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Q uasi-particle spin susceptibility (�qp)for various heavy-ferm ion (HF)superconductors are dis-
cussed on the basis ofthe experim entalresults ofNM R K night shift (K ),NM R relaxation rate
(1=T1), and electronic speci�c heat (el) within the fram ework of the Ferm iliquid m odelfor a
K ram ers doublet crystalelectric �eld (CEF) ground state. � is calculated from the enhanced
Som m erfeld coe�cient  el,and �T1 from the quasi-particle K orringa relation T1T(K T1)

2 = const:

via the relation of �T1 = (N A �B =A hf)K T1 where A hf is the hyper�ne coupling constant, N A

the Abogadoro’s num ber and �B the Bohr m agneton. For the even-parity (spin-singlet) su-
perconductors CeCu2Si2, CeCoIn5 and UPd2Al3, the fractional decrease in the K night shift,
�K

obs = K
obs(Tc)� K

obs(T ! 0),below the superconducting transition tem perature (Tc) is due
to thedecreaseofthespin susceptibility ofheavy quasi-particle estim ated consistently from � and
�T1. Thisresultallows usto conclude thatthe heavy quasi-particles form the spin-singletCooper
pairsin CeCu2Si2,CeCoIn5 and UPd2Al3. O n the otherhand,no reduction in the K nightshiftis
observed in UPt3 and UNi2Al3,neverthelesstheestim ated valuesof� and �T1 arelargeenough to
be probed experim entally. The odd-parity superconductivity is therefore concluded in these com -
pounds.TheNM R K nightshiftresultprovidesa convincing way to classify theHF superconductors
into eithereven-orodd-parity pairing.

PACS num bers:PACS N um ber:71.28.+ a,74.70.Tx,75.40.Cx,76.60.-k

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Extensive experim ental and theoretical works for

heavy-ferm ion (HF) system s have uncovered character-

istic feature that a localized f state at high tem pera-

turescrossesoverto a delocalized HF oneatlow tem per-

atures through the hybridization with conduction elec-

trons. This occurs below a so-called coherent Kondo

tem perature TK ,being com patible with a renorm alized

heavyquasi-particleband width,leadingtorichem ergent

phenom ena such aseithereven-orodd-parity unconven-

tionalHF superconductivity (SC),anom alous m agnetic

or m ultiple ordering, etc. It has been con�rm ed that

m ost physicalquantities are described in term s ofthe

Ferm i-liquid theory,1 e.g. revealing the enhanced Pauli

m agnetic susceptibility (�(T)’ �(0)),the tem perature

(T)-linear coe�cient in speci�c heat (C =  elT) where

el istheenhanced Som m erfeld coe�cient,theT-square

behaviorin resistivity (� = �0 + AT 2),etc.

As listed in Table I,the HF SC has been found in

cerium (Ce)and uranium (U)based HF com pounds,such

asCeCu2Si2,
2 CeIrIn5,

3,CeCoIn5
4,UBe13,

5,6 UPt3,
7,8,9

URu2Si2,
10,11,12 UNi2Al3,

13,14 UPd2Al3,
15,16,17 atam bi-

ent pressure. In these heavy-ferm ion superconductors

(HFS’s), both large el value and speci�c heat jum p,

�C=C el(Tc) ’ 1,associated with the superconducting

transition give unam biguous evidence that the heavy

quasi-particle itself takes part in the form ation of the

Cooperpairs.

In recentyears,an intim ateinterplay between antifer-

rom agnetism (AFM ) and SC has been the m ost inter-

esting and outstanding issue in Ce-based HF system s.

It is believed that the SC in CeCu2Si2,
2 CeIrIn5,

3 and

CeCoIn5
4 em erges at the border ofAFM even at am -

bientpressure (P = 0). The �nding ofpressure-induced

SC in CeCu2G e2,
18 CePd2Si2,

19 CeIn3,
20 and CeRhIn5

21

strongly suggest that AFM and SC are related to each

other because P -induced SC occurs either when AFM

vanishesorcoexistswith it.22

ItiswellknownthatK night-shiftm easurem entsplayed

vitalrole for establishing the Bardeen-Cooper-Schriefer

(BCS)theory forspin-singlets-wavesuperconductors,37

and arethem ostpowerfultoolto identify which odd-or

even-parity Cooperpairing state isrealized in supercon-

ductors.W hen the system undergoesa superconducting

transition,thespin susceptibility�s doesdecreasetozero

atT= 0 below Tc foreven-parity (spin-singlet)supercon-

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0308562v2
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ductorsasfollows:

�s = 2�2B N 0Y (T); (1)

whereY (T)isthe Yosida function de�ned by38

Y (T)= �
2

N 0

Z 1

0

N B C S(")
df(")

d"
d"; (2)

and N 0 isthedensity ofstates(DO S)atthe Ferm ilevel

in the norm alstate,N B C S(") is the DO S in the BCS

superconducting state,and f(")istheFerm i-Diracfunc-

tion.

In transition m etalsand alloys,the electronic state is

form ed asfollows.Thecrystalelectric�eld (CEF)split-

ting is m uch larger than the energy scale ofthe intra-

atom icspin-orbitcoupling(SO C),theorbitalpartofsus-

ceptibility arises from the second order interband m ix-

ing e�ectwith otherbands,giving riseto T independent

Van Vleck susceptibility.Accordingly,only itsspin part

yieldstheT dependenceofsusceptibility.Sinceboth the

K night shift (K ) and the susceptibility (�) depend on

T,the contributionsfrom the spin and the orbitalparts

aredecom posed by takingtheClogston-Jaccarinoplotof

K (T)vs.�(T)with T asan im plicitparam eter.36 In the

superconducting state,thespin partofthesusceptibility

decreasesto zero in accordancewith eqs.(1)and (2).

O n the other hand,the f-electron system s with the

strong SO C are generally described by a totalangular

m om entum ,J = L + S.Furtherm ore,theCEF splitsthe

lowestJ m anifold into severaldoubletsand/orsinglets.

