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Neutron scattering shows that non-Ferm i-liquid behavior of the heavy-ferm ion com pound

CeNi2G e2 is brought about by the developm ent of low-energy spin uctuations with an energy

scale of0.6 m eV.They appeararound the antiferrom agnetic wave vectors(1
2

1

2
0)and (003

4
)atlow

tem peratures,and coexist with high-energy spin uctuations with an energy scale of4 m eV and

a m odulation vector (0:23;0:23;1
2
). This unusualenergy dependent structure ofIm �(Q ;E ) in Q

space suggeststhatquasiparticle bandsare im portant.

PACS num bers: 75.30.M b,71.10.H f,71.27.+ a

Non-Ferm i-liquid (NFL) behavior has been investi-

gated in an increasing num berofd-and f-electron sys-

tem s in recentyears[1,2]. In usualheavy-ferm ion sys-

tem s,although strong correlation e�ects off electrons

bring about a m ass renorm alization m �=m by a factor

ofup to a few thousands,the system s rem ain in Ferm i

liquid (FL)states,which are typically observed asC=T

= const and � � �0 / T 2 at low tem peratures. The

large m ass enhancem ent originates from uctuations of

the spin degrees offreedom ofthe f electrons partici-

pating in the quasiparticles.W hen spin uctuationsare

slowed down by certain m echanism s,the FL description

breaksdown,and NFL behaviorappearsas,forexam ple,

C=T / ln(T0=T)and � � �0 / T x with x < 2.

A m echanism of NFL behavior is critical spin uc-

tuations near a quantum critical point (Q CP), i.e., a

zero-tem peraturem agnetic phase transition,TN (orTC )

= 0 [2, 3, 4]. O bservation of a Q CP requires tuning

of the com petition between quenching of spin by the

K ondoe�ectand interspin couplingbyRuderm an-K ittel-

K asuya-Yosida(RK K Y)interactionsusingchem icalsub-

stitutions,staticpressures,orm agnetic�elds[5].Recent

experim entalstudieson criticalbehaviorofCeCu5:9Au0:1
[5,6]posed an intriguing theoreticalquestion:Isthesin-

gularity described by the standard spin-uctuation the-

ories[3,4]ora locally criticalquantum phasetransition

[2,7]? Forchem ically substituted system s,disordersin-

evitablya�ectsingularities,rangingfrom perturbativeef-

fectsto disorder-driven NFL behaviors[8].Experim ents

using stoichiom etric com pounds showing NFL behavior

withouttuning,such asCeNi2G e2 [9]and YbRh2Si2 [10],

arethusexpected toclarifytheQ CP orotherm echanism s

ofNFL in the clean lim it.

CeNi2G e2, which crystallizes in a body-centered

tetragonal structure (see Fig. 1), is a param agnetic

heavy-ferm ion com pound with enhanced C=T ’ 350

m J/K 2 m ol[11]. ItshowsK ondo behaviorwith a tem -

perature scale ofTK ’ 30 K [11]and has a m etam ag-

netic behavior at H M ’ 42 T [12]. For T < 5 K ,i.e.,

wellbelow TK , CeNi2G e2 exhibits NFL behavior with

C=T / ln(T0=T)and � � �0 / T x,where1 < x < 1:5 [9].

CeNi2G e2 also displayssuperconductivity neartheQ CP

[13]which m ay be spin-uctuation m ediated [14].

The NFL behavior has been thought to be caused

by the spin uctuations being slowed down by a Q CP

of an antiferrom agnetic phase, which would be one of

thoseobserved in Pd,Rh,orCu substituted com pounds

[15,16,17].However,previousneutron-scatteringexper-

im ents[18]on single crystallineCeNi2G e2 disagreewith

thissim ple interpretation. The dynam icalsusceptibility

iswelldescribed by the standard form

Im �L(Q ;E )= �(Q )�Q
E

E 2 + �2
Q

; (1)

used in the spin-uctuation theory [3]. However, the

energy scale �Q � 4 m eV � kB TK shows only a weak

Q dependence. This is in contradiction with the Q CP

scenario, in which �Q is expected to depend strongly

on Q and vanish at the antiferrom agnetic wave vector

k1 = (0:23;0:23;1
2
)atT = 0.

