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ABSTRACT

Julien et al. have commented on two of our publications claiming that we have made
erroneous interpretations of the nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) dedrmu@adrupole resonance
(NQR) data. Specifically, they believe that their model of ereled staggered moment about a Zn
impurity is the only interpretation of the data [Jularal, Phys. Rev Leti84, 3422 (2000)]. Not only
does their claim ignore models presented by other authors, we shothehabdel of Julieret al
[Phys. Rev Lett84, 3422 (2000)] does not consistently reproduce all of the NMR data.

PACS: 74.72.-h 74.25.Nf 74.20.Mn



Introduction

Julienet al. [1] have criticized two of our publications reporting the resutisdfNMR and
NQR measurements on YRB&u; ,Zn,).Og [2,3]. These papers were published more that two and a
half years ago and it should be accepted that the interpretatilateofmay change when new data or
models are presented. However, we do not agree that the &ulieh [4] model is the only
interpretation of the data and that our model is in contradiction W&t.t facts established by the
rest of the NMR community.”.

We have previously interpreted our Cu NQR data in terms@tadited charge pile-up about
the Zn impurity [2,3] and we used the Zn-induced local moment model of jdMabt al. [5] to
interpret our®®y NMR data [6] where it was assumed that Zn induces a momeriieonearest-
neighbor Cu sites. This assumption of a very localized Zn-inducedrtmraknt has also been used
by other authors [7,8,9,10,11] and the appearance of localized charge is suppgotteuheling
measurements on fr,Ca(Cuy.Zn,).0s [12]. Julienet al. assume antiferromagnetically correlated
spins on the Cu sites out to at least 5 lattice parameteng fa@ra the Zn impurity as well as
“enhanced antiferromagnetic spin correlations” [4].

Our localized charge pile-up model was based on a Zn-induced Cu &€lRespeak, which
we suggested may be associated with the localized spin asomédy NMR measurements. Julien
et al.[1] claim that attributing the lower NQR frequency from theiZauced satellite peak to a lower
hole concentration is incorrect because of possible “latticettstfd his ignores the experimental
data that show a strong correlation between the hole concentratidhea@di NQR frequency [13-
16]. We do not believe that the results from Cu NQR measuremeatsustiferromagnetic L&uO,
sample doped with Zn [18] proves that our use of the experimentalatmnebetween the Cu NQR
frequency and hole concentration is invalid as suggested by &iliah [1]. This correlation is
supported by a recent theoretical study that showed that the Qucdietd gradient is dominated by
large positive and negative effects arising from the Cu 3datsband virtual hoping from the
neighboring oxygen ions to the unoccupied Cu 4d orbitals [17].

Our Cu spin-spin relaxation data do not support the existence of the “edhanc
antiferromagnetic spin correlations” assumed by Judieml. [4]. We found that the value of the
Gaussian componenf’T,;, from Cu sites that are not nearest-neighbor to the Zn impurity is
comparable to that observed in pure YBaOs where it has been argued tha&fT is weighted by
X'(q) about q=Q,-, where Q,c is the antiferromagnetic wavevector. Therefore, our data are
consistent with the absence of anhancementf the antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations for all sites
that are not next-nearest-neighbor to the Zn impurity sif(€& ) remainsunchanged

We previously showed that our model is supported by the functional depemdeheespin-

echo intensity on the time between thg andt;; pulses, which is different for the satellite and main



peak [2]. Unfortunately Julieet al. have misrepresented our arguments concerning the spin-spin
relaxation rate/°°T, [1]. We agree with Julieat al. that the interpretation df, takes only the, 'l

term into account. Consequently the equationTfgr which we quoted in our paper (equation 5 in ref.
2), takes only this term into account. But it should also be cleathhg/'l, term only contributes to
T,c if both spins (iand j) are flipped by the refocusing radio-frequency-pulse (RF-pulderefore
they have to be within the excitation window of the RF-pulse. In our pepeddressed these spins
with the terminologyike spins This terminology is also used by other researchers [19-21].

By considering*Cu NMR and NQR datd?y NMR data as well as recent specific heat data
we show below that the Juliezt al. model [4] is not the only possible interpretation of the overall
effect of Zn in YBaCw,Os.

