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A m icroscopic H am iltonian re ecting the correct sym m etry of f-orbitals is proposed to discuss su—
perconductivity in heavy ferm ion system s. In the orbitally degenerate region in which not only spin
uctuationsbut also orbital uctuations develop considerably, cancellation between soin and orbital
uctuations destabilizes d,2> 2 -wave superconductivity. Entering the non-degenerate region by in—
creasing the crystalline electric eld, d,» ,2-wave superconductivity m ediated by antiferrom agnetic
soin  uctuations em erges out of the suppression of orbital uctuations. W e argue that the present
scenario can be applied to recently discovered superconductors CeT Ins (T= Ir, Rh, and Co).

U noconventional superconductiyity hasbeen one of cen—
tralissues in the research eld of strongly correlated elec—
tron system s. E specially since the discovery ofhigh tem -
perature superconductivity in cuprates, much e ort has
been focussed on elicidating the m echanism of uncon-
ventional superconductiviy, clarifying that a crucialrole
is played by antiferrom agnetic AF) \spin uctuations"
(SF) 'E.']. T he in portance of AF SF is w idely recognized,
for Instance, in 4f-and 5f-electron superconducting m a—
terials such as CeCu,Si ig:’] and UPd,A L E] aswell as
In organic superconductors such as -BEDT-TTF) [ff].
Thus, it is w idely believed that a broad class of uncon—
ventional superconductors originates from SF' .

In d-and f-electron system s, however, the potential
In portance of orbital degrees of freedom has recently
been discussed intensively. In fact, \orbital ordering” is
found to be a key issue for understanding m icroscopic as—
pects of the charge-ordered phase In colossalm agnetore—
sistive m anganites i_E'o]. T his orbital ordering is prin arily
relevant to the insulating phase, whilke \orbital uctua-—
tions" (OF) should be signi cant in the m etallic phase.
Recently, thee ectsofO F have attracted attention, since
it ishoped to provide a new scenario for superconductiv—
ity lb]. E specially from a conceptual view point, it is in —
portant to clarify how superconductivity em erges when
both SF and OF play active roks.

A s a typicalm aterial for nvestigating superconductiv—
ity In a system wih both SF and OF, lt us Introduce
the recently discovered heavy-ferm ion superconductors
CeTIng (T=1Ir, Rh, and Co) Ej] w ith the H oC oG as-type
tetragonal crystal structure. D ue to this structure and
to strong correlation e ects, the sim ilarity w ith cuprates
hasbeen em phasized. In particular, AF SF also plays an
essentialrole in the Ce-115 system , since i exhbis quasi
tw o-din ensionalFem isurfaces B] and the AF phase ex—
ists next to the superconducting state in the phase dia—
gram ofCeRh; ,IrIns 5_9']. In fact, a Ine node in the gap
function has been observed in CeT Ins by various exper—
In ental techniques f_l(_)'] Tt m ay be true that supercon—
ductivity itself isdue to AF SF, but an In portant role for
the O F hasbeen overlooked in soite ofthe fact that both
SF and OF are orighally included in the ground-state

multiplet ofCe** ion. In actualm aterials, superconduc—
tivity occurs In a situation where O F is suppressed, since
orbitaldegeneracy is lifted by the e ect ofthe crystalline
electric eld CEF).Thus, we envision a scenario where
OF controls the stability of the superconductivity even
though it originates from AFSF .

In this Letter, we Investigate superconductivity based
on the orbitally degenerate H ubbard m odel constructed
by the tight-binding m ethod [[1]. Solving the gap equa-
tion w ith the pairing interaction evaliated using the ran—
dom phase approxin ation RPA), we obtain several su—
perconducting phases around the soin and orbital or-
dered phases. In the orbially degenerate region where
both SF and OF are developed, it is found that singlet
superconductivity is suppressed due to the com petition
between them , while triplet superconductiviy is favored
since they are cooperative In thiscase. W hen a levelsolit—
ting is included to lift the orbitaldegeneracy, dy2 2 -wave
superconductivity due to AF SF is stabilized in the vicin—
ity ofthe AF phase. Thus, we clain that AF SF-induced
supercondutivity in Ce-115 system s is substantiated in
consequence of the suppression ofOF .