In thisLetter,wepresentneutron-scattering m easure-

m ents that reveal a second type of spin uctuations,

which are shown to be characterized by a lower-energy

scale and highly relevant to the NFL behavior. The

m ain part ofthe m easurem ents was perform ed on the

triple-axisspectrom eterHER atJAERI,equipped with

a PG (002) m onochrom ator and a horizontally focusing

PG (002)analyzer.Thetypicalenergy resolution using a

�nalenergy ofEf = 3:1 m eV was0.1 m eV [fullwidth at

halfm axim um (FW HM )]at the elastic position. Com -

plem entary m easurem entsatlowerenergiesweredoneon

theIRIS tim e-of-ightspectrom eteratRAL,with an en-

ergy resolution of15 �eV (FW HM ).Singlecrystalswere

grown by the Czochralskim ethod using isotopic 58Ni,

which is im portantto avoid the large incoherentelastic

scattering ofnaturalNi. Fourcrystalswith a totalvol-

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0307314v2
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FIG . 1: A contour m ap of constant-E scans taken with

E = 0:75 m eV in the (H H L)scattering plane atT = 1:6 K .

No data were taken in the hatched area,dueto nonm agnetic

background. Possible antiferrom agnetic spin con�gurations,

depicted on theleftand rightsides,illustratelow-energy spin

uctuations with wave vectors k2 = (1
2

1

2
0) (X point) and

k3 = (00
3

4
), respectively, assum ing spins along the a axis.

Thewavevectork1 = (0:23;0:23;
1

2
)istheposition wherethe

high-energy spin uctuation (�Q ’ 4 m eV)showsm axim um

intensity [18].

um e of2.2 cm 3 were aligned together and m ounted in

He ow or dilution cryostats. Allthe data shown are

converted to the dynam icalsusceptibility and corrected

for the m agnetic form factor. It is scaled to absolute

unitsby com parison with theintensity oftheincoherent

scattering from a vanadium sam ple.

A num berofconstant-E scanscovering an irreducible

Brillouin zone were perform ed to search for low-energy

spin uctuations at T = 1:6 K . Constant-E scans at

E = 0:75 m eV in the (H H L) scattering plane show

(see Fig.1) that there are two peak structures around

Q = (1
2

1

2
1) and (113

4
),i.e.,at reduced wave vectors of

k2 = (1
2

1

2
0)and k3 = (003

4
). The wave vectork2 isthe

X pointin theBrillouin zone,which also correspondsto

Q = (1
2

1

2
0)in Fig.1,where a sm allerpeak isseen. W e

notethatstrongintensitieswereobserved only around k2
and k3 in thewholeBrillouin zone,exceptforthevicini-

tiesofthe� point,wherethehigh background prohibited

usfrom m easuring them agneticscattering.Possiblean-

tiferrom agneticspin con�gurationsm odulated by k2 and

k3 areillustrated on theleftand rightsidesofthecontour

m ap,respectively,assum ingthatthespinsareparallelto

the a axis.

The spin-uctuation scattering at E = 0:75 m eV is

peaked at the wave vectors k2 and k3, in contrast to

that at � 4 m eV,which is centered at k1 (see Fig.1)

and elongated in the [110]direction [18]. This feature

cannot be accounted for by the spin-uctuation theory

ofRef.[3],since the product�(Q )�Q ofEq.(1)ispre-

dicted to be Q independent. A constant �(Q )�Q im -

pliesthatIm �L(Q ;E )peaksata Q vectorwhere �Q is

m inim um ,which excludes the possibility to have other
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FIG .2: (a) Constant-Q scans at Q = (1
2

1

2
1). Solid lines

are �ts to the Lorentzian ofEq.(1) with �Q = 4 m eV with

an additionalG aussian [cf.Eq.(2)]fordata below 8 K .The

insetshowsthem agnetic �eld dependenceofthe intensity at

E = 0:4m eV.(b)Constant-E scansalongthelineQ = (
1

2

1

2
L)

taken with E = 0:75 m eV.Solid lineisa guideto theeyeand

dashed line is the orientation factor of an anisotropic spin

uctuation in the abplane,fordata at1.6 K .

peaksin Im �L(Q ;E )atdi�erentenergies.The archety-

palheavy ferm ions CeRu2Si2 and CeCu6,on the other

hand,arein agreem entwith theQ independentproduct

�(Q )�Q [19].Thefailureofthedescription ofCeNi2G e2
by thespin-uctuation theory willbea clueto clarify its

NFL behavior.

