cond-mat/0308562v2 [cond-mat.str-el] 7 Jun 2005

arxXiv

Q uasiparticle spin susceptibility in heavy—ferm ion superconductors : An NM R study

com pared w ith speci c heat resuls

H ideki Tou,
D epartm ent of Quantum M atter, AdSM , H iroshim a University, H igashiH iroshim a, 7398530, Japan

K enii Ishidal
D epartm ent of P hysics, G raduate School of Science, K yoto U niversity, K yoto, 606-8502, Japan

Yoshiv K iacka
D egpartm ent of M aterials Science and Technology, G raduate School of Engineering Science,
O saka University, Toyonaka, O saka 560-8531, Japan
D ated: M arch 22, 2024)

Q uasi-particle spin susceptibility ( %) for various heavy—ferm ion (HF) superconductors are dis—
cussed on the basis of the experim ental results of NM R Knight shift K ), NM R relaxation rate
(1=T1), and elctronic speci ¢ heat ( ;) wihin the fram ework of the Fermm i liquid m odel for a
K ram ers doublet crystal electric eld (CEF) ground state. is calculated from the enhanced
Somm erfeld coe cient <1, and 1, from the quasiparticle K orringa relation T:T K, )2 = const:
via the relation of 1, = Na s=An:)Kr, where Ay is the hyper ne coupling constant, N »
the Abogadoro’s number and s the Bohr magneton. For the even-parity (soin-singlet) su-
perconductors CeCuzSih, CeColns and UPdyA L, the fractional decrease In the Knight shift,

K% = KPS (T,) K°P(T ! 0), below the superconducting transition tem perature (Tc) is due
to the decrease of the spin susceptibility of heavy quasiparticle estin ated consistently from and

t, - This result allow s us to conclude that the heavy quasiparticles form the spin-singlkt C ooper
pairs n CeCuzSi, CeColns and UPd;A . On the other hand, no reduction In the K night shift is
observed In UPt3 and UN %A I3, nevertheless the estim ated valuesof  and 1, are Jarge enough to
be probed experin entally. T he odd-parity superconductivity is therefore concluded in these com -
pounds. TheNM R K night shift result provides a convincing way to classify the HF superconductors

nto either even-or odd-pariy pairing.

PACS numbers: PACS Number: 71284+ a, 74.70.T x, 7540 C x, 76.60 %

I. NTRODUCTION

Extensive experim ental and theoretical works for
heavy-ferm ion HEF') system s have uncovered character—
istic feature that a localized f state at high tem pera-
tures crosses over to a delocalized HF one at low tem per-
atures through the hybridization with conduction elec-
trons. This occurs below a so-called ooherent K ondo
tem perature Tk , being com patble wih a renom alized
heavy quasiparticke band w idth, leading to rich em ergent
phenom ena such as either even-or odd-pariy unconven—
tional HF superconductiviy (SC), anom alous m agnetic
or multiple ordering, etc. It has been con m ed that
m ost physical quantities are descrbbed in tem s of the
Fem iliquid theoryf eg. revealing the enhanced Pauli
m agnetic susceptibility ( (T) ’ 0)), the tem perature
(T )-linear coe cient in speci c heat C = 1T ) where

o1 Is the enhanced Som m erfeld coe cient, the T square
behavior in resistivity ( = o+ AT?), etc.

As listed in Tabl I, the HF SC has been found in
cerum (Ce) gnduraniyn U ) based HF com peunds, gych
as CeCupSk.f Celrlns 2, C.efols?, UBgus, 28 UP t; £22
URu,SH 144142 N 4,2 L2314 upd,a 1, L9197 at ambi
ent pressure. In these heavy-ferm ion superconductors

HFS’s), both large o1 value and speci ¢ heat jump,
C=C <1 (T.) " 1, associated with the superconducting
transition give unambiguous evidence that the heavy
quasitparticle itself takes part in the form ation of the
C ooper pairs.

In recent years, an intim ate interplay betw een antifer—
rom agnetisn  AFM ) and SC has been the most inter—
esting and outstanding issue in Cedbasgd HF sygem s.
Tt is beligved that the SC in CeCu,Si 2 Celrlns 2 and
CeCoIn5'i’ amn erges at the border of AFM even at am —
bient pressure P,= 0). The ,nding of, pressure-induced
SC i CeCu,G e 28 CePdySh L9 Cemns 29 and CeRhIns 2y
strongly suggest that AFM and SC are related to each
other because P -induced SC. occurs either when AFM
vanishes or coexists w ith i %%

Tt iswellknow n that K night-shift m easurem entsplayed
vital role for establishing the Bardeen-C ooper-Schriefer
BCS) theory Por soin-singlet swave superconductors,ﬂ
and are the m ost pow erfiil tool to identify which odd-or
even-pariy C ooper pairing state is realized in supercon—
ductors. W hen the system undergoes a superconducting
transition, the spin susceptbility s doesdecrease to zero
at T=0below T. foreven-parity (spin-singlet) supercon—
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ductors as follow s:
s= 2 FNoY (T); @

where Y (T) is the Yosida function de ned by28
Z 1

2 o GE (M)
Y (T)= . Ngcs (") ar
0 o

a"; @)

and N ¢ is the density of states © O S) at the Fem i level
In the nom al state, Ngcs (") isthe DOS in the BCS
superconducting state, and £ (") is the Fem iD irac func—
tion.

