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The d-vector in possibile spin triplet superconductor N axC o0 »

yH 0 is m icroscopically

investigated on the basis of the m ultiorbital H ubbard m odel including the atom ic spin-orbit
coupling. A s a result of the perturbation theory, we obtain the stable soin triplet supercon—
ductivity where the p-wave and f-wave states can be stabilized. If we neglect the spin-orbit
coupling, superconducting state has 6-fold (3-fold) degeneracy in the pwave (f-wave) state.
T his degeneracy is lifted by the spin-orbit coupling. W e determ ine the d-vector w ithin the lin—
earlized D yson-G orkov equation. It is shown that the d-vector is always along the plane when
the pairing sym m etry is p-wave, while it depends on the param eters in case ofthe f-wave state.
T he lifting of degeneracy is signi cant in the p-wave state while i is very am all in the f-wave
state. This isbecause the rst order tem w ith respect to the spin-orbit coupling ise ective in
the form er case, while it is Ine ective In the latter case. T he consistency of these resuls w ith

NMR and SR m easurem ents are discussed.

KEYW ORDS: NaxCoO»

1. Introduction

T he unconventional superconductivity in strongly cor—
related system s hasbeen one of the central issues in the
condensed m atter physics. For exam ple, heavy ferm ion
superconductors,’’) high-T. cuprates,?) organic supercon—
ductors® and S RUO 4% are cited. Recently, a new su—
perconductorNa,CoO, yHO wasdiscovered by Takada
et al® and the possbility of unconventional supercon—
ductiviy has attracted huge interests.

Im m ediately after the discovery of superconductiviy
in Nay,CoO, yHO , the symm etry of superconductiv—
iy has been studied by many experin ental m easure—
mentsf1® W hile some controversial results exist,'®
most of them have indicated the non-s-wave super-
conductivity. For exam ple, the absence of coherence
peak In NMR 1=T;T%?® and the power low behaviors
in 1=T1T%° and speci c heat*'® are evidences Hor
the anisotropic pairing. R ecently, a m agnetic phase has
been discovered in the neighborhood of superconducting
phase 1?29 Thisobservation clearly indicates the in por—
tance of electron correlation which generally leads to the
non-s-w ave superconductivity.

T hese experin ental Indications have accelerated the—
oretical studies on the superconductivity in Na,CoO ,
yH,0 . In the st stage, the e ect of frustration stim u—
lated m any interests since Na,CoO , vHO has layered
structure constructed by the trdangular lJattice. The RV B
theory has been applied to the triangular lattice?!(?%
and concluded the spin singlet d-w ave superconductivity.
Som e authors have pointed out the frustration of charge
ordering at theelectron llingn = 4=323) and the f-wave
superconductivity due to the charge uctuation hasbeen
discussed 2°72®) Recently, the RVB theory has been ap-
plied to the m ultiorbialm odel and concluded the spin
triplet superconductivity 2’

A nother theoretical approach is based on the pertur-
bation expansion from the weak coupling region which

yH 20 ; sphh tripkt superconductiviy; m ultiorialm odel; d-ector

inclides the perturbation theory,”®’ random phase ap—
proxin ation,?” FLEX approxin ation®®’ and perturba—
tive renom alization group 3! Som e authors have taken
account of the Fem isurface 0ofNa,CoO, vyHO partly,
and concluded the f-wave superconductiviy,®®) g-wave
superconductiviy,??) iwave superconductiiy’? and
nearly degeneracy between d-and f-wave superconduc-
tivities )

A Ihough these theoriesexcept forR efs. 27 and 29 have
assum ed single-orbital m odels, the conduction band in
NayCoO, yHO has orbital degeneracy, as pointed out
by K oshibae et al>* The conduction band m ainly con—
sists of three tyg-orbitals In C o ionswhich hybridize w ith
O 2p-orbials.T herefore, it ishighly desired that the pair-
Ing symm etry in this m aterial is exam ined on the basis
of the multiorbitalm odel.