Ifthe sim ple localized f electron picture can be applied

forHF system s,theclassicalVan Vleck susceptibility be-

tween the lowestlying CEF levelform ing quasi-particle

bandsand otherCEF levelsaregiven by

�V V = 2N A

g2J�
2
B

Z

X

�;�

jh�jJij�ij
2

E � � E�
; (3)

where N A the Abogadoro’s num ber,gJ the Lande fac-

tor,�B theBohrm agneton,Z thedistribution function.

E � and E � are ground (�) and excited (�) state ener-

gies. Note that this interband contribution reveals a T

dependence when the CEF splitting is com patible with

T. Thatis,the T dependence ofboth K and � are not

dueto realspin,butto �ctitiousspin including theinter-

band contributions.Therefore,itisdi�cultto conclude

the odd-parity superconducting state in case ofthe Van

Vleck contribution being dom inant,39,40,41 even though

K unchanges across Tc. Anyway, in the HF system s,

it is not so clear to extract the quasi-particle spin sus-

ceptibility �qp via the Clogston-Jaccarino plot,and itis

crucially im portant to recon�rm the �qp due to heavy

quasi-particles.

In thispaper,weshow thatthequasi-particlespin sus-

ceptibility �qp in HFS’sisreasonably estim ated from the

NM R and speci�cheatresultson thebasisoftheFerm i-

liquid theorywith aK ram ersdoubletCEF groundstate.1

In x 2,we rem ark that �qp is independently estim ated

from theSom m erfeld coe�cient el and the NM R relax-

ation rate1=T1,which areconsistentwith �
qp estim ated

from the Clogston-Jaccarino plot. In x 3,we describe

the basic assum ptions for the present analysis. Section

4 isdevoted to the analysisofthe experim entaldata for

various HFS’s in term s ofthe Ferm i-liquid m odel. W e

also discussthe validity ofthe presentm odel. Afterthe

briefcom m entson thequasi-particlesusceptibility in the

superconducting state in x 5,wediscussthe relation be-

tween the K night shift and the parity ofthe order pa-

ram eter(O P)in the superconducting state in x 6.From

theseanalyses,CeCu2Si2,UPd2Al3,and CeCoIn5 arere-

inforced to bean even-parity (spin-singlet)superconduc-

tor,whereasUPt3 and UNi2Al3 arerecon�rm ed to bean

odd-parity (spin-triplet) superconductor. Finally,x 7 is

devoted to severalconcluding rem arks.

II. N M R PA R A M ET ER S A N D T H EIR

R ELA T IO N T O FER M I-LIQ U ID PA R A M ET ER S

A . Q uasi-particle susceptibility

In the Ferm i-liquid theory for HF system , the elec-

tronicspeci�c-heatcoe�cient el (in unitsperm ole)and

the quasi-particle spin susceptibility �qp (in units per

m ole)are enhanced by the m ass enhancem entfactor ~,

and them agneticenhancem entfactor ~�0 associated with

thecontribution off-electronsto thespin susceptibility,

respectively.Theseareapproxim ately written as1

el ’
2

3
N A �

2
k
2
B �

f("F )~; (4)

�
qp ’

2

3
N A g

2
JJ

2
eff�

2
B �

f("F )~�0; (5)

wherekB istheBoltzm ann factor,Jeff thee�ectivespin,

�f("F )the one-spin DO S atthe Ferm ilevelforbare f-

electrons. Here,the DO S per spin ofquasi-particles is

approxim ately written by

�
�("F )’ �

f("F )~: (6)

From eqs.(4)� (6),�qp isrelated to el as

�
qp =

2

3
N A g

2
JJ

2
eff�

2
B �

�("F )
~�0

~

=
elg

2
JJ

2
eff�

2
B

�2k2
B

R; (7)

where R is the so-called W ilson Ratio,de�ned by R �

~�0=~.

W hen an externalm agnetic �eld is applied,�qp pro-

duces a sm alladditionalm agnetic �eld at the nucleus.

Thisgivesrise to a K nightshift(K qp)due to the quasi-

particles that is scaled to �qp through the hyper�ne-

coupling constantA hf (in unitsper�B )atq = 0 as

K
qp =

A hf

N A �B
�
qp
: (8)
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TABLE I:Physicalquantitiesand NM R param etersforvariousHFS’s.TK ,el,Tc,A
i
hf,and (1=T1T)Tc;i are CoherentK ondo

tem perature,Som m erfeld coe�cient(atT c),superconducting transition tem perature,hyper�necoupling constant,NM R spin-
lattice relaxation rate divided by tem perature atTc,respectively.Here i= k;? (see text).

TK el Tc orientation �i(Tc) A
i
hf (1=T1T)Tc;i nucleus

(K ) (m J/m oleK 2) (K ) (10�2 em u/m ol) (kO e/�B ) (1/secK )
CeCu2Si2 [1] � 10 1000 0.6 k 2 � 4.2 13.3 63Cu

? 1.6 1.5 77 63Cu
k � 1.9 11.4 29Si
? 6.4 9.6 29Si

UBe13 [2] � 10 1100 1 Average 1.5 0.48 0.2 9Be(II)
UPt3 [3] � 10 420 0.55/0.5 k 0.45 � 70.9 1575 195Pt

? 0.85 � 84.0 1050 195Pt
URu2Si2 [4] � 60 65.5 1.2 k 0.46 3.6 0.012 29Si

? 0.15 3.6 0.047 29Si
UPd2Al3 [5] � 80 150 2 k 0.55 3.5 0.32 27Al

? 1.25 3.5 0.25 27Al
UNi2Al3 [6] > 300? 120 1 k 0.35 4.2 0.4 27Al

? 0.15 4.2 0.8 27Al
CeCoIn5 [7] � 20? 350 2.3 k 1.2 | 105 115In

? 0.7 10.3� 12.08 | 115In
Sr2RuO 4 [8] (T �

� 200)i 39 1.5 ? 0.095 � 250 15 99Ru

[1]from Refs.2,23,24,55 [2]from Refs.5,6,34 [3]from Refs.7,8,9,31,32,57,58 [4]from Refs.10,11,12,35 [5]from Refs.13,17,27,28,29 [6]from
Refs.14,15,33 [7]from Refs.4,25,26 [8]from Refs.69,70,71 [9]taken from the m etallic behaviorin resistivity (Refs.69)

From eqs.(7)and (8),we obtain the quasi-particle spin

contribution to the K nightshift,K qp,as

K
qp =

A hf

N A �B

elg
2
JJ

2
eff

�2B

�2k2
B

R: (9)

Hereitisnoteworthy thatno interband contributionsare

included in this form ula.