In transition m etals and alloys, the electronic state is
form ed as follow s. The crystalelectric eld (CEF) split—
ting is much larger than the energy scale of the intra—
atom ic spin-orbit coupling (SO C), the orbitalpart of sus—
ceptibility arises from the second order interband m ix—
Ing e ect w ith other bands, giving rise to T independent
Van V leck susceptbility. A ccordingly, only its spin part
yieldsthe T dependence of susceptibility. Since both the
Knight shift K ) and the susceptibility ( ) depend on
T , the contrbutions from the spin and the orbital parts
are decom posed by taking the C logston-JaccarinQ plot of
K (T)vs. (T)wihT asan inplicit param eter4 In the
superconducting state, the spin part ofthe susogptibility
decreases to zero In accordance w ith egs. (r_]:) and (:_2) .

On the other hand, the f-electron system s wih the
strong SO C are generally described by a total angular
momentum ,J = L+ S.Furthem ore, the CEF splits the
Iowest J m anifold into several doublets and/or singlets.
If the sin ple localized f electron picture can be applied
forHF system s, the classicalVan V leck susceptibility be—
tween the owest lying CEF level form ing quasiparticle
bands and other CEF levels are given by

vv=2NAgk2JéX :hjjljlf, (3)
Z E E

i

where N, the Abogadoro’s num ber, g; the Lande fac-
tor, p theBohrm agneton, Z the distrbution finction.
E and E are ground ( ) and excited ( ) state ener-
gies. Note that this interband contribution revealsa T

dependence when the CEF splitting is com patble w ih
T . That is, the T dependence ofboth K and are not
due to real spin, but to ctitious spin ncluding the inter-
band contributions. T herefore, it is di cul to conclude

the odd-parity superconducting state-jn case of the Van
V leck contrbution being dom nantf44943 even though
K unchanges across T.. Anyway, In the HF systems,
it is not so clear to extract the quasiparticle spin sus-
ceptibility % via the C logston-Jaccarino plot, and it is
crucially in portant to recon m the % due to heavy
quastparticles.

In thispaper, we show that the quasiparticle spin sus—
ceptibility  in HF S’s is reasonably estin ated from the
NM R and speci cheat results on the basis of the Fem ix
liquid theory w ith a K ram ersdoublt CEF ground state £
In X 2, we ram ark that % is independently estin ated

from the Somm erfeld coe cient ; and the NM R relax—
ation rate 1=T;, which are consistent with % estin ated
from the Clogston-Jaccarino plot. In x 3, we describe
the basic assum ptions for the present analysis. Section
4 is devoted to the analysis of the experin ental data for
various HF' S’s In tem s of the Fem iliquid model. W e
also discuss the validity of the present m odel. A fter the
brief com m ents on the quasiparticle susceptibility in the
superconducting state in x 5, we discuss the relation be-
tween the Knight shift and the parity of the order pa—
ram eter OP ) In the superconducting state in x 6. From

these analyses, CeCu, S, UPdyA L, and CeColng are re—
Inforced to be an even-parity (spin-singlet) superconduc—
tor, whereasUPt; and UN LA Lk are recon m ed to be an
odd-parity (soinh-triplt) superconductor. Finally, x 7 is
devoted to several concliding rem arks.

II. NMR PARAMETERS AND THEIR
RELATION TO FERM I-LIQUID PARAMETERS

A . Quasiparticle susceptibility

In the Fem iliquid theory for HF system , the elec—
tronic speci cheat coe cient o; (In unisperm ole) and
the quasiparticle spin susceptibility % (in units per
m ole) are enhanced by the m ass enhancem ent factor ~,
and the m agnetic enhancem ent factor ~; associated w ith
the contribution of f-electrons to the spin susceptbility,
respectively. T hese are approxin ately w ritten a&

2

o’ 3Na k2 F ()~ @)
2

® 5NAg§J§ff 2 (") ~os G)

wherekg istheBolzm ann factor, Jers the e ective spin,
£ (") the onespin DO S at the Fem i level for bare f—

electrons. Here, the DO S per spin of quasiparticles is

approxin ately w ritten by

VLT ®)

(")’
From egs. (:ff) -ZB), ® is related to .1 as
ap 2 2 2 i "o

= SNAgéJeff B ("F )T

_ elg?rJgff 1%

= —.7 R ™

kg

where R is the socalled W ilson Ratio, de ned by R

~o=n~

W hen an extemalm agnetic eld is applied, % pro-
duces a sn all additionalm agnetic eld at the nuclkus.
T his gives rise to a K night shift K ©¥) due to the quasi-
particles that is scaled to ¥ through the hyper ne—
coupling constant Aps (n unitsper p) atg= 0as

Ang
NA B

K®= P, (8)



TABLE I:Physicalquantities and NM R param eters for various HF S’s. Tk , o1, Tc, Aif ,and (1=T;T )r,;; are Coherent K ondo

tem perature, Somm erfeld coe cient @t T ),

superconducting transition tem perature, hyper ne coupling constant, NM R spin—

Jattice relaxation rate divided by tem perature at T., respectively. Here i=k;? (see text).
Tk el T.  orientation i (Te) Al (1=T1T )r.; nuclus
®) @M J/mokK?) ) (10 ’emu/mol) kOe/ 5) (1/secK)

CeCuzSk [1] 10 1000 06 k 2 42 133 cu
? 16 15 77 cu

k 1.9 114 2951

? 6.4 96 2954

UBeis RI] 10 1100 1 A verage 15 048 02 *Be (D)
UPt; B] 10 420 055/05 k 045 70.9 1575 193p¢
? 085 84.0 1050 193p¢