For this purpose, we have constructed a three-orbital
Hubbard m odelw hich appropriately reproduces the elec-
tronic structure obtained in the LDA caloulations,®* (39
and we have analyzed i on the basis of the FLEX
approxin ation®”) and perturbation theory3®) Then, we
have obtained som e notable results which are summ a—
rized as llows. (i) The spin triplt superconductiviy
is stable unless the Hund’s rule coupling is very sm all.

(i1) The pwave state and f-wave state are nearly de—
generate ow Ing to the orbital degree of freedom . (iif)
There is a nearly ferrom agnetic spin correlation along
the plane which stabilizes the spin triplet pairing. This
is consistent with recent neutron scattering m easure—
m ents which have reported the anti-ferrom agnetic or-
der w ith stacking ferrom agnetic plane3?) (i) The ver—
tex correction whose im portance has been pointed out
or SpRU0 44941 isnot in portant n NayCoO,  yHO .
(v) The two of three orbitals, nam ely ) -doublkt are es-
sential for the superconductivity. T he orbitatdependent—
superconductivity proposed for SR u0 442 ispartly Jis-
ti ed n NgCoO, yHO . (vl However, the orbital de—
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generacy in €)-doublet is particularly in portant because

the singleorbial approxin ation arti cially suppresses
the p-w ave superconductivity. Thispoint is in sharp con—
trast to Sr,Ru0 4 where the single-orbitalapproxin ation

is valid 2% In this sense, NayCoO, yHO is a typical
m ultiorbial superconductor in d-electron system .

O ne ofthe interesting sub fects in the m ultiorbital su—
perconductor is the role of spin-orb it coupling. T his issue
isparticularly in portant in the spin triplet superconduc—
tivity which has an intemal degree of freedom described
by the d~vector.?3 %) Ifwe neglect the spin-orbit couplng
as In the previous studies,’” 3% the 6-Hld (3-H1d) degen-
eracy ram ains In the pwave (f-wave) state at T = T..
T herefore, we have to take into account the spin-orbit
coupling to determ ine the pairing state. T he goalofthis
paper is to clarify the role of soin-orbit coupling and m i~
croscopically determm ine the dvector in NayCoO, yHO .

T he d-vector is particularly im portant to discuss the
Knight shift m easurem ent which has been a powerfiil
m ethod to determ ine the pairing symm etry*® This is
because the m agnetic susceptbility in spin triplet su—
perconductor signi cantly depends on the direction of
d~vector. A though m any experim ents have been per-
form ed to determ ine the pairing sym m etry in Na,C o0 ,
yH,0 ,611® there is any conclusive evidence neither for
the soin triplet pairing nor for the soin singlt pairing.
W e think that this is partly due to the lack of know -
edges on the pairing state expected in the spin triplet
superconductivity. T he results in this paper w ill provide
a clear sub gct for a com parison between the theory and
experin ent.

T he rolke of spin-orbit coupling on the soin triplet su—
perconductivity has been a longstanding problem since
the discovery of heavy fem ion superconductors?*4?
H ow ever, the m icroscopic study has not been perform ed
ow ing to the com plicated electronic structure of heavy
ferm ion system s. T he discussion about the pairing sym —
metry n UPt; still continues*’1*?) partly because there
is no m icroscopic research on the anisotropy of d-vector.
R ecently, we have developed a m icroscopic theory on the
d~vector and applied to S,RUO 4 2% The present study
onNa,Co0O, yHO providesa contrasting exam ple and
we expect that these studies on the d-electron system s
w ill lead to a system atic understanding including the £—
electron system s.