B . Q uasi-particle K orringa relation for isotropic

system

The nuclear spin-lattice relaxation process basically

occurs through the spin-ip process between the state

j� 1=2iand j+ 1=2iofconduction electrons. Provided

thatHF stateisrealized atlow tem peraturesbelow TK ,

K qp is also extracted using the NM R relaxation rate,

1=T1.

In general,1=T1 isgiven by
47

1

T1
=
22N kB T

(gJ�B )
2
lim
!! 0

X

q

jA hf(q)j
2 Im �? (q;!)

!
; (10)

where N is the nuclear gyrom agnetic ratio, A hf(q)

the q-dependent hyper�ne-coupling constant and

Im �? (q;!) the im aginary part of the transverse

com ponent of dynam ical susceptibility �(q;!) of

quasi-particles. If the HF state is form ed above Tc,

the im aginary part of �(q;!) is expressed within the

random phaseapproxim ation (RPA)as,1,48

Im �(q;!)’ ~�(q;!)2Im �
f

0(q;!); (11)

where �
f

0(q;!) is the dynam ical susceptibility of f-

electronsand ~�(q;!)an enhancem entfactordue to the

electron-electron interaction as

~�(q;!)�

�
�
�
�
�

�(q;!)

�
f

0(q;!)

�
�
�
�
�
: (12)

Sincetheim aginary partof�
f

0(q;!)nearattheFerm i

level"F isexpressed as48,49

Im �
f

0(q;!)=
2

3
�g

2
J�

2
B J

2
eff!

X

k

�

�
@f(")

@"k

�

�(!� "k+ q+ "k);

(13)

then wehave

lim
!! 0

X

q

Im �(q;!)

!
=
2

3
�g

2
J�

2
B J

2
eff�

f("F )
2

*
X

q

~�2q

+

;

(14)

where ~�q � ~�(q;! ! 0)atthe NM R frequency and the

bracketrepresentsaveragingovertheFerm isurface.Ifwe

are neglectthe q dependence ofthe hyper�ne coupling,

then A hf(q)isreplaced by A hf and theNM R relaxation

rate1=T1 isexpressed as

1

T1
=
4

3

�

�h
(N �hA hf)

2(gJJeff)
2
�
f("F )

2
kB T

*
X

q

~�2q

+

;

(15)

From eqs.(5),(8)and (15),we have

1

T1T
=
3kB �

�h

�
N �h

gJJeff�B

� 2

(K qp)2K(�) (16)



4

where K(�) �

DP

q
~�2q

E

=~�20 is the enhancem ent fac-

tor and � is the param eterassociated with the Storner

factor.51 Iftheenhancem entfactor

DP

q
~�2q

E

isthesam e

asthatatq = 0,i.e,K(�)= 1,thisrelation issim ilarto

the so-called Korringa law. Then,when ferrom agnetic

and antiferrom agnetic spin uctuations becom e dom i-

nantduetoelectron-electron correlation e�ect,K(�)< 1

and K(�)> 1 areexpected,respectively.Hereweshould

noticethat1=T1 doesnotincludeanyinterband contribu-

tionsassociated with theexcitationsacrosstheCEF split-

ting.Thisisbecause1=T1 involvestheim aginary partof

the dynam icalsusceptibility in the low energy lim it as

! ! 0,as seen from eqs.(10) and (14). Anyway,K qp

derived from thequasi-particleKorringa relation doesin-

deed givethe quasi-particlesusceptibility.

III. B A SIC A SSU M P T IO N S FO R A N A LY SIS

A . C EF ground state

In Table I,we notice that the NM R 1=T1 for HFS’s

isenhanced by m ore than ten tim esin com parison with

that for non-HF m aterials,23,25,27,28,29,33,34,35,56,57,58 for

instance1=T1T = 33(1/sK )for195PtofpurePtm etal59,

and 1=T1T = 0:033 (1/sK )for27AlforLaPd2Al3,
60 etc.

This m eans that the heavy quasi-particles are involved

in the NM R relaxation process. Since the non-K ram ers

ground state is m agnetically intact,it is di�cult to ex-

plain theenhanced relaxation ratesobserved in HFS’sby

thepresentFerm i-liquid m odel.Asm entioned in thepre-

vioussection,thespin-ipprocessofconductionelectrons

would notoccurthrough the Van Vleck type inter-band

excitationsin thelow-energylim itas! ! 0.Thus,weas-

sum ethattheenhanced relaxation rateisascribed tothe

m agnetically degenerated HF ground state. Nam ely,we

assum e thatseveraldoubletsand singletslying in lower

energy region than kB TK arerenorm alized into a ground

state having K ram ers degeneracy via the c� f m ixing

e�ect.

B . E�ective m om ent below TK

In thesphericalsystem withoutany CEF,thee�ective

spin isde�ned asJ2
eff

= J(J + 1)and the e�ective m o-

m entis�eff = gJ
p
J(J + 1)�B . Forthe free electrons,

Jeff =
p
3=2 and �eff = 1:73�B . In HFS’s,the CEF

levelschem e,that is determ ined experim entally,should

betaken intoaccount.Furtherm ore,severaldoubletsand

singletsareexpected toberenorm alized bythec� f m ix-

ing e�ectin theheavy-Ferm i-liquid state.Itis,however,

underlyingissuetoestim atetowhatextenttheCEF level

splitting a�ects�qp in HFS’s.