URu:Sk [] 60 65.5 12 k 046 3.6 0.012 2954
? 0.15 3.6 0.047 2954

UPd:AL [ 80 150 2 k 055 35 032 a1
? 125 35 025 a1

UNLZAL [6] > 3007 120 1 k 035 42 04 27a1
? 015 42 08 27pa1

CeColns [7] 20? 350 23 k 12 | 105 15 1m
? 0.7 103 12.08 | 151

SrpRuO4 Bl| @ 200) 39 15 ? 0.095 250 15 PRu
L Ifrom RefS:Z‘,:Zig;Z}:; Rlfrom Refs :;I{;:?I Blfom R :7:55;31“3%451 58| 51.0,411 i1-2||3% :1-% 5-1:2-1':?;::2-%

RE1=at s pfs o Alfrom Refsk blfrom RefskiLiLitvLl [6]from

Refs'“I % % [71from Refs sl i?_f{ B Ifrom Refsfd Oa"zjll Plaken from the m etallic behavior in resistivity (Refsﬁdl)

From egs. ('_”2) and ('g), we obtain the quasiparticle spin
contribution to the K night shift, K ¥, as

2 2
%% &
2.2
kB

Ant
Na B

K®=

)

Here it is notew orthy that no interand contributions are
inclided in this omul.

B . Quasiparticle K orringa relation for isotropic

sy stem

The nuclear spin-lattice relaxation process basically
occurs through the spin— I process between the state
j  1=2i and j+ 1=2i of conduction elctrons. P rovided
that HF state is realized at low tem peraturesbelow Tk ,
K ® is also extracted using the NM R relaxation rate,
1=T;.

In general, 1=T; is given by"‘l

X

1 _24keT oI o (@i!)

- = 2 = '7; 10

T, @ 22 i RAne @] i 10)
where y is the nuclear gyrom agnetic ratio, An¢ ()

the g-dependent hyper ne-coupling constant and
Im - (@;!) the imaghary part of the transverse
com ponent of dynam ical susceptibility @;!) of
quasiparticles. If the HF state is formed above T,
the inaghary part of (g;!) is expregsed within the
random phase approxin ation RPA) asp#d

~@i!)’Im g @it); a1

Im (@;!)’

w here g(q;!) is the dynam ical susoeptibility of f£-
electrons and ~(q;!) an enhancem ent factor due to the
electron-electron interaction as

@i!)

c@i!) a2

~@;!)

Since the in agihary partof g @;!) nearat theFem i

level "y is expressed a4

2 X Qf (M)
Im g(q;!)= 5 g§ éJsff! an. (U Tigt ™)
k
13)
then we have
* +
X Im @;!) 2 X
. ;- 2 22 fom 2 2,
Xim_ —— =3 % 53 (%) ~a
q q
(14)
where ~q ~@;! ' 0) attheNMR frequency and the

bracket represents averaging overthe Ferm isurface. Ifwe
are neglect the g dependence of the hyper ne coupling,
then Ayf (@) Isreplaced by Ay and the NM R relaxation
rate 1=T; is expressed as

* +
l 4 2 f 2 X 2
— = = ~x hA " kg T ~ ;
- 3h( ne)’ @rdece)’ T ("r ) ks . a
) (15)
From egs. @), §' d {15), we have
1 3k h
— == al ® F)K () 16)
T,T h gsJetf B
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where K () ~o =~

a g
tor and is the param eter assoc:aﬁed w ith the Stomer

ﬁctor.‘? % Ifthe enhancem ent factor o ~2

asthatatg= 0,1ie,K ( ) = 1, this relation is sin ilar to
the so—called Korringa law. Then, when ferrom agnetic
and antiferrom agnetic spin uctuations becom e dom i~
nant due to electron-electron correlation e ect, K ( ) < 1
and K ( ) > 1 are expected, respectively. H ere we should
notice that 1=T; does not include any interland contribu—
tions associated w ith the excitations across the CEF split—
ting. This isbecause 1=T; involves the in aghary part of
the dynam ical susceptibility in the low energy lin it as
! 1 0, as seen from eqgs. C_l(_)‘) and C_lé_;) . Anyway, K ®
derived from the quasipartick K orringa relation does in—
deed give the quasiparticle susceptibility.

is the enhancem ent fac—

isthe sam e

III. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALY SIS
A . CEF ground state

In Tabl I, we notice that the NM R 1=T; for HFS’s
is enhanced by m ore than ten .tmes.m.com.pamgoq
that fr non-HF m aterials?i242124rd8304ednds70d ﬁ:r
instance 1=T;T = 33 (1/K ) ©rl?PtofpurePtmetaf?,
and 1=T;T = 0:033 (1/K) or?’AlorLaPd,A L % etc.
T his m eans that the heavy quasiparticles are involved
In the NM R relaxation process. Since the non-K ram ers
ground state is m agnetically intact, it is di cul to ex—
plain the enhanced relaxation ratesobserved in HF S’sby
the present Fermm Hiquid m odel. A sm entioned in the pre—
vious section, the soin— ip process ofconduction electrons
would not occur through the Van V leck type interband
excitations in the low -energy Iim tas! ! 0. Thus,weas—
sum e that the enhanced relaxation rate is ascribed to the
m agnetically degenerated HF ground state. Nam ely, we
assum e that several doublets and singlets Iying in lower
energy region than kg Tx are renom alized into a ground
state having K ram ers degeneracy via the ¢ £ m ixing
e ect.