T his paper is organized as follow s. In x2, we introduce
the three-orbital Hubbard m odel incluiding the atom ic
spn-orbit coupling and derive the two-orbial H ubbard
m odel Iike i the previous study>® The pairing symm e~
try allowed in thism odelisclassi ed in x3.T he linearized
D yson-G orkov equation In the muliorbial m odel in—
cliding the spin-orbit coupling is developed in x4.1. In
x4 2, the pairing state is determm ined on the basis of the
second order perturbation theory.W e show that the role
of spin-orbit coupling is quite di erent between the p-
w ave superconductivity and f-wave one. Thisdi erence
is illum inated by show ing the splitting of T, In x4 3. W e
show that the d-vector in the p-wave state is strongly

xed against them agnetic eld, whilk that in the f-wave
state is xed weakly. In x4 .4, we discuss the cross-over
from the weak spin-orbit coupling region W relke-
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vant for Na,CoO , yHO to the strong spin-orbit cou-
pling region W . A lthough the latter is unrealistic
for Na,C o0, yHO , this analysis will be useful or a
uni ed understanding incliding the heavy fem ion su—
perconductors. In x5, we sum m arize the com parisonsbe—
tween Na,CoO, yHO and SrRuO 4. Som e discussions

are given in the last section x6.

2. Spin-Orbit Coupling in M ulti-O rbital H ub-
bard M odel

First of all, we introduce a three-orbital Hubbard
m odel including the spin-orbit coupling from which a
two-orbitalm odel are derived later. W e consider a two—
din ensionalm odelw hich representsC o ionson the trian-—
gular Jattice.W e have constructed a tightbinding m odel
for Co tg-orbitals which reproduces the results of LDA
calculations3” By adding the spin-orbit coupling tem
and Coulomb interaction temm , the three-orbital Hub-—
bard m odel is obtained as,

H3=Ho+ Hys+ Hy; 1)
X X
Ho= ta;b;i;jc\il;a;scj;b;s; @)
i;is ab
X
His= 2 LiSi; 3)
i
X X X X
Hi=1T Nia;"Nia 4 + U 0 NiaNip
i a i a>b
X X 1
J—I (ZS i;aS ib + Eni;ani;b)
i a>b
X X
+J Cz;a;# C\il;a;" Cip;" Cijos# + (4)
i a6b

Here, the indices i and j denote the sites in the realspace
and indices a and b denote the orbitals. W e assign the
dyxy dyz—and dy,orbitalstoa= 1,a= 2and a = 3,
respectively.

The rsttem Hy isatightbinding H am itonian where
tap;i;5 are determ ined according to the symm etry of or-
bitalsand lattice. T he dispersion relation expected in the
LDA calculation is reproduced by assum ing nine hopping
param eters from t; to ty aswellasthe crystal eld split—
ting e, which arises from the distortion of octahedron.
For instance, we assume t4;1;;1 a = G tl;l;i;i b = tr
B Y.4.44 @ b Y, G0 22 = By
t2;37i;i 2a = G tz;3;i;i @ b = &, 1—1.;3;i;i @ b = B
and tl;z;i;i a.b) = ty . W e denote the basis of triangular
Jattice as a= ( §=2; 1=2) and b= (0;1) and we choose
the lattice constant as a unit length. T he other hopping
m atrix elam entst, 4,;4;; are cbtained by the sym m etry op—
eration. Since t3 is lJargest am ong t, , we choose the uni
ofenergy as ty3 = 1 throughout this paper. W e describe
H o ih the m atrix representation as,

X A
AR NS
k;s
where é}y(;s = ((.‘{(;1;5;%;2;5;(%’(;3;5) is a vector representa—
tion of Fourder transform ed creation operatorsw ith soin
s.Them atrix elem ent of ' (k) hasbeen given in Refs. 37

341 a

Ho= ©)
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and 38.

In order to clarify the nature of superconductiviy in
this m odel, it is useful to introduce a non-degenerate
ajg-orbital and doubly-degenerate eg—oﬂ:)jtals. They are
de ned as,

1
jalg>=p—§(j><y>+j><2>+ij>); (6)
. 1 .