ForCe-based HFS’s having the clearCEF levelsplit-

ting, the basis function of a CEF ground state is not

spherical but anisotropic. In order to introduce the

anisotropy,we assum e thatthe e�ective m om entatlow

T’sisattributed to only theCEF ground stateleveland

we do not take the average of each direction. Then,

the e�ective m om ent is tentatively replaced by �ieff =

gJJ
i
eff�B = gJh0jJij0i�B where j0i is the basis func-

tion ofa CEF ground state. For CeCu2Si2,using the

CEF schem e,55 the respective e�ective m om ents at low

T for H ? c and H k c are estim ated as �?
eff

=

gJ�B h0jJ? j0i ’ 0:90�B and �
k

eff
= gJ�B h0jJkj0i ’

1:07�B .ForCeCoIn5,
26 the e�ective m om entforH ? c

isalso calculated as�?eff ’ 1:28�B .

By contrast,for U-based system s,a clear CEF level

splitting hasnotbeen reported yet. Thishasbeen gen-

erally accepted asthe itinerantnature ofU 5f-electrons.

So that,thebasisfunction would beratherspherical.In

our analysis,the e�ective m om ent for U-based system s

istentatively taken as�eff = 1:73�B ,i.e.,free electron

value. The m agnetic anisotropy is, however,expected

from the variousm agneticm easurem ents.Thereforethe

e�ective m om entforthe m agnetically easy axisistaken

to be �
easy

eff
= 1:73�B ,while that for the m agnetically

hard axisisto be�hard
eff

= 1:73�B �

q

�obs
hard

=�obseasy where

the ratio,�obs
hard

=�obseasy,isestim ated from the anisotropy

in m agneticsusceptibility atTc listed in TableI.

C . H yper�ne coupling constant

The q-dependenthyper�ne coupling constantA hf(q)

in eq.(10) is the spatialFourier transform of the hy-

per�ne coupling A hf(r)between nucleusand Ce/U ions

separated a distance r. If the nucleus is coupled to

only one Ce/U ion, A hf(q) is independent of q. In

the HFS’s,the calculation ofA hf(q) would require one

to sum over contributions from the next nearest Ce/U

neighbors.However,A hf(r)isnotso sim ple.Therefore,

under the m ost naive assum ption,we neglect the wave

num ber dependence ofthe hyper�ne coupling constant,

i.e.,A hf(q)= A hf.

D . A nisotropic quasi-particle K orringa relation

In HF system s,the m agnetic anisotropy is inevitable

even in the HF state because the HF state at low T is

form ed through the c� f hybridization. It should be

noted thata largem agneticanisotropy in �
qp

i
(i= a;b;c-

axes)arisesfrom theanisotropyin thehyper�ne-coupling

constant(A i
hf
),thee�ectivem om ent(�i

eff
)and theen-

hancem ent factor (~�i0). Unfortunately, no anisotropic

Ferm iliquid theory have been provided yet. Further-

m ore, the CEF splitting and the c � f m ixing e�ect

are not so clear in quantitative level. Therefore,from

a phenom enologicalpoint ofview,a uniaxialm agnetic
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anisotropy istaken into consideration as

�
qp

i =
2

3
N A �

i
eff

2
�
f("F )~�

i
0; (17)

where i = k,and ? which m ean the respective parallel

and perpendicularcom ponentstothe�eld direction,e.g.,

�k = �c and �? = �a = �b. Then the K nightshift in

eq.(8)or(9)isreplaced by anisotropicK nightshiftas

K
qp

i =
A i
hf

N A �B
�
qp

i

=
A i
hf

N A �B

el(�
i
eff)

2

�2k2
B

R i: (18)

Thequasi-particleK orringarelation,eq.(16),ism odi-

�ed using anisotropicparam eters,A i
hf
,�i

eff
,and K i(�),

as

�
1

T1T

�

k

=
3�kB

�h

 

N �h

�?
eff

! 2

(K
qp

?
)2K ? (�); (19)

and

�
1

T1T

�

?

=
3�kB

2�h

8
<

:

 

N �h

�?
eff

! 2

(K
qp

?
)2K ? (�)+

 

N �h

�
k

eff

! 2

(K
qp

k
)2K k(�)

9
=

;
; (20)

IV . D ISC U SSIO N :T H E N O R M A L STA T E

A . Q uasi-particle K orringa relation

W ith above assum ptions,we calculated the e�ective

values of the quasi-particle K night shifts at Tc from

eqs. (18) � (20) by using param eters el, A i
hf
, and

(1=T1T)Tc;ilisted in TableI.Herewede�ned thee�ective

quasi-particle K nightshiftassociated with el including

the W ilson ratio R asK ;i� K
qp

i =R i while thatassoci-

ated with T1 including the enhancem entfactorK i(�)as

K T1;i � K
qp

i

p
K i(�). Thus calculated values K ;i and

K T1;i forvariousHFS’sarelisted in TableII.

Asclearly seen in theeqs.(18)= (20),both jK ;ijand

jK T1;ijdepend on thesizeof�eff.In orderto check the

validity ofthepresentanalysis,jK T1;ij(� jK
qp

i
j
p
K i(�))

isplotted againstjK ;ij(� jK
qp

i j=R Tc)forvariousHFS’s

in Fig. 1. M ostofvaluesare consistentwith a relation

ofjK T1;i=K ;ij= R Tc

p
K i(�)= 1 exceptCeCu2Si2 and

CeCoIn5.

According to the Ferm i-liquid theory,1,43 the W ilson

ratio varies in the range of1R2. Sim ply,R = 1 is the

lim it ofelectron-electron correlation param eter U ! 0,

while R = 2 is the lim it ofU ! 1 . The recent the-

oreticalstudies have predicted that the m ass enhance-

m entfactoriscom parableto the m agnetic one,i.e.,the

W ilson ratio is R � 1:2.43,45 Actually in CeCu2Si2,un-

der the present assum ption of�eff(� 1�B ),we obtain

R Tc = 1:24 from eq.(7) with the experim entalvalues,

el � 1000 m J/(m oleK2),2 and �obs(Tc) � 6 � 10� 3

(em u/m ole).61 A good agreem ent between the theoret-

icaland the experim entalvalues strongly suggests the

W ilson ratio in the HF liquid state is on the order of

unity.