Experimental Details

Samples of YBACu,,Zn,)s0g Were synthesized by standard repeated solid-state reaction and
pellets of approximately 1 g were studied by high-precision diffedespecific heat measurements as
described elsewhere [22,23]. Although the samples were apparenthoffrisepurity phases as
indicated by x-ray powder diffraction the present specific heasunements are extremely sensitive
to magnetic impurities at low temperatures and a weak anamsabciated with residual,BaCuQ
was observed at 17 K on top of the bulk electronic specific headtBasCu,Os. In addition a weak
Schottky term was found at low temperature associated withspi@s from residual BaCyOThe
data reported below has the Schottky term, with its well-defieasgbérature and field dependence,

removed.

Results, Analysis and Discussion

Julienet al.[1] state that comments by Ite al.[24] are “complementary” to those that they
have presented. We question this statement. It should be madéatdéohiet al. did not make any
criticism of our work. Itohet al. [24] presented a different interpretation of the Cu NQR data where
they assumed a wipe-out of the Cu NQR signal near the Zn imaumdtya non-unique model of the
Cu spin-lattice relaxation rate. However, similar to us and Iskidal. [25], they observed a
distribution of Cu spin-lattice relaxation rates that was not regdyy Julieret al. [4]. Since Julien
et al.[1] refer later in their Comment to possible wipe-out of the CiRMignal near the Zn impurity,
it is apparent that it is this new assumption that Judieal. [1] believe is a comment on our work.
This assumption was also used by Ouwetzal. [26] who are referenced by Juliem al. [1] in their
Comment, in an unpublished NMR report on Li-doped XBgO- 5. It should be noted that a wipe-
out to the spatial extent now being assumed was not mentioned in the earlier repoen®t aulj4].

Itoh et al. [24] use a complicated statistical model and deduce that the Gudigpal is
completely wiped-out for Cu sites that ar§ 2" and 3' nearest-neighbors from the Zn impurity.

However, they later state that “.. one should be careful with the resuitsritensity analysis.”. In the



same paragraph they state that the safest conclusion is thsat#ilte peak comes from the Zn
neighbor sites and the main peak arises from Cu sites thabarear the Zn impurity. This is the
same conclusion that we had reached [2]. It should be noted that tbe-fialihing” wipe-out model
used by Itotet al.[24] is unrealistic. It assumes a complete wipe-out of the ghakfrom the T, 2™
and 3 nearest neighbors to the Zn impurity and a complete recoveridof'tand greater nearest
neighbors. It is then assumed that some “lattice effect” causb#t in the resonance frequency for
the 4" nearest neighbor Cu site leading to a satellite peak, whishtisxperienced by thé"sand
greater nearest-neighbors. Itehal. [24] are aware of the problems with this model. Specifically, a
wipe-out of the Cu NQR intensity should be accompanied by a more gradoaéry of the Cu NQR
intensity for more-distant Cu sites. Thus, the spin-spin decay shouttbteerapid for the satellite
peak. Unfortunately, this is not observed [2]. Rather, the spin-spity decdower for the satellite
peak, which we have shown is consistent with the satellite pésikgafrom the Cu sites that are
nearest-neighbor to the Zn impurity.

We have performed new Cu NQR measurements on(€Ba.Zn,)4Og for Zn concentrations
of up to 10 % per planar Cu site [27]. In the model of Ebll. [24] the total intensity for the 10 %
Zn per planer Cu sample should be reduced to ~20 % of that in the pureucoimpaich is not
observed. As we have mentioned previously [2], the ratio of the ateshmtensity from the satellite
to the main peak is consistent with the satellite peak arisorg the Cu sites that are nearest-
neighbor to the Zn impurity. This is evident in figure 1 where thi®ris plotted for our samples
(solid circles) and the reported results from lathal. (open circles [24]). The expected ratios were
calculated by randomly placing Zn on a 4@00 lattice to represent the Cu@ane. We find that our
data and the data of Itaét al. are consistent with the satellite peak arising from Cis shat are
nearest-neighbor to the Zn impurity (solid curve). However, the model suggestet &éydl. (dashed
curve) does not fit the experimental data. It is clear that @dehprovides a better description of the
data.

Julienet al. [4] have suggested that Zn inducenhancedantiferromagnetic correlations”

leading to enhanced antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations and an inciead¢®*T,T at low

temperatures, wher#®°T, is the Cu spin-lattice relaxation rate. We show below thatl 5t T data,

as well as new electronic heat capacity data are consigtbra partial filling in of the normal-state
pseudogap and no enhanced antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations.