B. E ectivem om ent below Tk

In the spherical system w ithout any CEF, the e ective
sin isde ned as JZ ;. = J(J + 1) and the e ective m o-
etf = g7 JJ+ 1) 5 . For the free electrons,
Jeff = 3=2 and ¢ = 1773 g . In HFS’s, the CEF
Jevel schem g, that is determ ined experin entally, should
be taken into account. Furthem ore, severaldoublets and
singlets are expected to be renom alized by thec £ m ix—
Ing e ect in the heavy-Fem iliquid state. It is, however,
underlying issue to estin ate to what extent the CEF level
solitting a ects ® in HFS's.

For Cebased HF S’s having the clear CEF level split—
ting, the basis function of a CEF ground state is not

ment is

spherical but anisotropic. In order to introduce the
anisotropy, we assum e that the e ective m om ent at low
T ’s is attrbuted to only the CEF ground state leveland
we do not take the average of each direction. Then,
the e ective m om ent is tentatively replaced by i . =
gyJt: 5 = gyHOV;Pi 5 where Pi is the basis finc-
tion of a CEF_ ground state. For CeCu,Si, using the
CEF schemepf 1 the respective e ective m om ents at low

T or H ? cand H k c are estinated as ’.. =

eff
9 sH0F> Pi’ 0905 and L = gy s MOTPi
107 5 .ForCeCons 24 thee ectivemoment orH ? c
isalso caloulated as ../ 128 5.

By contrast, for U-based systam s, a clear CEF level
splitting has not been reported yet. This has been gen—
erally acoepted as the itinerant nature of U Sfelectrons.
So that, the basis function would be rather spherical. Tn
our analysis, the e ective m om ent for U -based system s
is tentatively taken as <ff = 1:73 5, ie., free electron
valie. The m agnetic anisotropy is, however, expected
from the various m agnetic m easurem ents. T herefore the
e ective m om ent for the m agnetically easy axis is taken
tobe 533 = 1:73 5, whik that qﬁ)r the m agnetically

hard _ 1.
eff® =173 g

the ratio, £25,= 253 , is estin ated from the anisotropy

In m agnetic susoeptibility at T, listed in Table I.

obs _ obs
hard easy

hard axis isto be w here

C . Hyper ne coupling constant

T he g-dependent hyper ne coupling constant Ap¢ ()
in eq. {10) is the spatial Fourier transom of the hy-
per ne coupling Ay ¢ (r) between nuckus and Ce/U ions
separated a distance r. If the nuclkus is coupled to
only one Ce/U on, Anf (@) is ndependent of gq. In
the HF S’s, the calculation of Ay ¢ (@) would require one
to sum over contributions from the next nearest Ce/U
neighbors. However, Ay ¢ (r) isnot so sin ple. T herefore,
under the m ost naive assum ption, we neglect the wave
num ber dependence of the hyper ne coupling constant,
ie,Ans @)= Ant.

D . A nisotropic quasiparticle K orringa relation

In HF system s, the m agnetic anisotropy is nevitable
even in the HF state because the HF state at Iow T is
form ed through the c f hybridization. It should be
noted that a Jarge m agnetic anisotropy in (fp di= a;bjc
axes) arises from the anisotropy in the hyper ne-coupling
constant A}.), thee ectivemoment ( ,.) and the en-
hancem ent factor (~}). Unfrtunately, no anisotropic
Fem i liquid theory have been provided yet. Further-
more, the CEF splitting and the ¢ f mixing e ect
are not so clear In quantitative level. Therefore, from
a phenom enological point of view, a uniaxial m agnetic



anisotropy is taken into consideration as
a7

where i =k, and ? which mean the respective parallel

and perpendicular com ponentsto the eld direction, eg.,
k= cand , = 5= . Then the Knight shift In

eq. @) or {d) is replaced by anisotropic K night shift as

A, 10 L6 e)?
= 5 == Ry 18)
Na B kg

T he quasipartick K orringa relation, eq. C_l-é), ism odi-

- AL, - ed using anisotropic param eters, Ai., 1. ,andKi( ),
K5 = —— as
* NA B
Yo
1 3 kg h
— === = &K F)PK, (); (19)
T h of £
and
8 | | 9
1 3 ks © n n =
T ,  2n : fff KPP, ()4 —— TRy () ; ©0)
? e 14

Iv. DISCUSSION :THE NORMAL STATE

A . Quasiparticle K orringa relation

W ith above assum ptions, we calculated the e ective
valies of the quasiparticle Knight shifts at T. from
egs. (_1-§') :@_ﬁ)) by usihg parameters o, Ai., and
(1=T1T )r_;; listed in Table I.Herewede ned thee ective
quasiparticle K night shift associated wih o; hcliding
theW ilson ratioR asK ,; K{=R; whilk that associ-
ated with Ty Bnc]udjng the enhancem ent factorK; ( ) as
Kr,i K Ki(). Thus calulated valuies K
K 1,;; orvarious HF S’s are listed In Table IT.