To investigatetheenergy responsearound k2,weper-

form ed constant-Q scansatQ = (1
2

1

2
1)and tim e-of-ight

m easurem entswith a locusapproxim ately along theline

(1
2

1

2
L) for 0:8 < L < 2:2. W e note that k2 is close to

theantiferrom agneticwavevectorsofCe(Ni1�x M x)2G e2
with M = Pd and Rh [20]. Figure 2(a) shows energy

spectra in the tem perature range 0:1 < T < 20 K .O ne

can seeapronounced enhancem entofthelow-energyspin

uctuationsatlow tem peratureswhereNFL behaviorin

bulk propertiesbecom eevident.In ordertoshow therel-

evance ofthese low-energy spin uctuationsto the NFL

behavior,wem easured the m agnetic-�eld dependence of

the intensity at E = 0:4 m eV.The inset ofFig.2(a)

shows a signi�cant reduction in the intensity,in agree-
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FIG .3: Constant-E scansalong linesQ = (11L)and (00L)

taken with E = 0:75 m eV atT = 1:6 and 20 K .Thesolid line

is a guide to the eye. The inset shows a constant-Q scan at

thepeak position Q = (1;1;0:7)and a �tto Eqs.(1)and (2).

m entwith the recovery ofthe FL behaviorwith applied

�eld [9].W e concludethattheobserved enhancem entof

thelow-energyspectralweightisattheorigin oftheNFL

behavior.

The energy spectrum at T = 20 K is welldescribed

by the Lorentzian form ofEq.(1) with �Q = 4 m eV,

asreported in Refs.[11,18]. To �tthe additionalpeak

structurebelow 1.5 m eV atT < 8 K ,weparam etrizethe

data by adding an ad hoc G aussian

Im �G (Q ;E )= ��(Q )

p
�E

Q
e�(E = Q )

2

(2)

to Eq. (1). The resulting �ts of Eqs. (1) and (2)

give an excellent description ofthe data [solid lines in

Fig.2(a)].Itisalso possibleto describethe data by two

Lorentzians for E < 1:5 m eV,but the long tailofthe

second Lorentzian disagreeswith the data athigheren-

ergies. Below T < 1:6 K ,the energy width [halfwidth

athalfm axim um (HW HM )]ofthe low-energy G aussian

(Lorentzian) term is 0.7 (0.45) m eV.W e note that the

necessity to include Eq.(2) expresses the failure ofthe

spin-uctuation theory [3]in anotherway.

Figure2(b)showsthatantiferrom agneticcorrelations,

peaked at integer values of L along Q = (1
2

1

2
L) at

E = 0:75 m eV,develop only atlow tem peratures. The

slow Q variation ofthe intensity can be described by an

orientation factor(1+ Q̂ 2
c
)[seedashed curvein Fig.2(b)],

which im pliesthatthe spinsuctuate predom inantly in

theabplane.Thisspin anisotropy isconsistentwith the

antiferrom agneticstructuresofthePd-doped com pounds

[20]. However it disagrees with the susceptibility m ea-

surem ents [12], which indicate an Ising-like anisotropy

along the caxisatT � 50 K .

To characterizethe spin uctuation atk3,constant-E

scans along (11L) and (00L) are shown in Fig.3. The

sim ilarintensitiesbetween the(11L)and (00L)scansin-
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FIG . 4: (a) Tem perature dependence of the wave-vector

dependentsusceptibility �(Q )and uniform susceptibilities�
c

and �
a

(from Ref.[21]). Error bars of �(Q ) include only

statisticalerrors;the system atic uncertainty in the absolute

norm alization can be up to a factor of1.5. D ashed lines are

guidesto the eye.(b)O bserved speci�c-heatcoe�cientC=T

(from Ref.[22])com pared with m odelcalculations using the

SCR spin-uctuation theory [3]. The solid and dashed lines

aretheSCR evaluationswithoutand with thelow-energy spin

uctuations,respectively.

dicate that the spin uctuations are isotropic. The en-

ergy spectrum at the peak position Q = (1;1;0:7)(see

the insetofFig.3)wasalso param etrized using Eqs.(1)

and (2)assum ing �Q = 4 m eV forthe Lorentzian. The

energy width oftheG aussian is0.9m eV (HW HM )at1.6

K .Thisisslightly largerthan thatofk2,suggesting that

thespin uctuationsatk3 havea sm allerim portancefor

the NFL behavior.

Finally, we com pare the present neutron data with

other m easurem ents. The wave-vector dependent sus-

ceptibilities �(Q ) at Q = (1
2

1

2
1) (k2), (1;1;0:7) (k3),

and (1
2

1

2

1

2
)[23]werecalculated usingtheK ram ers-K ronig

relation from Im �(Q ;E ),and areshown in Fig.4(a)to-

getherwith theuniform susceptibilities�c and �a.W hile

the susceptibility �(Q ) at Q = (1
2

1

2

1

2
) shows a T inde-

pendent FL behavior,�(k2) reproduces the upturn at

low tem peraturesof�c and �a.