ForU-based HFS’s,on the otherhand,the absenceof

the clear CEF splitting prevents quantitative estim ates

for �eff,consequently for R Tc. HoweverR Tc would be

m ore close to unity than that in Ce-based system s be-

cause U-based HFS’s share m ore itinerant nature than

Ce-based ones do. Thus the relation ofjK T1;i=K ;ij=

R Tc

p
K i(�)= 1 suggeststhat�eff � 1:73�B is proba-

bly agood approxim ation forthee�ectivem om entin the

U-based system s.Instead,ifweassum e�eff = 1�B and

R Tc = 1 in U-based system s,weobtain K i(�)� 4 thatis

com parable to thatin Ce-based HFS’sin which antifer-

rom agnetic spin uctuations are dom inant and system s

arecloseto a m agneticquantum criticalpoint.62,63 This

is,however,unlikely to occurin U-based HFS’sbecasue

1=T1T = const:behaviorstrongly suggeststhatantifer-

rom agneticspin uctuationsarenotdom inantatlow T’s.

To be em phasized here isthatthe quasi-particle K or-

ringa relation isactually hold in the HFS’s,though itis

stillunclear to evaluate R Tc and K i(�) experim entally.

W e also calculated the susceptibilities �;i(= �
qp

i =R i)

and �T1;i(= �
qp

i

p
K i(�)) at Tc by using eq.(18) (see

TableIII).

B . V an V leck susceptibility

Here we dealwith the Van Vleck susceptibility �V V;i.

According to thetheoreticalargum ents,1,43,44,45 �V V;i is
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TABLE II:O bserved reduction ofthe K night shift �K obs � K
obs(Tc)� K

obs(T ! 0) at T ! 0 K for various heavy ferm ion

superconductors. K  � K
qp
=R Tc and K T 1 � K

qp
p
K (�) are the calculated e�ective K night shifts in the norm alstate from

the electronic speci�c heat (el)and the NM R relaxation rate (1=T1)assum ing A hf(q)= A hf,respectively. Here we assum e
�eff � 1:73�B forU-based HFS’s(see x 3).ForUPt3,the respective �K obs’sforC and B-phasesare listed.

nucleus orientation �K
obs
i K  ;i K T1;i

(% ) (% ) (% )
CeCu2Si2 [1] 63Cu k < � 0.2 � 0.39 � 1.41

63Cu ? 0.12 0.10 0.36
29Si k | � 0.18 � 0.57
29Si ? 0.45 0.42 0.42

UBe13 [2] 9Be(II) Average 0 0.13 0.163
UPt3 [3] 195Pt k 0/� 0.16 � 3.89 � 2.89

195Pt ? 0/� 0.15 � 8.75 � 10.20
URu2Si2 [4] 29Si k 0 0.057 0.074

29Si ? 0 0.019 0.016
UPd2Al3 [5] 27Al k 0.07 0.064 0.059

27Al ? 0.11 0.128 0.11
UNi2Al3 [6] 27Al k | 0.053 0.129

27Al ? 0 0.123 0.124
CeCoIn5 [7] 115In k 0.5 | |

115In ? 0.6 0.49 1.74
Sr2RuO 4 [8] 99Ru ? 0 � 2.4 � 3.87

[1]from Refs.23 [2]from Refs.34 [3]from Refs.31,32 [4]from Refs.35 [5]from Refs.27,28,29 [6]from Refs.33 [7]from Refs.25 [8]from
Refs.71
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(UBe13)
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(UPd2Al3)

(UNi2Al3)(URu2Si2)

115K� (CeCoIn5)

(Sr2RuO4)
99K

�

29K� (CeCu2Si2)
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Fig.1 
H. Tou, K. Ishida, Y. Kitaoka

FIG .1: jK T1j(= jK
qp
j
p
K (�)) plotted against jK j (=

jK
qp
j=R ) for various HFS’s. jK T1jand jK jare estim ated

from the quasi-particle K orringa relation (T1T(K qp)2K (�)=
constant)and the electronic speci�c heat(K qp

/ elR )just
above Tc,respectively. Here we assum e A hf(q) = A hf for
calculations ofK T1,and �eff � 1:73�B for U-based HFS’s

(fordetails,see x 3).The solid line showsR
p
K (�)= 1.

generally expressed as,

�V V;i = �T;i� �
qp

i ; (21)

where�T;i isthetotalsusceptibility and �T;i = �obsi (Tc)

at Tc. As discussed in the previous section,both �;i

and �T1;i providethequasi-particlesusceptibility �
qp

i
=R

and �
qp

i

p
K i(�). If we assum e R Tc � 1, �

qp

i � �;i.

That is, the Van Vleck susceptibility is approxim ately

written as�V V;i ’ �obsi (Tc)� �;i.
66 Thecalculated val-

ues of�V V;i are listed in Table III.Note that �i(Tc)’s

are larger than �;i and �T1;i except for UBe13,
65 and

�V V;i’s are com parable with or larger than the quasi-

particle susceptibility. Thisseem sto be consistentwith

the theoreticalprediction that�V V can becom e com pa-

rablewith orlargerthan thequasi-particlesusceptibility

(�qp) via c� f m ixing.39,40,41,43,44,45 This in turn indi-

cates the observed K night shift K obs involves the Van

Vleck contribution.

V . Q U A SI-PA R T IC LE SU SC EP T IB ILIT Y IN

T H E SU P ER C O N D U C T IN G STA T E

Here,we discussabouta relation between the K night

shiftand theparity ofthesuperconducting orderparam -

eter (O P).In the superconducting state, the DO S for

quasi-particleexcitationsiswritten as52

�
�
s(") =

Z
d
k

4�

��("F )j"j
q

"2 � j�(k)j
2

;

=
��("F )j"j

4�

Z 2�

0

Z �

0

sin�d�d�
q

"2 � j�(�;�)j
2

;(22)

wheretheintegralisoverthesolid angleof
k and �
�("F )

isthequasi-particleDO S attheFerm isurfacein thenor-
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m alstate de�ned by eq.(6).Here�(k)isthe gap func-

tion and isgiven by

�(k)/

(
j	(k)j (l= even);
q

jd(k)j
2
� jd(k)� d�(k)j (l= odd);

(23)

where 	(k) is a single even function for a spin-singlet

pairingstate(S = 0,l= even),whereasd = (dx;dy;dz)is

ad-vectorforaspin-tripletpairingstate(S = 1,l= odd).