A sclearly seen in the egs. C_l-é) = C_Z-g),both K ;ijand
K 1,;ijdepend on the size of ¢f . In order to check the
valdity ofthe present analysis, K 1,13 ( K{¥J Ki())
ispltted against X ;13 ( KFFRr,) PrvariousHFS's
In Fig. 1. M ost of es are consistent w ith a relation
of K1,,:=K ;ij= Rr, Ki( )= 1exceptCeCuySi and
CeColns. -

A ccording to the Fem Hiquid theory'l"éj the W ilson
ratio varies In the range of IR2. Sinply, R = 1 is the
Iim i of electron-electron correlation parameterU ! O,
while R = 2 isthe lmi ofU ! 1 . The recent the-
oretical studies have predicted that the m ass enhance-
m ent factor is com parable to the m agnetic one, ie., the
W ilson ratio isR 124349 Actually in CeCu,Sh, un—

;i and

der the present assum ption of < ( 1), we obtain
Ry, = 124 from eq. {j) w,ith the experin ental values,
ol 1000, m J/ fn oXeK?) 2 and  °° (T.) 6 103

(em u/m ole) 5% A good agreem ent between the theoret—

ical and the experin ental values strongly suggests the
W ilson ratio In the HF liquid state is on the order of
unity.

ForU-ased HF S’s, on the other hand, the absence of
the clear CEF splitting prevents quantitative estin ates
for err, consequently or Ry, . However Rt would be
m ore close to unity than that In Cedbased system s be-
cause U-based HF S’s share m ore iinerant nature than
Cebased ones do. Thus the relation of X1, ,=K ,;j=
Rr., K;i( )= 1 suggests that f¢ 173 g is proba—
bly a good approxin ation forthe e ectivem om ent in the
U-based system s. Instead, ifwe assume rr = 1 g and
Rr, = 1 1n U-based system s, we obtain K; ( ) 4 that is
com parable to that in Cebased HF S’s In which antifer—
rom agnetic spin  uctuations are dom Inant and_system s
are close to a m agnetic quantum critical point £4%3 This
is, however, unlkely to occur in U-based HF S’s becasue
1=T,T = const: behavior strongly suggests that antifer—
rom agnetic spin uctuationsarenot dom inantat low T ’s.

To be em phasized here is that the quasiparticle K or-
ringa relation is actually hold in the HF' S’s, though it is
still unclear to evaluate Ry, and K;( ) experimn entally.
W e also caloulated the susceptbilities ;16 F=Ri)
and 1,6 ¥ Ki()) at T. by using eq. ((§) (see
Tabl ITI).

B . Van V leck susceptibility

Here we dealw ith the Van V leck suspppiibjlity v v;i-

A ccording to the theoretical argum ents 2234443 | ¢, is



TABLE II: Observed reduction of the K night shlﬂ:p K °Fs

superconductors. K K®=R; andKr1 K%

K % (T.)
K () are the calculated e ective K night shifts in the nom al state from

K°(T ! 0)atT ! 0K for various heavy ferm ion

the electronic speci c heat ( 1) and the NM R relaxation rate (1=T;) assum ng Ay (@) = Anf, respectively. Here we assum e

eff

173 5 forU-based HFS’s (see x 3). For UP t3, the respective K °"*’s for C and B -phases are listed.

nuckus orientation  K{®° K ;i Ko,
(%) (%) )
CeCu;Si N1 ®*cu k < 02 039 141
Scu ? 012 010 0236
#°si k | 018 057
g4 ? 045 042 042
UBes 2] |°Be( ) Average 0 013 0163
UPt; B] 195pt k 0/ 016 389 289
195pt ? 0/ 015 8.5 1020
URu,Sk B]| 2°si k 0 0057 0.074
g4 ? 0 0019 0.016
UPd;AL BI| ?'Al k 007 0064 0.059
-l ? 011 0128 041
UNAL 6] | AL k | 0.053 0129
-l ? 0 0123 0.124
CeComns [7] | °In k 05 | |
) ? 06 049 1.74
SrRuo4 B]| °Ru ? 0 24 387
3 17 1510 17 11 17 3
o L. L LiLs om Reﬁ?-,il[s]fzom Refs21E%29 [Glfom R efsBd [7lfrom Refs2 Blfom
Refslh
10 and 1, B provide the quastparticle susceptbility =R
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ and ¥ Ki(). Ifweassume Ry, 1, ¥ .
s Py That is, the Van V leck susoceptibility is approxin ately
10+ " sy . written as vy’ 9% (Te) ;124 T he calculated val-
- (Cecmni; (R . ues of vy, are listed in Tabl ITI. Note that .'iE(IC),s
10k K| (cecusiy & ! | are larger than  ; and r1,,; except for UBej3,2% and
2\0/ 53K29K(”c££3ago . (cusiy vv;i's are com parable wih or larger than the quasi-
— M. PaAL '« (ULB%) o particle susceptibility. This seem s to be consistent w ith
¥ 10' = | GRSy ., ?um Al . the theoretical prediction that vy can becom e com pa—
7K, (UPdAL) rable w ith or larger thanéﬂmde,quﬁsj[;—p?rtjc]e susceptibility
107l — | (®)viac fmixingSi#i2L4328%45 This n tum indi-
LT cates the observed Knight shift K °*° nvolves the Van
V leck contribution.
103 | | | |
10° 10? 10* 10° 10 10
K1 (%)
’ V. QUASIPARTICLE SUSCEPTIBILITY IN
THE SUPERCONDUCTING STATE
FI3.1: K, JE x5 i) plbtted agahst X| J
K P #R) for various HFS’s. HRToujianehids, Yi Risoketin ated Here, we discuss about a relation between the Knight
from the quasiparticle K orringa relation (T:T K ®)%K|( ) = shift and the parity ofthe superconducting order param -
conjstant) and the electronic speci cheat ® ® /  oR) just eter OP). In the superconducting state, the DO S for
above Tc; respectively. Here we assume Anr (@) = Ane fOr quasiparticle excitations is w ritten ad?

calculations of K, , and ets 173 g for U-based HFS’s
(for details, see x 3). The solid line showsR K ( )= 1.