In order to construct the m icroscopic m odel for f£-
electron system s, ket us start our discussion from a lo—
calbasis of the Ce** ion. Among the 14-H1d degener—
ate 4f-electron states, due to the e ect of strong spin-—
orbit coupling, only the j=5/2 sextuplet e ectively con—
tributes to the low -energy excitations (j is totalangular
momentum ). This sextuplet is further solit nto a -
doublkt and a g quadruplt due to the e ect @fﬂbic
CEF ,wheretheeigen statesaregivenby j ; i= 1=67j
5-2i = 5=63 3=2i,3. i=  5=63 5=2i+ 1=63 3=2i,
and j 'i=§ 1=2i. Here + and  in the subscripts
denote \pssudo-spin" up and down, respectively, w ithin
each K ram ers doublet.

N ow we discuss the relative positions ofthe energy lev—

elsof 7 and é ) w hile taking account of certain features

ofCeT Ins . Since CeT Ins has a tetragonal crystal struc—
ture and a quasitwo-din ensionalFem i surface i_é], it is
naturalto consider a tw o-dim ensionalsquare lattioe com —
posed ofC e ions. D ue to the e ect ofanions surrounding
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the Ce ion, it is deduced that the energy levelof 7 be-
com es higher than those of g’s. Thus, In the ollow Ing,
the 7 orbitalis neglected for sim plicity. N ote also that

weneed to Include thee ect ofthe tetragonalCEF ,which

lifts the degeneracy of the é )

(1

. A *hough a m ixing be-

tween - and ) generally occurs under a tetragonal
CEF, such a m ixing is expected to be an all since the

7 orbital has higher energy. Thus, In this situation,
the e ect of a tetragonal CEF can be included in tem s

of a level splitting " between the él) and f) orbitals.

In order to explain the m agnetic anisotropy observed in

. 1 2) . .
experin ents, €g)mustbe]ower‘chan €g),l.e., "> 0 in

CeT Ins. Them agnitude of " foreach CeT Ins com pound
w illbe discussed later. It should be noted that the above
Jevel schem e is consistent w ith the ollow ng two facts:
(i) Experin ental results or CeT Ins exhbi a largeruni-
orm susoeptibility form agnetic eld perpendicularto the
Celn; plane than for the parallel case fi114]. T his signif-
icant anisotropy is well explained under the assum ption
that - is not the lowest-energy state and " is positive.
(i) The band-structure calculation results suggest that
the alm ost at band corresponding to 7 appears above
the Fem i level [11].

In order to include the itinerant features of the 4f-
electrons, a sinpl way is to inclide nearest-neighbor
hoppJng for the f-electrons by the tight-binding m ethod
f1,3]. A though the hybridization w ith the Tn Sp elec—
tronic states m ay be in portant, here such an e ect is
considered as renom alization of the e ective hopping
am plitude of f-quasiparticles. Further, by adding the
on-site C oulom b interaction term s am ong the f-electons,
the H am iltonian becom es

X X
H = £ ofiy fj_+a 0 " (n:i_‘l_ jo'y) )=2
ia O i
X X
+ U n; «nj 4 + UO Nniy Nip oy 1)
i F
where f;  is the annihilation operator for an f-electron

with pseudo-spin  in the orbital 4  at site i, a

is the vector connecting nearest-neighbor sites, and
nj =fiy f; The st temm represents the nearest—
neighbor hoppjng of felectrons w ith the am plitude £ ,