Our Cu spin-lattice relaxation rate data from NQR measuranmmentyBa(Cu,.,Zn,).Og are
plotted above Jin figure 2a as™T,T, along with data for pure YB&wOs from other researchers
[28-30]. We have previously shown that’T,T from YBaCwOs can be modeled by
TT =a,(T +3)/ x(T) where x,(T) is the static spin susceptibility, an#i=0 [31]. While this

relation can be derived from the Millis, Monien and Pines (MMP) m{g#, it represents the



assumption used in the NMR community that the antiferromagnetic fBmituation spectrum
increases with decreasing temperature in the superconducting sufitaéeincrease if°T,T at low
temperatures arises from the normal-state pseudogap. It has fgeed @hat the normal-state
pseudogap exists in both the spin and charge spectrum [33]. In the absdheenofmal-state
pseudogag”T.T is expected to follow the dashed line in figure 2a. Within this gné¢ation, if there
is an enhancement of the antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations themxiperimental data from
YBay(Cu.xZny)40g should lie below that of the dashed line. However, this does not occthveaddta

can be accounted for by a partial filling in of the normal-state pseudogap.

Since d =0 for YBaCuwOs, it is possible from the relatiGi,T = a,(T +9)/ x,(T) to deduce

the temperature dependence pf(T), which is proportional td/®*T,. For this reasonl/*’T, is
shown in figure 2b for temperatures abovdor YBax(Cuy,Zn,)40s. It is clear that the effect of Zn on
sites that are not nearest-neighbor to the Cu sites avemg@es dffective partial filling in of the
normal-state pseudogap.

Zn-induced filling of the normal-state pseudogap is also evidehtiddta of figure 2c. Here

we plot S,,/T where S, is the electronic entropy for a pure YBa,Os sample and a sample with

4% Zn per planar Cu. The normal-state region is shown by the solidsc&y is obtained from the

measured electronic heat capaci@, using the thermodynamic relatio@,, =T(%S_F'). For high

temperature superconducting cuprates, it has been shownSgHat=a, x, [33] where a, is
Wilson’s ratio for nearly free independent electrons. Th8s$/T is proportional to y;.
Consequently, the data in figure 2c is analogous to that in figure 2hlsméhows a Zn-induced
filling in of the normal-state pseudogap.

Julien et al. [1] claim that their model is supported BY¥ NMR measurements on
YBay(CuxZny) 40 and present data from unpublished work at 50 K that we do not have tcd&'es
show below that their model [1,4] does not describe’®UNMR data on YB&Cu,..Zn,)Os and the
new more localized moment model [1] will lead to multi-p&@u NMR spectra.

For this purpose we model tH8Y and ®*Cu NMR spectra from various experimental
publications using a Hamiltonian that comprises only magnetic t&kfasstart by noting that tH8y

and®Cu NMR spectra can be constructed from the Shasty-Mila-Ricgltdaian [34]. This leads to
a hyperfine field at eactlY site that can be written d%i, j) = ZD <s>(i+d,j+d,k) where the
sum is overd,d =01 and k =12 to represent the two Cu@lanes,<s> is the thermal average
spin, andD is the®Y hyperfine coupling constant (-0.39 T [50]). At eddBu site the hyperfine field
can be written af(i, j)=A<s>(,j)+ BZ< s>(i+d,j+J)whered,g =-11, A=-33 T, and

B =8 T [35] for the c-axis parallel to the applied magnetic fieldB.cpimilar to Walstedet al. [5],



the NMR spectra are constructed using two dimensional latii¢éesuse two200x 200 matrices to
represent the 2 Cuy(lanes. The Zn atoms were randomly distributed throughout the 2 dadtick
< s> was calculated about each Zn atom using the models discussed Letdar. 18 Julienet al.

[4] we assume thak s> (i,]j) is additive at each Cu site. The spectra were constructed from

Gaussian’s.
To check that this model can simulate the NMR data we useshthe model as Walsteelt
al. [7] and simulated theif’Cu NMR data from measurements on Y@k eZnoo)s0.. They

assumed a local moment on the Zn site that induces a spin dengigtiosahat can be written as
<s>(i, ) =y(—1)i+"Zexp(—(i2 + ) 1(4€?) where & is the antiferromagnetic correlation length
divided by the average ab-plane lattice parameter. The parametentains the local moment on the