Dueto thek dependenceoftheO P,thesuperconducting

energy gap vanishesatpointsand/oralong lineson the

Ferm isurface.

Thequasi-particlespin susceptibility,�qp,below Tc for

even-parity superconductorsisexpressed as,

�
qp

i
=
2

3
N A �

i
eff

2
�
�("F )R iY (T); (24)

and

Y (T)= �
2

��("F )

Z 1

0

�
�
s(")

df(")

d"
d": (25)

Thus�qp decreasesdown to zero asT ! 0 forthe even-

parity (spin-singlet)superconductors,when the surface-

and/or im purity e�ect are absent. Notice here that

the anisotropy ofthe e�ective m om ent �ieff causes the

anisotropicdecreaseof�qp below Tc,dependingon a�eld

direction.

Di�erently from an even-parity pairing state, in

an odd-parity pairing state, the Zeem an interaction,

(1=2)�qpjH � dj2, due to the spin of the Cooper pairs

(d-vector) should be taken into consideration. Unless

d-vectorislocked to the lattice,the application of�eld

m akesthed-vectorrotateasd? H so asto m inim izethe

Zeem an energy.In thiscasethequantization axisforthe

spin ofthe Cooper pairs is always parallelto the m ag-

netic �eld. Nam ely,the quasi-particle susceptibility �qp

is essentially the sam e as that in the norm alstate;�qp

does not change below Tc. If the spin of the Cooper

pairsis\frozen" with thelattice,52,53 itisexpected that

the quasi-particle susceptibility,�qp(T),decreaseswhen

H k d even foran odd-parity pairing state. Ithasbeen

argued that the strong intra-atom ic SO C m ay m ake d

vectorfreeze. But,unfortunately,the inter-atom ic SO C

forthe pairsrem ainsquite obscure.54

V I. D ISC U SSIO N :T H E SU P ER C O N D U C T IN G

STA T E

A . K night shift and parity ofthe C ooper pairs

Figure 2 showsthe T dependence ofthe K nightshift

forCeCu2Si2,
23 CeCoIn5,

25 and UPd2Al3.
27,28 Figure 3

shows the T dependence ofthe K night shift for UPt3
(fortheC-phasein m ultiplephases)31,32,UNi2Al3

33,and

Sr2RuO 4.
71 Asclearlyseen in Fig.2,thereduction ofthe

K nightshiftbelow Tc de�ned by

�K
obs � K

obs(Tc)� K
obs(T ! 0); (26)

is independent of the crystal direction for CeCu2Si2,

CeCoIn5,and UPd2Al3.
23,25,27,28 Thefractionaldecrease

in K obs below Tc isascribed to the reduction of�
qp due

to theform ation ofthespin-singletCooperpairs.In Fig.

3,on theotherhand,the�K obs’sunchangeacrossTc for

UPt3 and UNi2Al3,and also forSr2RuO 4.
31,32,33
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0.4

63
K

 (
%

)

T/Tc

(a) CeCu2Si2

H⊥c

H∥c

0.5 1 1.5

0.2

0.4
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(b) UPd2Al3

H⊥c

H∥ｃ
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0.8
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1.2

0 T/Tc

 11
5 K

 (
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)

(c) CeCoIn5

H⊥c

H∥c

Fig.2 
H. Tou, K. Ishida, Y. KitaokaFIG .2: (a)T dependence ofthe 63Cu-K nightshiftsforori-

ented powdersam ple m easured by Ueda etal.(Ref.23).(b)T
dependence ofthe 27Al-K night shifts m easured by K yogaku
etal. (Refs.27,28,29). Closed triangle shows the K night shift
forH ? cin oriented powdersam ple.Closed and open circles
show the respective K night shifts for H ? c and k c in sin-
gle crystalline sam ple. (c)T dependence ofthe 115In-K night
shifts for oriented powdersam ple m easured by K ohorietal.
(Ref.25). The solid lines in �gures are calculations using the
Som m erfeld coe�cient el fora d-wavesingletE 1g m odel(see
x6.1).Hereweassum e�eff � 1:73�B forU-based HFS’s(for
details,see x 3).

The solid lines in the �gures are calculated from

eqs.(8),(22),(24),and (25),with theanisotropicenergy

gap �(T;k). In our calculations,we tentatively choose



8

the gap function asd-waveE 1g,
52,67

�(T;k) = �(T)(k x � iky)kz

= �(T)sin� cos�e� i� (27)

with the T dependence ofthe gap which isthe sam e as

the BCS theory as

�(T)= �(0)tanh

"

�kB Tc

�(0)

s

a
�C

C

�
Tc

T
� 1

�#

; (28)

where �C=C is the speci�c heat jum p, and a = 2,

and �(0) is the m agnitude ofthe superconducting en-

ergy gap. Since the energy gap for the E 1g sym m e-

try vanishes along the line on the Ferm isurface, i.e.,

��s(") / " (" � �(0)),it can explain the T 3 behavior

ofNM R relaxation rate observed in the HFS’s, where

1=T1 /
R1
0

��s(")
2f(")(1 � f("))d" / T3 for line-node

gapped superconductors. Furtherm ore, we use K  as

K qp assum ing R Tc = 1. This is because K T1 is som e-

tim es enhanced by K(�) for R Tc = 1,so that the spin

partm ay be overestim ated.

Thecalculationsreproducetheobserved fractionalde-

crease in K obs,i.e. �K obs
?

� 0:12 % and �Kobs
k

< � 0:2

% for CeCu2Si2 (63Cu NM R)23; �K obs � 0:08 � 0:12

% for UPd2Al3 (27AlNM R)27,68;�K obs � 0:5 � 0:6 %

forCeCoIn5 (
115In NM R).25 Here,the T dependence of

calculated K night shift was obtained by using the ap-

propriate energy gaps of2�(0)=k B Tc = 5,4,and 7 for

CeCu2Si2, UPd2Al3, and CeCoIn5, respectively. Any-

way,it is dem onstrated that �qp’s decrease to zero as

T ! 0 due to the form ation ofspin-singletCooperpairs

in CeCu2Si2,CeCoIn5,and UPd2Al3. As a m atter of

fact,� (also �T1)providesa reliableway to deduce�
qp

in the HF state.