generally expressed as,

VV;i= T (Ep; 21)
where 1, isthe totalsusceptibility and 1, = (i>bs(TC)

at T.. As discussed in the previous section, both i
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w here the integralisoverthe solid anglkeof y and (")
isthe quasiparticle D O S at the Ferm isurface in the nor-



m al state de ned by eg. ('9'). Here (k) isthe gap func—
tion and is given by

(
é}(k)j (1= even);
dk)F Hk) dk)j 1= odd);

&)/

@3)
where (k) is a sinhglke even function for a spin-singlet

is Independent of the ,crystal direction for CeCu,Si,
CeColns, and UPd,A L 23292728 T he fractionaldecrease
in K °PS below T. is ascribed to the reduction of ® due
to the fom ation ofthe spin-singlet C ooper pairs. In F ig.
3, on the other hand, the K °®’sunchangeacrpss T, Hr
UPt; and UN A L, and also for Sp,Ru0 , 8484283

pairing state (S = 0, 1=even),whereasd = (dx;dy;d,
a d-vector ora soin-triplet pairing state (S = 1, 1= od
D ue to the k dependence ofthe O P, the superconducti
energy gap vanishes at points and/or along lines on 4
Fem isurface.

T he quasiparticle spin susoeptibility, ®,below T,
even-pariy superconductors is expressed as,

2 .
F=Na b CoRY @) ¢
and
Z "
Y (’I‘ ) = 2 (")ﬂd". (2
("F) 0 s a"

Thus % decreasesdown to zero asT ! 0 for the eve
parity (soin-singlet) superconductors, when the surfaq
and/or inpuriy e ect are absent. Notice here th
the anisotropy of the e ective moment .., causesf
anisotropicdecrease of ® below T.,dependingon a ¢
direction.

Dierently from an even-parity pairing state,
an odd-parity pairing state, the Zeeam an interactig
1=2) ®H dj due to the spin of the Cooper pa
(d-vector) should be taken into consideration. Unk
d-vector is locked to the lattice, the application of ¢
m akes the d-vector rotate asd? H so astom Inin ize g
Zeem an energy. In this case the quantization axis fort
soin of the Cooper pairs is always parallel to the m 4
netic eld. Nam ely, the quasiparticle susceptibility
is essentially the sam e as that n the nom al state;
does not change below T.. ?m of the Coog
pairs is \frozen" w ith the ]att:oe it is expected th
the quasiparticle susoeptibility, % (T ), decreases wh|
H k d even for an odd-parity pairing state. It has be
argued that the strong intra-atom ic SOC m ay m ake
vector freeze. But, unfortunately, the Interatom ic SO
for the pairs rem ains quite obscure 84

VI. DISCUSSION:THE SUPERCONDUCTING
STATE

A . Knight shift and parity of the C ooper pairs

Figure 2 shows the T dependence ofthe.Knjght shift
or CeCu,Sh 23 CeColns 2% and UPd,A L 2728 Figure 3

show s the T dependence of the K,mght shift br-UPt3

(Brthe Cphase n m ultipke phases)®483, UN 1A 5%, and
SnRUO 4 PY A sclearly seen n F ig. 2, the reduction ofthe

Knight shift below T. de ned by

KO KPS(r.) KS(T ! 0); @6)
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dependenoe _)f.‘dq,e 27A X mght shifts m easured by K yogaku

et al. RefsfhZ "24 . Closed triangle show s the K night shift
forH ? cin or]ented pow der sam ple. C Josed and open circles
show the respective Knight shifts for H ? cand k ¢ In sin—
gle crystalline sam ple. (c) T dependence of the WK night
shiftg-for oriented pow der sam ple m easured by K ohoriet al
Reff). The solid lines in gures are calculations using the
Somm erfeld coe cient ) fora d-wave singlet E 14 m odel (see
x6Jl). Hereweassume .f¢ 1773 5 forU-based HF S’s (for
details, see x 3).

The solid lines in the gures are caltulated from
s. @), £3), £4), and {£5), w ith the anisotropic energy
gap (T;k). In our calculations, we tentatively choose




the gap function as d-wave E 14 23%7
Tik) = @Mk . ikk,
= (@)sh cos e’ e

w ith the T dependence of the gap which is the sam e g
the BC S theory as

&
-
Q

Q
=

C

= 0) c T

(0) tanh

1 ; (28

where C=C is the specic heat Jimp, and a = 2
and (0) is the m agnitude of the superconducting eny
ergy gap. Since the energy gap for the E 4y symmg
try vanishes along the line on the Fem i surface, ie

sM /" 0)), it can explain the T 3 behavig
of NM R ation rate ocbserved in the HF S’s, when
1=T; / s M2EM™MQa £f™)d" / T for linenod

0
gapped superconductors. Furthem ore, we use K 4

K ® assum ing Ry, = 1. This is because K1, is som ¢
tin es enhanced by K ( ) ©or Ry, = 1, so that the spj
part m ay be overestim ated.

T he calculations reproduce the cbserved fractionaldg
crease in K %, ie. K™  0:12% and K™ < 0
$ PrCeCu,Si (Cu NMR)%L; K 008 03
$ PruPd,AL (TAINMRIZIEE; K 05 06
orCeColns 1% NMR)2? Here, the T dependence q
calculated Knight shift was obtained by using the ag
propriate energy gaps of 2 (0O)=k g Tc = 5, 4,and 7 &
CeCuySi, UPdyA L, and CeColns, resoectively. Any
way, it is dem onstrated that %’s decrease to zero 4
T ! 0 due to the fom ation of spin-singkt C ooper pair
in CeCuySh, CeColns, and UPdy,A L. As a matter g
fact, (@lso r1,) provides a reliable way to deduce 9
In the HF state.