betwe%ﬁ Igi g ) along the a-direction, given by
gl ,= 3t,=3t,=1 Pbra=x and g,= 3t,=
3t,= 3t§2— 1 fr a=y, respectively, In energy units
where ;= 1. Note the positive sign of the rst term in
H , sihcetheM -point, notthe -point, isatthebottom of
the bands form ing the Fermm isurfaces [11] N ote also that
thepresentt® , is just the sam e asthat ofthe ey electrons
E] but thispoint w illbe discussed elsew here. T he second
term denotesthe tetragonalCEF . In the third and fourth
termm s, U and U % are the intra—and inter-orbialC oulom b
interations, respectively. In reality, U=U°, shce they
origihate from the sam e Coulom b interactions am ong £—
orbitals in the 3= 5/2 m ultiplet, but in this paper, we also
treat the case where U6 U in order to analyze the roks

of SF and OF . Since we consider quarter- 1ling (one f£-
elecron per site), the model in the Iim it of"=1 reduce
to the half- lled, single-orbital H ubbard m odel

Now , In order to Investigate superconductivity around
the spin and/or orbital ordered phases, we calculate spin
and orbitalsusceptibbilities, ~° (@) and "° (q), respectively.
W ithin the RPA, these are given In a m atrix form as

Sg=0 U@l tr@; @)
=0+ 0 @] Tr@; 3)

w here labels of row and colum n in the m atrix appear in
the order 11, 22, 12, and 21, these being pairs of orbital
indices 1 and 2. Note that 1 is the 4 4 unit m atrix.
U isgiven by Uf) 11=U5,,,=U,Uf,,1,=US ,,=U° oth-
erw ise zero, while U° is expressed as UD111=U50,=U,
U1 22=Ug0;01= =20° 1 Ui2;12=Ug1,1= U’ otherw ise zero.
The m atrix elem ents of " (g) are de ned by ;. Q)=

0 . 0 . .
T ka © &+ q;lln)G( ) k;i', ), whereT istem per-

ature, G © (k;i!y) is the non-interacting G reen’s func—
tion for f-electrons w ith m om entum k propagating be—
tween - and -oroitals, and !,= T @n+1) with in—
teger n. The instabilities for the spin- and orbial-
ordered phases are detem ined by the conditions of
detf Us~@@)EO0 and detfl + U°~(q)k 0, respectively.
By using *®(g) and "°(q), the superconducting gap
equation is given as
X
K= VvV & ¥«

kO

«°); @)

where &) =011k, &), ,&k), , &I isthe
gap function in the vector representation for a singlet
( = S) ortripket ( = T) pairing state, and the m atrix
elem ents of the singlet—and triplet-pairing potentials, re—
spectively, are given by

@+ =W @+ U1, ; 6

@+ =2W°@ U°1, : (6

Ve, @= [ 3=20°
Vi @= a=2w

Here, the soin and orbital susceptibilities are included as
WS@)=Us+U@)U°andW ° (@)= U°+U°° @)U°.
T he elem ents of the pajPr correlation function * k) are
given by , ®&)=T ,G6Pk; i,)69( k;ik).
T he superconducting tlal'lSJt:IOH is obtained for each re—
spective irreducible representation by solving Eq. ('_4),
w here the m axin um eigenvalue becom es unity.

Here we mention the essential symm etries of the
C ooperpairs in m ultiorbital system s. T he pairing states
are classi ed Into four types ow ing to spin SU (2) sym —
metry and space inversion symm etry; (1) spin-singlet
and orbitaksym m etric w th even-parity, (2) spin-triplet
and orbitalsymm etric with odd-parity, (3) spin-singlet
and orbitakantisym m etric w ith odd-parity, and (4) spin—
triplet and orbitatantisym m etric w ith even-parity. N ote
that SU (2) symm etry does not exist in orbital space,



since the lattice and the local wavefunctions rotate si-
mulaneously. For (1) and (), f-electrons In the sam e
band form the Cooper pair, whik for (3) and 4), such
a pair is om ed only between di erent bands. Except
for the special case in which two Fem i surfaces connect
w ith each other, orbialtantisym m etric pairing is unsta—
ble due to depairing e ects destroy Interband pairs. In
fact, even after careful calculations, we do not nd any
region for (3) and (4) in the param eter space considered
here. Thus, In the follow ing, we discuss only the orbital-
sym m etric pair.
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FIG.1l. @) Spin and (o) orbital susceptibilities In g space

or"=0and U=U% 09U, . () and (d) are for "=4. Insets
indicate the Fem isurface lines.