Byil>= 19—5(}<Z> Ky >)i (7)
. 1 . .
Jag;2>=1e—€(2y2> Kz> Ry >): 8)

T he orbitaldependent-superconductivity in NayCoO ,
yH,0 occurs in this basis as shown in Refs. 37 and 38.
W e choose a basis of €)-orbitals di erent from Ref. 38
In order to sim plify the ollow ing notations. By choosing
the basis wave function as egs. (6-8), the tight-binding
Ham iltonian is transform ed to be,

& H0d i
k;s

Ho= 9)

through the unitary transform ation. Here, d/}{{'s =

(dk, 1;s dk, 2;S dk i3is WheIEdk de,s and dk 3,s

creation operators of 14 >, ;eg 1 > and #y;2 >-
orbitals, respectively.

W e choose the caxis as a quantization axis of soin
for a convenience of llow Ing discussion. By choosing
the basis finctions as egs. (6-8), we obtain a sinpli ed
expression for the atom ic spin-orbit coupling term H g
as,

X
Hys = d/i," d?(;#
3
0 1
0o 0 0 0 i
E 0 0 i
0 i 0 1 "
B k .
E o i 1 o0 8 4 40
8 i 0 0 0 i A
1 0 0 O i 0

Interestingly, the m atrix elem ent ofeq. (10) is the sam e
as that in SBpRUO 4 2% Therefore, we can discuss the
role of spin-orbi coupling in NayCoO , yHO in anal-
ogy with SrnRuO,. Note that the basis wave function
in SpRuO 4 is dyy— dy,— and d,x-orbials, while that is
Big > s By;1> and gy;2 > -orbitalsin Nay,CoO, yHO.
This di erence arises from the position of apex oxy-—
gens. W hile an apex of RuO ¢ octahedron is along the
caxis, allofapex oxygens in C o0 4 octahedron are tilted
from the caxis.W hen we consider them atrix elem ent in
eq. (10), the dyyorbital n SrRUO 4 corresponds to the
ajg-orbital in NayCoO, yHO , while the d,,—and d,x—
orbitals correspond to the ) -doublet. Tt is expected that
the dy,-orbial is responsble for the superconductivity
in SKBRUO 4,'%%% whilke the superconductivity ism anly
caused by the e)-doublet N Na,Co0, yHO *'**® Thus,
these tw o m aterdals provide contrasting exam ples of soin
triplet superconductors.

The coupling constant2 in Hps hasbeen estim ated as
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57m ev >?) Thisvalie correspondsto = 0:17 in ourunit
ifwe choose the band width W 9 = 156V according
to the LDA calculations. Since this estin ation has som e
am biguities, we Investigate the range from = 005 to

= 025.In this range, the e ect of spin-orbi coupling
on theband structure isvery an all.T here isa hole pocket
enclosing the -point and six hole pockets near the K —
points, which are consistent w ith LD A calculations34139)
The fomer (a;qFem i surface) mainly consists of the
ajg-orbitaland the latter (egFem isurface) m ainly con—
sists of the &J-orbitals.

From theanalysisofthree-orbitalH ubbard m odelw ith

= 0,>73% we have und that the superconductivity is
m ainly induced by the ) -orbitalsand the a;4-orbitalcan
be sim ply ignored to discuss qualitative features of super-
conductivity. T herefore, w e derive a tw o-orbitalH ubbard
m odelby sin ply dropping the a;g-orbitalas,

(2) 2)
He=Hy +H ;7 (11)
) A
Hoo = & H@kisay (12)
ks
) X X2 X X
H T = U Niza;mNiza ;4 + U Ni;aNip
i a=1 i a>b
X X 1
& @S aSip+ Eni;ani;b)
i a>b
X X
+J all'f;a;# az;a;" Qizb;" Aok ¢ 3)
i asb

Here, we have Introduced a tw o com ponent vectorai =

;

v s .
(dk;z;s’dk;3;s) and 2 2 m atrix
0 0 ;
22 ey — ei; k) e, k) 1S
H k;s) = 6201(k)+ is ezoz(k) (14)

Here, €} k) is cbtained from eg. (9) as &) k) =
H k)i 1,541 where H(k)y;5 is the matrix element of
H k). & should be noticed that the o -diagonalm a—
trix elem ents connecting up and down spins in eq. (10)
vanish. T his m eans that the operators Ly and Ly have
no m atrix elem ent in the H ibert space expanded by eg—
orbitals. T herefore, only the soin-orb it coupling along the
zaxis ise ective in the two-orbialm odel T his fact re-
m arkably sin pli es the calculation and provides a clear
understanding for the results in x4.