Likewise, n Fig. 3, the K and K, In UPt; ar
estin ated to be very large, which are com patible w ih
the previous estin ates both by the C logston-Jaccarino
plt and the high-T CurieW eiss tting to the Knight
chift 8% A Iso those in UN 1A L are com parable to the val-
uesin UPdyA L. Sin ilarresul isobtained orSrRu0 4 In
which a calculated value of K ) isin good agreem ent
w ith the soin part of the susceptibility estin ated from
the C Iogston-Jagcarino plot reported previously (See Ta—
bles II and II) 7% No signi cant reduction :n K °° is
observed in these com pounds, ruling out a possibility
for even-parity (spin-singlet) state. The solid lines In
the gures are expected if a spin-singlet pairing states
were realized with 2 (0)=k,s T = 10, 5, and 4 rUP t; 24
UN3A LA and SpRUO 4 7% respectively. These experi-
m ental results renforce that UPt;, UNLA L, SpRUO 4
are the odd-parity superconductors, where the d=vector
rotates freely asd ? H in the C phase n UPt; 24 whik
i does as d k caxis (the odd-parity state with,paral
¥l spin pairing Iying in the ab plane) i UN A 183 and
SHRUO 4 74

To m ake discussion m ore clear, we de ne the nom al-
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Fig. 3,
FIG.3: (@) T dependenge ofthe ﬁ?ganﬁ,mgmmmmmka
ious eld direction Reflh). (b)-T dependence of the *'A I

K nigh hifE o c—=a R o

Ru-K night shift orH ? caxis (Ref?-l:). The solid lines in
both guresare calculations using the Som m erfeld coe cient
o1 orad-wave singlet E 14 m odel (seex 6.1). Herewe assum e
of £ 1773 5 orU-based HF S’s (for details, see x 3).

ized residual susceptbility at T ! 0 as
obs K Kobs
(Te) , (Te) ; 29)
(Te) K (To)
where we assume KO = @,:=N, ) °°. In Fi.
4, the residual susoeptbiliy ratio &)= ( (Tc)
obsy=  (T.) is plotted against . Note that isal

m ost zero (or below zero) for CeCu,Si, CeColns, and
UPd,A L, ensuring that the % in these com pounds de-
creases down to nearly zero at T ! 0 regardless of the
crystaldirection. Together w ith the fact that 1=T; / T3
below T., which excludes the s-wave BCS state, a d-
wave type anisotropic superconducting state is realized
n CeCuZSJ'Q, CeColns, and UszA]g .

By contrast, 100 (¢ ) orUP% and UN LA k gives
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FIG |4: Nom alized residual susceptibility at T ! 0 de ned
as = ( (Tc) °PS)=  (T.) plotted against  (T.) which
is related to the quasiparticle gyspeptbility as P (T !

(Tl.). For UPt;, data points k. creudd ldshimlesy . Kitatke val-
ues In B-phase.

evidence foran odd-parity (spih-triplet) superconducting
state., B was reported that K °25 unchanges across T¢ in
UBeis24 and URu,Sh aswell® A though an odd-parity
pairing state ism ost lkely forURu,Si, and UBej3 from

the present analyses, further precise m easurem ents for
high-quality single crystalline sam ples are desirable. A Iso
the present analysis is applied to SR up-4,~ reinforcing
that it is the spin-tripkt superconductor?973

B. Comm entson quasiparticle susceptibility in
UPts

Here we discuss the quasiparticke susceptibility in
UPt;. In the previous paper,'éz. we reported that the
valieof oPS s 1 10* emu/molk istwo orders
ofm agniude am aller than the value ofm easured susocsp—
tbility which is com parable w ith the present estim ates,

and 1, .Fig.5 showsthe T dependence ofthe 1°°pt
K night shift #°°K ) .n UPt; at variousm agnetic elds%%
A sseen in the gure,when the eld strength isdecreased,
the K &*° fr the caxis Fig. 5()) and K 2 for the b-
axis Fig. 50)) decrease across T at H < 5 kOe and
H < 23 kO e, respectively. By contrast, K 2 Fig. 5@))
unchanges across T, down to the lowest eld ofH = 1.764
kO e. Rem arkably, 1°K depends on the strength ofm ag—
netic eld and its crystalorientation. T hese results can—
notbe explained by the even-parity (soin-singlet) pairing
m odel at all,out is consistent w ith the odd-pariy (soin-—
tripkt) onels

In order to discuss the quasiparticle susogptibility in
UPt; within the present m odel, we focus again on the
NM R relaxation behavior. It should be noted that 1=T;
isenhanced in the HF' state via the transverse com ponent
ofdynam icalm agnetic susceptibilitss w hich isalso respon—
sble fr the m ass enhancem ent272¢ In m ost uranim
com pounds except UPdRA L ,'-73: it is w idely believed that
a 5f? con guration m ay lead to a non-K ram ers ground

state. For the HF state mvolving only a singlkt CEF

ground state, however, 1=T; m ay not be enhanced, as
m entioned in x 3-1. The fact that 1=T; is enhanced in
HF'S’s suggests that the K ram ers doublet or m agnetic
CEF ground state is responsible for the formm ation of HF

state, associated w ith m ore itinerant nature of uranium

5f electronsthan of cerium 4f electrons. In this context,
the reason why the reduction of ©P5 in the SC state
is so am allm ay be ascribed to the incom plete lock ofd-
vector to the crystal, that is, the spin degree of freedom

of the Cooper pairs is not always com pltely locked to
the crystalaxis. T his suggests that the K night shifts for
K 2° and K ¢ decrease m arkedly at further lower elds.
The K night shift m easurem ents at elds lower than
1.7 kO e are needed to check thisZd

(a) UPt; #3s H//a (b) UPt; #3s H//b (c) UPt; #4 H//c
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H. Tou, K. Ishida, Y. Kitaoka

FIG.5: Temperature dependence of the 195k night shift in
UPt; gbvariousm agnetic edsfor @)H ka, ©)H kb, ©H k
c (Refﬁ ). Arrow s show T.1 and Teo .

