s.Thepairingstates

are classi�ed into four types owing to spin SU (2) sym -

m etry and space inversion sym m etry; (1) spin-singlet

and orbital-sym m etric with even-parity,(2) spin-triplet

and orbital-sym m etric with odd-parity,(3) spin-singlet

and orbital-antisym m etricwith odd-parity,and (4)spin-

tripletand orbital-antisym m etricwith even-parity.Note

that SU (2) sym m etry does not exist in orbitalspace,
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since the lattice and the localwavefunctions rotate si-

m ultaneously. For (1) and (2),f-electrons in the sam e

band form the Cooper pair,while for (3) and (4),such

a pair is form ed only between di�erent bands. Except

forthe specialcase in which two Ferm isurfacesconnect

with each other,orbital-antisym m etric pairing isunsta-

ble due to depairing e�ectsdestroy inter-band pairs. In

fact,even after carefulcalculations,we do not�nd any

region for(3)and (4)in the param eterspaceconsidered

here.Thus,in thefollowing,wediscussonly theorbital-

sym m etricpair.
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FIG .1. (a)Spin and (b)orbitalsusceptibilitiesin q space

for "= 0 and U = U
0
= 0.9Um . (c) and (d) are for "= 4. Insets

indicate the Ferm i-surface lines.

Let us discuss �rst the e�ect of" on the correlation

between SF and O F.Since weareconsidering a realistic

situation corresponding to CeTIn5,we restrictourselves

to the caseofU = U 0 fora while.In Fig.1,the principal

com ponentsof�̂s(q)and �̂o(q)areshown in q spacefor

U = U 0= 0.9Um ,where Um denotesspin instability deter-

m ined from det[̂1� Û s�̂(q)]= 0.In theorbital-degenerate

case with "= 0,asshown in Figs.1(a)and (b),the over-

allm agnitude ofO F iscom parable with thatofSF.As

for the q dependence,com m on structures are found in

�s(q) and �o(q). Nam ely,there are two peaks around

(�=2;�=2) and (�=2;0) owing to the nesting properties

ofthe Ferm isurface (see the inset). Thus,the orbital-

degenerate region is characterzied by com petition be-

tween SF and O F.W ith increasing ",the Ferm isurface

approachesa shapehaving the nesting vector(�;�)(see

theinset).For"= 4,asshown in Fig.1(c)and (d),O F is

alm ostcom pletely suppressed,and SF around (�;�)be-

com e dom inant. Note here thatthe increase of" m akes

the lower energy state favorable and suppresses excita-

tionsto the upper energy state,indicating the suppres-

sion ofO F.Thus,even atthisstage,itisunderstood that

thesuppression ofO F leadsto thedevelopm entofSF for

theparam agneticsystem which iswaveringbetween spin-

and orbital-ordering.

Next, we consider how a superconducting phase

em ergeswhen " isincreased.In Fig.2(a),them axim um

eigenvaluesforseveralirreduciblerepresentationsarede-

picted asa function of"forU = U 0= 2.5.Thecalculations

arecarried outfora �xed T= 0.02,and the�rstBrillouin

zone is divided into 128 � 128 m eshes. In the orbital-

degenerate region,severaleigenvalues are very close to

each other owing to m ulti-peak structuresin �̂s(q) and

�̂o(q). W ith increasing ",as is easily understood from

thegrowth ofAFSF m entioned above,theeigenvaluefor

B 1g sym m etry becom esdom inantand �nally at"� 3,the

B 1g superconducting phase isstabilized. O n furtherin-

creasing",theAF instability eventually occurs,sincethe

system asym ptotically approaches the half-�lled single-

orbitalHubbard m odel.W e em phasizethattheincrease

of" brings transitions successively in the order ofPM ,

B 1g superconducting,and AF phases.
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FIG .2. (a)M axim um eigenvalue vs. " for the respective

irreducible representation at U = U
0
= 2.5. (b)Schem atic plot

c=a vs. " to illustrate a com parison between our theory and

actualCeTIn5 com pounds.

Based on the above calculated results, let us try

to explain the di�erences am ong three Ce-115 com -

pounds,CeRhIn5 (N�eeltem peratureTN = 3.8K ),CeIrIn5
(superconducting transition tem perature Tc= 0.4K ),and