Likewise, in Fig. 3, the K  and K T1 in UPt3 are

estim ated to be very large,which are com patible with

the previous estim ates both by the Clogston-Jaccarino

plot and the high-T Curie-W eiss �tting to the K night

shift.31 Also thosein UNi2Al3 arecom parableto theval-

uesin UPd2Al3.Sim ilarresultisobtainedforSr2RuO 4 in

which acalculated valueof� (K )isin good agreem ent

with the spin part ofthe susceptibility estim ated from

theClogston-Jaccarinoplotreported previously (SeeTa-

bles II and III).71 No signi�cant reduction in K obs is

observed in these com pounds, ruling out a possibility

for even-parity (spin-singlet) state. The solid lines in

the �gures are expected ifa spin-singlet pairing states

wererealized with 2�(0)=k B Tc = 10,5,and 4forUPt3,
30

UNi2Al3,
72 and Sr2RuO 4,

71 respectively. These experi-

m entalresults reinforce that UPt3,UNi2Al3,Sr2RuO 4

are the odd-parity superconductors,where the d-vector

rotatesfreely asd ? H in the C phase in UPt3,
31 while

it does as d k c-axis (the odd-parity state with paral-

lelspin pairing lying in the ab plane)in UNi2Al3
33 and

Sr2RuO 4.
71

To m ake discussion m ore clear,we de�ne the norm al-
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Fig. 3,  
H. Tou, K. Ishida, Y. Kitaoka
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FIG .3: (a)T dependence ofthe 195Pt-K nightshiftsforvar-
ious �eld direction (Ref.31). (b) T dependence ofthe 27Al-
K nightshiftforH ? c-axis(Ref.33).(c)T dependenceofthe
99Ru-K nightshiftforH ? c-axis(Ref.71). The solid linesin
both �guresarecalculationsusing theSom m erfeld coe�cient
el forad-wavesingletE 1g m odel(seex6.1).Hereweassum e
�eff � 1:73�B forU-based HFS’s(fordetails,see x 3).

ized residualsusceptibility atT ! 0 as

� �
�(Tc)� ��obs

�(Tc)
’
K (Tc)� �Kobs

K (Tc)
; (29)

where we assum e �K obs = (A hf=N A �B )��
obs. In Fig.

4, the residual susceptibility ratio �(% )= (�(Tc) �

��obs)=�(Tc) is plotted against �. Note that � is al-

m ost zero (or below zero) for CeCu2Si2,CeCoIn5,and

UPd2Al3,ensuring thatthe �
qp in these com poundsde-

creasesdown to nearly zero atT ! 0 regardlessofthe

crystaldirection.Togetherwith thefactthat1=T1 / T 3

below Tc, which excludes the s-wave BCS state, a d-

wave type anisotropic superconducting state is realized

in CeCu2Si2,CeCoIn5,and UPd2Al3.

By contrast,� � 100 (% )forUPt3 and UNi2Al3 gives
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Fig.4
H. Tou, K. Ishida, Y. Kitaoka

UPt3(∥)URu2Si2 (⊥)

CeCu2Si2 (Si⊥)

CeCu2Si2 (⊥)

UPd2Al3 (⊥)

Sr2RuO4

FIG .4: Norm alized residualsusceptibility atT ! 0 de�ned
as� = (�(Tc)� ��

obs)=�(Tc)plotted against�(Tc)which
is related to the quasi-particle susceptibility as �

qp(Tc) ’

�(Tc). For UPt3,data points were calculated for the val-
uesin B-phase.

evidenceforan odd-parity(spin-triplet)superconducting

state.Itwasreported thatK obs unchangesacrossTc in

UBe13
34 and URu2Si2 aswell.

35 Although an odd-parity

pairing stateism ostlikely forURu2Si2 and UBe13 from

the present analyses,further precise m easurem ents for

high-qualitysinglecrystallinesam plesaredesirable.Also

the present analysis is applied to Sr2RuO 4,reinforcing

thatitisthe spin-tripletsuperconductor.70,71

B . C om m ents on quasi-particle susceptibility in

U P t3

Here we discuss the quasi-particle susceptibility in

UPt3. In the previous paper,32 we reported that the

valueof��obsb � ��obsc � 1� 10� 4 em u/m oleistwoorders

ofm agnitudesm allerthan thevalueofm easured suscep-

tibility which iscom parable with the presentestim ates,

� and �T1.Fig.5 showstheT dependenceofthe 195Pt

K nightshift(195K )in UPt3 atvariousm agnetic�elds.
32

Asseen in the�gure,when the�eld strength isdecreased,

the K obs
c for the c-axis (Fig. 5(c)) and K obs

b
for the b-

axis (Fig. 5(b)) decrease across Tc at H < 5 kO e and

H < 2:3 kO e,respectively.By contrast,K obs
a (Fig.5(a))

unchangesacrossTc down tothelowest�eld ofH = 1.764

kO e.Rem arkably,195K dependson thestrength ofm ag-

netic �eld and itscrystalorientation.Theseresultscan-

notbeexplained by theeven-parity(spin-singlet)pairing

m odelatall,butisconsistentwith theodd-parity (spin-

triplet)one.32

In orderto discuss the quasi-particle susceptibility in

UPt3 within the present m odel,we focus again on the

NM R relaxation behavior.Itshould be noted that1=T1
isenhanced in theHF stateviathetransversecom ponent

ofdynam icalm agneticsusceptibilitywhich isalsorespon-

sible for the m ass enhancem ent.57,58 In m ost uranium

com poundsexceptUPd2Al3,
73 itiswidely believed that

a 5f2 con�guration m ay lead to a non-K ram ersground

state. For the HF state involving only a singlet CEF

ground state,however,1=T1 m ay not be enhanced,as

m entioned in x 3-1. The fact that 1=T1 is enhanced in

HFS’s suggests that the K ram ers doublet or m agnetic

CEF ground stateisresponsiblefortheform ation ofHF

state,associated with m ore itinerantnature ofuranium

5f electronsthan ofcerium 4f electrons.In thiscontext,

the reason why the reduction of��obs in the SC state

isso sm allm ay be ascribed to the incom plete lock ofd-

vectorto the crystal,thatis,the spin degreeoffreedom

ofthe Cooper pairs is not always com pletely locked to

thecrystalaxis.ThissuggeststhattheK nightshiftsfor

K obs
b and K obs

c decreasem arkedly atfurtherlower�elds.