M eanw hile, recent theoretical studies proposed that
the origin of the tiny reduction of % is possible to
be explained by assum ing that the U (5f?)-derived non—
K ram ers singlet CEF-ground state is hybridized w ih
conduction ekectrons?47? T was argued that the ® for
a sihgkt CEF ground state is not enhanced, whereas
the DO S of quasiparticles is enhanced via the on-site
correlatign e ect giving rise to the heavy-Fem i liquid
behavior?4 It waspredicted qualitatively that the NM R
1=T; is enhanced by an order of 1=T? , while % isnot
enhanced by correlation e ect iU nfortunately no direct
evidence for the CEF splitting in uranium com pounds
prevents the com plete understanding ofthe HF state for
the 5f? con guration. Further quantitatie discussions
in theory in addition to experin entale orts are needed
to test whether or not this theoretical m odel is applica—
bl to UPt3 as a realistic m odel. Anyway, the physical
properties of the heavy-Fermm ion having a sihgkt CEF
ground state should be addressed by both experim ental
and theoreticalworks in future.



TABLE III:Reduction ofthe susceptbility = ©Na
The calculated e ective susceptibility,

assum Ng Anr (@) = Anhs. Herewe assume ¢

P=R:_ and 11

for pure m etals.

B =Ans)

173 g forU-based HFS’s (see x 3). For UP t3, the respective
and B -phases are listed. The Van V leck susceptibility is calculated from vy =

10

°PS at T | OK for various heavy fem ion superconductors.
P K (),byushgtherelation of ;r; = Wa 5 =Ane)K 1,
°bsrs for C

obs (1 ) <'s are the spin suceptbilities

nucleus orientation obs i Ty Vi c P arity
(10 2emu/mol (10 2emu/mol) (10 2emu/mol (10 2emu/mol) (10 2 emu/m ol

CeCuzSi| *Cu k >026 0.52 1.88 143 0.001 even
cu ? 0.44 036 135 121
%351 k | 052 16 1.43 |
2951 ? 037 036 036 121

UBeis °Be(II) A verage 0 150 1.89 0.0 0.002 odd (?)

UPts 195p ¢ k 0/0.0126 031 023 0.14 0.009 odd
195p ¢ ? 0/0.0099 057 0.67 028

URu,Sk | ?°si k 0 0.089 0114 0371 | odd (?)
2951 ? 0 0.029 0.025 0.121

UPd,AL | ?'A1 k 013 011 0.095 0.15 0.002 even
27p1 ? 0204 0205 0177 0.65

UNAL | A1 k | 007 017 0.118 0.002 odd
27p1 ? 0 017 017 0234

CeColns | "°In k | | | | | even
S m ? 032 027 0.94 043

SpRuOs | “°Ru ? 0 0.0535 0.068 0.0415 | odd

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS The present NM R analysis has shed light on the sam i-

W e have presented how the spin susceptibilicy *
of quasiparticles in the HF S’s is reasonably estin ated
w ithin the fram ework of the Fem iliquid theory, focus-
Ing on the NM R and speci cheat results. The present
analysis for the K ram ers doublet CEF ground state has
provided two In portant results on the HF superconduc—
tivity:

1. In the nom alstate, using the valuie of T; T= const,
and the T -linear coe cient ; In speci c heat, the
respective values, K r, and K , are related to the
quasiparticke K night shift K ® . T he quasiparticle
K orringa relation was found to be valid far below
Tx IntheHFS’s. ForU-based HF superconductors,
i was expected that any signi cant wavenum ber
dependence would be absent in low lying excia-
tions. T hism eans that the on-sight correlation (U )
m ight be responsble not only for the form ation of
the HF state but also for the occurrence ofHF su-—
perconductivity.

2.In the superconducting state, for CeCu,Si,
CeCoIns and UPd,A L, the soin part in the Knight
shift deduced from K orK r, isin excellent agree-
ment with the reduction In the observed Knight
shifts K©°° below T., giving unambiguous evi-
dence that the heavy quasiparticles form the soin—
singlet Cooper pairs. By contrast, based on the
present analyses, UPt3 and UN LA  are concluided
to belong to a classofodd-parity (soin-triplet) pair-
ing state.

quantitative estin ate for the quasiparticles susceptibil-
ity In the HF system s. E specially from the present anal-
ysisbased on the Ferm iHiquid theory, it is suggested that
the renom alized HF ground state has a K ram ers degen—
eracy through the ¢ £ m ixing even or U -based HF S’s.
However, we are still at a long way from a m icroscopic
understanding how to represent the heavy-Fem i liquid
state enhanced through the hybridization w ith a singlet
CEF ground state. It is needed to be addressed by fur-
ther experin ental and theoreticale orts in future.
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