Let us discuss rst the e ect of " on the correlation
between SF and OF . Since we are considering a realistic
situation corresponding to CeT Ins, we restrict ourselves
to the case of U=U° bra while. In Fig. 1, the principal
com ponents of *° () and "° () are shown in g space for
U=U%0.9U, , where U, denotes spin instability deter—
m ined from detl US~(q)F 0. In the orbitaldegenerate
casewih "=0,as shown In Figs. 1l @) and (), the over-
allm agniude of OF is com parable w ith that of SF.As
for the g dependence, comm on structures are found In

@) and °(g). Namely, there are two peaks around
( =2; =2) and ( =2;0) ow ng to the nesting properties
of the Fem i surface (see the Inset). Thus, the orbital-
degenerate region is characterzied by com petition be-
tween SF and OF .W ith increasing ", the Fem i surface
approaches a shape having the nesting vector ( ; ) (see
the inset). For"=4,asshown n Fig.1(c) and d),OF is
alm ost com pltely suppressed, and SEF around ( ; ) be—
com e dom inant. N ote here that the increase of " m akes
the lower energy state favorable and suppresses excita—
tions to the upper energy state, indicating the suppres—
sion ofO F . T hus, even at this stage, it isunderstood that
the suppression ofO F leads to the developm ent of SF for
the param agnetic system w hich iswaveringbetween spin—

and orbitatordering.

Next, we consider how a superconducting phase
am ergeswhen " is ncreased. In Fig. 2 @), the m axin um
eigenvalues for several irreducible representations are de—
picted asa fiinction of " ©rU=U%2 5. The calculations
are carried out ora xed T= 0.02, and the st B rillouin
zone is divided into 128 128 m eshes. In the orbial-
degenerate region, several eigenvalues are very close to
each other ow Ing to m ultipeak structures in "*°(q) and
" (@). W ith increasing ", as is easily understood from
the grow th of AF SF m entioned above, the eigenvalie for
B 14 symm etry becom esdom nant and nally at" 3, the
B 14 superconducting phase is stabilized. On further in—
creasing ", the AF instability eventually occurs, since the
system asym ptotically approaches the half- lled single—
orbial H ubbard m odel. W e em phasize that the Increase
of " brings transitions successively in the order of PM ,
B 14 superconducting, and AF phases.
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FIG.2.
irreducible representation at U=U °=25. () Schem atic plt
c=a vs. " to illustrate a com parison between our theory and
actualCeT Ins com pounds.

Based on the above calculated results, ket us try
to explain the di erences am ong three Cel115 com —
pounds, CeRhIns (N eeltem perature Ty = 3.8K ), Celrlng
(superconducting transition tem perature T.= 04K ), and
CeColns (I.=23K) [J]. One property which distin—
guishes these com pounds is two-din ensionality, as ex—
pressed by the ratio c=a between lattice constants. It
is naturally expected that two-din ensionality becom es
stronger in the order of C eIrIns, CeRhIns, and CeC olng
fl]. Since the m agnetic state should be stabilized w ith
Increasing three-dim ensionality, C elrns should be m ost
favorable for the occurence of antiferrom agnetism am ong
three com pounds, but this is obviously inconsistent w ith
experim ental results. This inconsistency is resolved by
Introducing another im portant ingredient ". One can
show that the increase ofm agnetic anisotropy jist corre—
sponds to the ncrease of ". Analysis of experin ental re—
sults or the anisotropy ofm agnetic susceptibilities §1,14]
Jeadsto the conclusion that " becom es larger In the order
ofCeCoIns, Celrlng, and CeRhIng. Taking into account
the e ect of " In addition to din ensionality, we arrive
at the picture schem atically shown in Fig. 2({@). Due
to the enhancem ent of AFSF induced by increasing ",
as shown in Fig. 1, it m ay be understood that CeRhIng