Zn site and can be written gg= —J()(O/,uBZ)(,Bl’Z/E)<‘< S >/(16m) where J is the exchange
energy, X, is the host-band uniform susceptibility; is the Bohr magnetons is a scale parameter

and< S > is related to the thermal average spin. The local monfgnt,used by Walstedit al.[7]

was assumed to be f; and<S > can be written ax S >= (PeﬁzB) /(g5 3KT) . We were able
to model their®®Cu NMR linewidth data and produce simil&iCu NMR spectra for c||B with
<s>(i,j)) =V (BIT)(-)" T exp(i® + j*)/(4£?)), where y'=0.0052 and B=7.5 T. We used the
same value of used by Walstedtt al.[7] (£ = 125) and intrinsic linewidths of 0.01 T. It should be

noted that for the ab-plane parallel to applied magnetic field,,abB#.8 T [35]. Thus this model
produces &°Cu NMR linewidth for c||B that is larger than that for ab||Bng2quently, the statement
by Julienet al. [4] that a largef*Cu NMR linewidth for c||B when compared with ab||B “.. confirms
without any detailed model that the staggered component of the nzagioetiis dominant” is not
correct.

Julienet al. [1] assume a spatial dependence fg > which can be approximated from

figure 1a of ref. [1] by,
<s>(i,j) = -y (BIT)(-)' " exp(-(i* + j2)* I1y), (1]

where r, is a parameter that defines the extent of their local momérg.model can qualitatively

reproduce theif®Cu NMR spectra at 80 K in figure 1d of ref [4] from NMR meamegts on
YBay(Clp.99ZN0.01)306.7, With 1, greater than ~2.7. Julieat al. [4] state that the local moment per Zn

is proportional to the sum oks>(i,j). They now use a more localizeds> (i, j) to fit their
unpublished®Y and ®*Cu NMR from NMR measurements on Y@y 0oZNo.00940s, Wherer, is
~1.53 as estimated from figure la of ref. [1]. While this modellead to a broadening of tff&Cu



NMR spectra, a problem arises when it is applied t6*h&IMR data. We [6] and Mahajaat al. [5]
showed that 3 peaks are clearly visible in fif¢ NMR data from YB&Cu.Zn);0;5 and
YBay(Cu.,.Zn),0s. This is apparent in figure 3b where ¥ magic angle spinning (MAS) NMR
spectrum at 132 K and 11.71 T from YB2Ug 982200179405 iS plotted [6]. However, the model of
Julienet al. [1,4] only produces one additional peak as can be seen in figure 3bmihatsin was
obtained withy'=0.073 and an intrinsié®y MAS NMR linewidth of 8 ppm. The resultant spatial

dependence ok s> (i,0) can be seen in figure 3a (dashed curve). Thus, while the modelesfeluli

al. [1,4] will produce broadening of the mdity NMR peak as reported by Mahajanal, it does not
provide a good representation of do¥ MAS NMR data. If the claim by Julieet al. [1] that their
colleagues [5] used a similar spatial dependence f to fit %y NMR data from YBa(Cu,.
«ZN,)3075 is correct, it would mean that the analysis by Mahajaal. [5] is flawed because the model
does not provide a good representation of the experimental data.

We previously showed that it is possible to describe®®UMAS NMR data [6] using the
model of Mahajaret al. [5], where local moments on the nearest-neighbor Cu sites amaetisWe
now consider the effect of an induced local moment of the form now edsloynJulieret al. [1,4].
Assuming that a Zn-induced moment exists, &> is given by equation 1, we find that gy

MAS NMR spectra can be modeled with'= 020, r, = 054 and an intrinsic linewidth of 25 ppm

(solid curve figure 3b). The resultasits > is plotted in figure 3a (solid curve) at 132 K. The value of

<s>(i,0) for i =2 is 15% of that fori =1 and hence this leads to a large local moment on the four

nearest-neighbor Cu sites to the Zn impurity, which is consistent with our eadlgsia [6].

The reason why the Julien al. model [4] fails to reproduce ofitY MAS NMR is due to the
assumed extended nature of a local moment. This is clearly altiedtin figure 4 where th&Y
hyperfine field ratio between the nearest neigHBérsite and the next nearest neighBdf site is

plotted against, where<s> from equation 1 was used. For simplicity we consider an isolated Zn

impurity and a bulk Knight shift of zero. The nearest-neighBérsite leads to a satellite with the
largest®®Y NMR shift and the next-nearest-neighfY site leads to a satellite closer to the main
peak that is seen in the raw data in figure 3b. The experimatitaig 2.5, while the Julieat al.[1]
model produces a ratio near 7. A similar analysis of the dptatesl by Bobrofet al.[36] from %Y
NMR measurements on YB&U 90ZNg 01)30s 64 reVeals an experimental ratio of ~3.25 at 132 K. From
figure 4 it can be seen that this leads tg &f 0.56. The ratio is even lower at a temperature of ~75 K
(~2.25) and implies an even more localized moment.