The 195K night shift m easurem ents at �elds lower than

1.7 kO eareneeded to check this.76
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FIG .5: Tem perature dependence ofthe 195K night shift in
UPt3 atvariousm agnetic�eldsfor(a)H k a,(b)H k b,(c)H k

c (Ref.32).Arrowsshow Tc1 and Tc2.

M eanwhile, recent theoretical studies proposed that

the origin of the tiny reduction of ��qp is possible to

be explained by assum ing thatthe U(5f2)-derived non-

K ram ers singlet CEF ground state is hybridized with

conduction electrons.74,75 Itwasargued thatthe�qp for

a singlet CEF ground state is not enhanced, whereas

the DO S ofquasi-particles is enhanced via the on-site

correlation e�ect giving rise to the heavy-Ferm iliquid

behavior.74 Itwaspredicted qualitatively thattheNM R

1=T1 isenhanced by an orderof1=T 2
K ,while �

qp isnot

enhanced by correlation e�ect.75 Unfortunately no direct

evidence for the CEF splitting in uranium com pounds

preventsthecom pleteunderstanding oftheHF statefor

the 5f2 con�guration. Further quantitative discussions

in theory in addition to experim entale�ortsare needed

to testwhetherornotthistheoreticalm odelisapplica-

ble to UPt3 as a realistic m odel. Anyway,the physical

properties ofthe heavy-Ferm ion having a singlet CEF

ground state should be addressed by both experim ental

and theoreticalworksin future.



10

TABLE III:Reduction ofthesusceptibility ��obs = (N A �B =A hf)�K obs atT ! 0K forvariousheavy ferm ion superconductors.

Thecalculated e�ectivesusceptibility,�  � �
qp
=R Tc and �T 1 � �

qp
p
K (�),by usingtherelation of� ;T1 = (N A �B =A hf)K  ;T1

assum ing A hf(q)= A hf. Here we assum e �eff � 1:73�B for U-based HFS’s(see x 3). ForUPt3,the respective ��obs’sfor C
and B-phasesare listed.The Van Vleck susceptibility iscalculated from �V V = �

obs(Tc)� �.�c’sare thespin suceptibilities
forpure m etals.

nucleus orientation ��
obs
i � ;i �T1;i �V V ;i �c Parity

(10�2 em u/m ol) (10�2 em u/m ol) (10�2 em u/m ol) (10�2 em u/m ol) (10�2 em u/m ol)
CeCu2Si2 63Cu k > 0.26 0.52 1.88 1.43 0.001 even

63Cu ? 0.44 0.36 1.35 1.21
29Si k | 0.52 1.6 1.43 |
29Si ? 0.37 0.36 0.36 1.21

UBe13 9Be(II) Average 0 1.50 1.89 0.0 0.002 odd(?)
UPt3 195Pt k 0/0.0126 0.31 0.23 0.14 0.009 odd

195Pt ? 0/0.0099 0.57 0.67 0.28
URu2Si2 29Si k 0 0.089 0.114 0.371 | odd(?)

29Si ? 0 0.029 0.025 0.121
UPd2Al3 27Al k 0.13 0.11 0.095 0.15 0.002 even

27Al ? 0.204 0.205 0.177 0.65
UNi2Al3 27Al k | 0.07 0.17 0.118 0.002 odd

27Al ? 0 0.17 0.17 0.34
CeCoIn5 115In k | | | | | even

115In ? 0.32 0.27 0.94 0.43
Sr2RuO 4

99Ru ? 0 0.0535 0.068 0.0415 | odd

V II. C O N C LU D IN G R EM A R K S

W e have presented how the spin susceptibility �qp

ofquasi-particles in the HFS’s is reasonably estim ated

within the fram ework ofthe Ferm i-liquid theory,focus-

ing on the NM R and speci�c-heat results. The present

analysisforthe K ram ersdoubletCEF ground state has

provided two im portantresultson the HF superconduc-

tivity:

1.In thenorm alstate,using thevalueofT1T= const,

and theT-linearcoe�cient el in speci�cheat,the

respective values,K T1 and K ,are related to the

quasi-particleK nightshiftK qp.Thequasi-particle

K orringa relation was found to be valid far below

TK in theHFS’s.ForU-based HF superconductors,

it was expected that any signi�cant wave-num ber

dependence would be absent in low-lying excita-

tions.Thism eansthattheon-sightcorrelation (U )

m ightbe responsible notonly forthe form ation of

theHF statebutalso forthe occurrenceofHF su-

perconductivity.

2.In the superconducting state, for CeCu2Si2,

CeCoIn5 and UPd2Al3,thespin partin theK night

shiftdeduced from K  orK T1 isin excellentagree-

m ent with the reduction in the observed K night

shifts �K obs below Tc, giving unam biguous evi-

dencethattheheavy quasi-particlesform thespin-

singlet Cooper pairs. By contrast,based on the

presentanalyses,UPt3 and UNi2Al3 areconcluded

tobelongtoaclassofodd-parity(spin-triplet)pair-

ing state.

The present NM R analysis has shed light on the sem i-

quantitative estim ate forthe quasi-particlessusceptibil-

ity in theHF system s.Especially from thepresentanal-

ysisbased on theFerm i-liquid theory,itissuggested that

therenorm alized HF ground statehasa K ram ersdegen-

eracy through the c� f m ixing even forU-based HFS’s.

However,we are stillat a long way from a m icroscopic

understanding how to represent the heavy-Ferm iliquid

state enhanced through the hybridization with a singlet

CEF ground state. Itisneeded to be addressed by fur-

therexperim entaland theoreticale�ortsin future.
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