rather than Celrlns is m ore favorable to antiferrom ag—
netisn . Nam ely, it is considered that CeRhIns w ith the
largest " is antiferrom agnet, while CeC oIng and Celrlng
wih snaller " than CeRhIns exhibit superconductisity.
The di erence in T, between CeCoIns and Celrlng m ay
be attrbuted to the extent of tw o-din ensionality. C on—
ceming the superconductivity and antiferrom agnetian of
C €T Ins com pounds, the com bination oftw o din ensional-
ity and the crystalline eld splitting is necessary to reach
a consistent picture.
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FIG. 3. Phase diagram (a) in the vu?’ plane for "=0
and () in the U-" plane for U=U°. M eanings of ab-
breviations used here are as follows: SC () denotes su—
perconducting phase wih -symmetry, ICSO (g) indicates
incom m ensurate spin ordered phase with wave vector g,
ICOO (@) is Incomm ensurate orbital ordered phase with
wave vector g, and AFSO (Q) denotes antiferrom agnetic
soin ordered phase. Several wave vectors are de ned
as q1= (056 ;0:56 ), gz2= (0:53 ;0), as= ( ;0), gx= &;0),
gv=( ;% ),and Q= ( ; ). Solid curves are the phase bound-
aries detem ined by actualcalculations, while dotted lines are
schem atic phase boundary guides for the eye.

The orbitally degenerate m odel, Eg. (1), shows new,
rich superconducting properties both for singlkt and
triplet pairings. In Fig.3@) and (), we show the phase
diagram s in the U-U° plane ©or "=0 and U " plne for
U=U9 respectively. In these gures, four character-
istic superconducting phases are observed: (1) a SF-
m ediated spin-singlet superconducting phase wih B 14—
symm etry In the vicihity of a soin-ordered phase; (2) a
g-wave superconducting phase with A,;-symm etry; (3)
a spin-triplet superconducting phase w ith E , -sym m etry
due to the cooperation between SF and OF around U=U °
and "=0 and (4) an O F-m ediated spin-singlet supercon-—
ducting phase with A gsymmetry orU U % around an
orbialordered phase. W ith respect to (1), it is thought
that Bi4y-superconductivity is induced by SF around
a=Q=( ; ). Conceming the triplt superconductiviy
(3), note that for this region all superconducting insta—
bilities are quite close to each otherbecause ofthe m ulti-
peak structures n *°(q) and ~°(g) as shown in Fig. 1.
W e also note that the factors in front of the SF term in
W s (@) are 3=2 for singlet and + 1=2 for triplet pairing,
while the factor ©or the OF tem i W ° (q) is + 1=2 br
both pairings. Namely, OF is cooperative with SF for

soin-triplet pairing, whilk SF and OF com pete w ith each
other for spin-singlet pairing i_é]. T hus, the spin-triplet
pairing phase appears in the region or" 0and U U.
The m echanian ofthe O F-m ediated singlet supercondu—
tivity (4) is interesting. In this state, tw o quasiparticles
w ith di erent pseudo-spin orm an on-site intra-orbial
singkt pairshce U° U, leading to A4 superconductiv-
ity. In short, singlet superconductivity with B ;q—0rA 14—
sym m etry is stabilized w hen either SF orO F isdom inant,
while triplet superconductivity is favored when there is
cooperation between SF and OF .

In sum m ary, we have studied superconductivity in the
Ce-115 system s based on the orbitally degenerate H ub—
bard m ode], and found that w ith Increasing the tetrago—
nalCEF splitting dz 2 -wave superconductivity due to
AFSF em erges out of the suppression of O F in the vicin-
ity of the AF phase. The concept of AF SF-induced su-—
perconductivity controlled by OF qualitatively explains
the di erence am ong Ce-115 m aterials.
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