We have also modeled the unpublisfidtiand®*Cu NMR data from NMR measurements on
YBay(Cuy..Zn,)4O0g With a low Zn concentration of 1 % Zn per planar Cu site thatnJetial. present
in figure 1 of their Comment [1]. TheffyY NMR simulation at 14 T and 50 K can be reproduced with

equation 1, their, of 1.53, y'=0.051 and an intrinsic linewidth of 82 ppm as can be seen in figure



5b (dashed curve). However, it should be noted that there is no additional second peak at ~&s0065 T
claimed by Julieret al[1]. As we have shown above, the model of Juéeal[4] only produces one
satellite peak and not the two peaks seen at higher Zn conamrgrailihe absolute value of
<s>(i,0) is plotted in figure 5a (dashed curve) at 14 T and 50 K.

The resultanf®Cu NMR simulation is plotted in figure 5c (dashed curve) using aimsit
linewidth of 0.04 T but the spectrum is multi-peaked and extends outategtbanAB =+ 0.4 T due
to the effect of spin on Cu sites that are near the Zn impufityid assumed that th€Cu NMR

signal is wiped out for(i? + j2)¥2 < 3 then it is possible to obtain simulat®@u NMR spectra with
only one peak. However, this assumption was not made in the originallpapelienet al. [1] and
ltoh et al. only assumed wipe-out fofiZ + j?)¥? < 2. If this is the new assumption of Julienal.
then their original report [4] is disputable because their assuntpadtheir Cu NMR data proves the
existence of an extended staggered moment involves an extrapolaGonsttes for(i? + j%)¥? <3

that they do not see. Furthermore, we do not observe a wipe-out of i@ signal to the extent
suggested by ltolet al. [24]. Therefore, the staggered moment model of Judieal. [4] is not a
consistent or viable interpretation of the NMR data.

It is possible to model the new unpublished data of Jelieni. [1] from *Y and®*Cu NMR
measurements on YR&u,.Zn,)4O0g with 1 % Zn per planar Cu site using a localized moment model
with an additional small induced spin density oscillation. Howeveneashow below this also leads
to multiple ®“Cu NMR peaks. We use <s>=-)'(B/T)(-1)"" exp(i®+ j5)Y?/ry,) +
¥, (BIT)(-D)™ exp(i® + j?)"?/r,,) where y;'= 020, 1y, =04, y,'=0.0052, r,, =3, an intrinsic
Y linewidth of 82 ppm and an intrinsféCu linewidth of 0.04 T. The first term represents a local
moment and the second term represents a small induced spin paaritaten be seen in figure 5b
and 5c that this< s> reproduces th& NMR spectra (solid curve) and leads to broadeti€d
NMR spectra (solid curve). Unfortunately, the predicted Cu NMRtapecis again multi-peaked,
which is not seen in the experimental data of Judieal. [1]. Note that the spatial dependence of
<s> (solid curve figure 5a) is still dominated by Cu sites that mearest-neighbor to the Zn
impurity. In this model the firsY NMR satellite peak is to the right of the main peak. Howethes
peak is merged with the main peak because Jatiah have presented data only at a low temperature
(50 K) that is below I While Julienet al. do not quote Jfor their sample, Itolet al. report a T of
68 K for a sample with the same impurity content. Thus, the experimentéiuspenay be broadened
by flux penetration. In the model of Juliet al. the Zn-induced broadening follows a Curie-Weiss-
like temperature-dependence and hence the spectra would be narrtwghieatemperatures where
the first satellite peak would then be evident in {he NMR data. Finally, the spectrum would be

even narrower if Julieat al.had performed MAS rather than stdfi¢ NMR measurements.



If we ignore the serious problem of the predicted multi-peaked CR Bpéctra, it is possible
to show that this local moment and small induced spin polarization model can provide entefices
of our ¥ MAS NMR spectra at 132 K and plotted in figure 3b (dotted curdes)his case the
magnitude of<s> needs to be increased by a factor of 1.51 to enable a representatiarff

NMR data. It should be noted that the largest contribution to a suns of(i, j) about an isolated Zn

impurity (~96 %) arises forr < V2 and hence within this interpretation the local moment is
predominately on the nearest neighbor Cu sites. Unfortunately, this amadi¢he model of Julieet
al. [1,4] requires an intrinsi®Y MAS NMR linewidth that is much larger than that found in the pure
compound or at higher temperatures [6]. Thus, this model also does not @duitdescription of
the temperature-dependence of theMAS NMR linewidth.