CeCoIn5 (Tc= 2.3K ) [7]. O ne property which distin-

guishes these com pounds is two-dim ensionality, as ex-

pressed by the ratio c=a between lattice constants. It

is naturally expected that two-dim ensionality becom es

strongerin the orderofCeIrIn5,CeRhIn5,and CeCoIn5
[7]. Since the m agnetic state should be stabilized with

increasing three-dim ensionality,CeIrIn5 should be m ost

favorablefortheoccurenceofantiferrom agnetism am ong

threecom pounds,butthisisobviously inconsistentwith

experim entalresults. This inconsistency is resolved by

introducing another im portant ingredient ". O ne can

show thattheincreaseofm agneticanisotropy justcorre-

spondsto the increaseof".Analysisofexperim entalre-

sultsfortheanisotropy ofm agneticsusceptibilities[7,12]

leadsto theconclusion that"becom eslargerin theorder

ofCeCoIn5,CeIrIn5,and CeRhIn5.Taking into account

the e�ect of" in addition to dim ensionality,we arrive

at the picture schem atically shown in Fig. 2(b). Due

to the enhancem ent ofAFSF induced by increasing ",

asshown in Fig.1,itm ay be understood thatCeRhIn5
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rather than CeIrIn5 is m ore favorable to antiferrom ag-

netism . Nam ely,itisconsidered thatCeRhIn5 with the

largest" isantiferrom agnet,while CeCoIn5 and CeIrIn5
with sm aller" than CeRhIn5 exhibitsuperconductivity.

The di�erence in Tc between CeCoIn5 and CeIrIn5 m ay

be attributed to the extentoftwo-dim ensionality. Con-

cerningthesuperconductivity and antiferrom agnetism of

CeTIn5 com pounds,thecom bination oftwodim ensional-

ity and thecrystalline�eld splitting isnecessary to reach

a consistentpicture.

6420

5

4

3

2

1

0
543210

U


U' ε

SC (B1g)SC (A1g)
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ICSO (q1) ICSO (q2)

ICOO (q3)

ε = 0

(a)

ICSO (qx)

SC (Eu)
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U=U'

SC (B1g)

AFSO (Q)

SC (A2g)
ICSO (qv)

(b)

FIG .3. Phase diagram (a) in the U -U
0
plane for "= 0

and (b) in the U -" plane for U = U
0
. M eanings of ab-

breviations used here are as follows: SC(�) denotes su-

perconducting phase with �-sym m etry, ICSO (q) indicates

incom m ensurate spin ordered phase with wave vector q,

ICO O (q) is incom m ensurate orbital ordered phase with

wave vector q, and AFSO (Q ) denotes antiferrom agnetic

spin ordered phase. Several wave vectors are de�ned

as q1= (0:56�;0:56�), q2= (0:53�;0), q3= (�;0), qx= (qx;0),

qv= (�;qy),and Q = (�;�).Solid curvesarethephasebound-

ariesdeterm ined by actualcalculations,whiledotted linesare

schem atic phase boundary guidesforthe eye.

The orbitally degenerate m odel,Eq.(1),shows new,

rich superconducting properties both for singlet and

tripletpairings.In Fig.3(a)and (b),weshow the phase

diagram s in the U -U 0 plane for "= 0 and U -" plane for

U = U 0, respectively. In these �gures, four character-

istic superconducting phases are observed: (1) a SF-

m ediated spin-singlet superconducting phase with B 1g-

sym m etry in the vicinity ofa spin-ordered phase;(2) a

g-wave superconducting phase with A 2g-sym m etry;(3)

a spin-tripletsuperconducting phase with E u-sym m etry

duetothecooperation between SF and O F around U = U 0

and "= 0 and (4)an O F-m ediated spin-singletsupercon-

ducting phase with A 1g-sym m etry forU � U 0 around an

orbital-ordered phase.W ith respectto (1),itisthought

that B 1g-superconductivity is induced by SF around

q= Q = (�;�). Concerning the triplet superconductivity

(3),note that for this region allsuperconducting insta-

bilitiesarequitecloseto each otherbecauseofthem ulti-

peak structuresin �̂s(q)and �̂o(q)asshown in Fig. 1.

W e also note thatthe factorsin frontofthe SF term in

Ŵ s(q)are� 3=2 forsingletand + 1=2 fortripletpairing,

while the factor for the O F term in Ŵ o(q) is + 1=2 for

both pairings. Nam ely,O F is cooperative with SF for

spin-tripletpairing,whileSF and O F com petewith each

other for spin-singlet pairing [6]. Thus,the spin-triplet

pairing phase appearsin the region for"� 0 and U � U0.

Them echanism ofthe O F-m ediated singletsupercondu-

tivity (4)isinteresting.In thisstate,two quasi-particles

with di�erent pseudo-spin form an on-site intra-orbital

singletpairsinceU 0� U ,leading to A 1g superconductiv-

ity.In short,singletsuperconductivity with B 1g-orA 1g-

sym m etryisstabilized when eitherSF orO F isdom inant,

while triplet superconductivity is favored when there is

cooperation between SF and O F.

In sum m ary,wehavestudied superconductivity in the

Ce-115 system s based on the orbitally degenerate Hub-

bard m odel,and found thatwith increasing the tetrago-

nalCEF splitting dx2� y2-wavesuperconductivity due to

AFSF em ergesoutofthesuppression ofO F in thevicin-

ity ofthe AF phase. The conceptofAFSF-induced su-

perconductivity controlled by O F qualitatively explains

the di�erenceam ong Ce-115 m aterials.
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