Since spin uctuations dom inate the speci�c heat at

low tem peratures, one would like to ask to what ex-

tent the observed low-energy spin uctuations account

for the NFL behavior of C=T. This can be answered

sem iquantitatively by using theself-consistentrenorm al-

ization (SCR)theory ofspin uctuations[3],which were

applied to severalheavy ferm ions [24]. Since C is the-

oretically calculated from Im �(Q ;E ) approxim ated by

theLorentzian form ,a contribution from the4 m eV spin

uctuation can be calculated using the SCR technique.

Figure4(b)showsthispartofC=T,evaluated assum inga

Q independent�Q = 4m eV,byasolid linetogetherwith

theobserved C=T [22].Theseshow reasonableagreem ent

above T > 5 K .An estim ate ofC=T including the low-

energy spin uctuations was obtained by replacing the

Lorentzian spectralweightwith the observed data [25].
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It is plotted by a dashed curve in Fig.4(b), showing

an NFL upturn below T < 5 K with alm ost the sam e

m agnitude asthe observed C=T. W e conclude thatthe

NFL behaviorsobserved in bulk propertiesarecrossover

e�ectsdueto theantiferrom agneticlow-energy spin uc-

tuations. From the nondivergentbehaviorof�(k2)[see

Fig.4(a)]and 1=k2
[see Fig.2(a)]in the lim it T ! 0,

wealsoconcludethatthelocation ofCeNi2G e2 isslightly

o� theQ CP.Thisissupported by thefactthattheE =T

scaling is not observed in CeNi2G e2; m ost easily seen

from thefactthatthepeak position ofthelow-energyre-

sponse isindependentofT [see Fig.2(a)].In agreem ent

with thisinterpretation,therecoveryoftheFL behavior,

i.e.,C=T = const has been reported [22]for som e stoi-

chiom etric sam ples at the lowesttem peratures T < 0:3

K .

An aspect of the antiferrom agnetic low-energy spin

uctuations that cannot be explained by the spin-

uctuation theory [3] was addressed in the itinerant-

localized duality theory [26]. The dynam icalsuscepti-

bility �(Q ;E )wasderived in thetheory as�(Q ;E )�1 =

�0(E )
�1 � �(Q ;E )� J(Q ),where �0(E )isa localspin

susceptibility and J(Q ) the Fourier transform of the

RK K Y interactions.Thefunction �(Q ;E )reectsprop-

ertiesofthequasiparticlebands,and isusually absorbed

into J(Q )by neglecting itsE dependence.Theresulting

�(Q ;E )�1 = �0(E )
�1 � J(Q ) was used as the starting

assum ption in the spin-uctuation theory [3]. However,

the developm ent ofa particular quasiparticle band can

bring abouta non-negligible E dependence of�(Q ;E ),

which wasdiscussed in Ref.[26]in connection with two

kindsofspin uctuationswith energyscalesof5m eV and

0.2 m eV in theheavy-ferm ion superconductorUPt3 [27].

W e m ay speculate that the enhanced low-energy spin

uctuations and the deviation from the standard spin-

uctuation description ofCeNi2G e2 can be explained in

thisfashion. Atpresent,however,othertheoreticalsce-

narioswillhaveto be pursued.

Itisinterestingtocom parethepresentresultswith two

othercom poundsthatarecloseto Q CP and which have

been studied in detailby single-crystalneutron scatter-

ing:CeCu6�x Aux with xc = 0:1[6]and Ce1�x LaxRu2Si2
with xc = 0:075 [28]. The dynam icalsusceptibilities of

these system s can be,atleastapproxim ately,described

by a single Lorentzian [cf. Eq.(1)]with �Q ! 0 at

the antiferrom agnetic Q , in agreem ent with the spin-

uctuation theories[3,4].Theessentialproblem ofQ CP

is to determ ine the singularity,which m ay be di�erent

from them ean-�eld-typesolutionsofthespin-uctuation

theories. ForCeCu6�x c
Auxc [6],a detailed study ofthe

divergencerevealedasigni�cantdeviation from thesingle

Lorentzian,which led them to proposean extended func-

tionalform with a non-standard exponent of� � 0:75.

O n the otherhand,forCe1�x c
LaxcRu2Si2 [28]�Q stays

�nite in the lim it T ! 0. In this context, an ex-

actly tuned system ,e.g.,CeNi2�x c
PdxcG e2 [16,17]with

xc � 0:09,is a prom ising candidate for studying diver-

gentbehaviorofthe G aussian term ofEq.(2).

In conclusion,we have identi�ed the low-energy spin

uctuationsthatlead to theNFL behaviorin CeNi2G e2.

Theyareantiferrom agneticcorrelationsaroundwavevec-

tors (1
2

1

2
0)and (003

4
) with a characteristic energy scale

of0.6 m eV.

W ewish toacknowledgeT.M oriyaforvaluablediscus-

sions,especially on the SCR theory.
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