Julienet al. [1] refer to recent unpublished work by Ouaril. [26] as providing support for
their model of an extended Zn-induced staggered moment. The work to thbicrefer concerns Li-
doped YBaCu;0;5 and involves a different interpretation of the data than that prb\pdeviously

[36]. They assume & s> (i, j) involving exponentials (figure 4 inset in reference [26]) obtained
from fitting their’O NMR linewidth data. For up to 8 lattice parameters this Histion can be fitted

to <s>(i,j) 0-[48(-1)"" exp((i% + j*)¥?10.365 + (1)) exp((i + j?)*? /386)]. However, this
extended distribution can not fit offty MAS NMR data. Furthermore, this model is different from
that assumed by Juliext al.[1,4].

Conclusion

In conclusion, we have shown that comments by Jetieal. [1] regarding two of our papers
published more that two and a half years ago are not well founded.ticulgay the assertion that
their extended staggered Zn-induced local moment model with a ®dsncement of the
antiferromagnetic spin correlations is the only possible intetpyetaf the data is not correct.

Furthermore, their claim that their model has been “acceptedeians’y seriously overstates the
situation. We have also shown that the increas#fi,T at low temperatures with increasing Zn

concentration in YB&uwOg can be accounted for by a partial filling in of the normal-state pseudogap,
which is supported by electronic heat capacity measurements. Finalaweeshown that their model

as proposed in ref. 1 and ref. 4 is unable to reproduce the wider body ofdliating our®™®y MAS

NMR spectra.
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Figure 1: Plot of the integrate®Cu NQR intensity of the satellite peak divided by the main peak
from YBa&(Cu.,Zn,)40g against the Zn concentration per planar Cu site (2x) at 100 Kd(fiilrcles
[27], open circles [24]. Also shown is the expected ratio if theldatpkak arises from Cu sites that
are nearest neighbor to the Zn impurity (solid curve) or from &g at are nearest neighbor to

the Zn impurity as suggested by Itehal.[24] (dashed curve).
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Figure 2: (a) Plot of ®*TI,T against temperature from the m&iGu NQR peak for YB#Cu;.,Zn,),Os

with x=0.0875 (open circles), x=0.175 (open diamonds), x=0.25 (open up triangles) and x=3125 (ope
down triangles) [2]. Also shown is data for pure ¥YBaOs (filled circles [28], filled squares [29]

and solid curve [30]). The dashed line is the high temperature fihéathe data. (b) Plot af/®°T;

using the same data as in (a). (c) PlotSgff T against temperature for YR&u,..Zn,)40s with x=0

(lower curve) and x=0.02 (upper curve). The solid curves indicateatm#e T and the dashed

curves indicate date below.T
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Figure 3: (a) Plot of the absolute value afs> (1,0) at 132 K and 11.71 T against the position in the

Cu sublattice where the Zn atom is at the origin for the Jeli@h model [1] (dashed curve), and the
local moment model (solid curve) as described in the text. The idat one dimensional
representation of the absolute value<o§>. (b) Plot of the®®y MAS NMR data from YBaCu,.
«ZN,)40g With x=0.0175 at 132 K and an applied magnetic field of 11.71 T [6]. Also shmvtha
spectra expected for the model of Juletnal. (dashed curve [1]), the local moment model (solid

curve) and the local moment model with a small induced spin density oscillation (datteyl ¢
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Figure 4: Plot of the®®Y hyperfine field from the nearest-neightfoy site divided by that from the
next-nearest-neighb8?Y site against the parameter determining the extent of adireed moment

as described in the text.
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Figure 5: (a) Plot of the absolute value &fs> at 50 K and 14 T against the position in the Cu
sublattice where the Zn atom is at the origin for the J@teal. model [1] (dashed curve), and a local
moment model with a small induced spin density oscillation (solide¢uas described in the text. The
data is a one dimensional representation of the absolute valge »f (b) Plot of simulated®Y
NMR data from YBaCu,.,.Zn,)4Og with x=0.005 at 50 K and 14 T expected for the model of Jelien
al. (dashed curve [1]) and the local moment model with a small indpdedesnsity oscillation (solid
curve). The spatial dependence<o§ > in both cases is plotted in (a). (c) Plot of the corresponding
simulated?®Cu NMR data using the Juliest al. model (dashed curve [1]) and the local moment model

with a small induced spin density oscillation (solid curve).