The second tem In eq. (11) descrbes the on-site
Coulomb interactions incluiding the intra-orbital repul-
sion U, inter-orbital repulsion U % Hund’s rule coupling
Jz and pair hopping tem J.W e in pose the relations
U =1U% Jy + J and Jy = J throughout this paper.
The Coulomb Interaction tem is invariant for the uni-
tary transform ation w ith respect to the orbital ow ing to
these relations.

In thispaper, w e investigate the d-vectorin Na,C o0 ;
yH,0 on the basis of the two-orbital H ubbard m odel in
eq. (11). According to Refs. 37 and 38, we choose the
hopping param eters as,

titititsiteititsit) =
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a01;02;03; 02; 005;02;02; 025): @15)

wherea = 06 1 is consistent w ith LDA calculations.
W e choose a smallvalue ofa= 0% in thispaper. This is

because the elctric DO S in e;Fem i surface decreases

by neglecting the a;4-orbialand this arti cial decrease
is com pensated by decreasing a.W ede ne the num berof
holes in the tw o-orbitalm odelasn, which correspondsto

the area of ¢;Fem i surface. A ccording to the chem ical
analysis,®>%%) the totalnumber ofholsisn= 04 05
which is di erent from n = 067 In the parent m ate—
rialNag.33C00,. Since 0 e n, we investigate the
rangene = 0:05 0:35.W e have found thatn. isan In —
portant param eter for the superconductivity rather than

n 38 T he superconducting instability is signi cantly sup—
pressed when no = 0.For nite n, the superconduct—
ing T, slightly increasesw ith the Increase of crystal eld
splitting e. which leads to the increase ofn. 2¢5% The

recent NM R m easurem ent has con m ed an im portant
roke of e, 1°) W e show a typical Fem i surface of two—
orbitalm odelin Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. Fem i surface in the two-orbital Hubbard m odel (solid
lines) . W e have shown the Femm isurface of ajg-orbital which is
determm ined as HAO(k)n = 0 (thin dashed line). T he thick
dashed line is the st Brillouin zone of triangular lattice. T he
param eters are chosen to be = 0:17,a= 0:6, ne = 021 and
n= 0:5.

Tt should be noted that ARPE S m easurem ents*®'37) for
non-superconducting NayCoO, observed the a;gFem i
surface, but the e;Femn i surface has not been found.
T his observation in plies ne = 0 which contradicts w ith
our basic assum ption, namely a nite value ofn.. Our
analysis on the three-orbital H ubbard m odel has shown
that the superconductivity is hardly stabilized when
n. = 0°% This resul inplies that the e;Fem i sur-
face exists in the superconducting m aterials as expected
In LDA calculations. The increase of n. is actually ex—
pected in superconducting m aterials because the H,0
m olecules ncrease the crystal eld splitting ¢, as shown
by the NM R m easurem ent.!”)

3. Classi cation ofthe Pairing State

Before the m icroscopic analysis, we classify the sym —
m etry of pairing state In the two-orbitalH ubbard m odel
Including the spin-orbit coupling. F irst, we show the or—
bialpart of soin triplet pairing finction in Table I.T here
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are two wave functions in both p-wave symm etry and f-
wave sym m etry. T he py-w ave and p, -w ave are degenerate
ow Ing to the sym m etry oftriangular Jattice.O n the other
hand, the f; wave and f,-wave are not degenerate.

oY

Px -W ave sin —gkX coslkX
B py W ave sinky + sjnlky coslT3kx
B1 f,-wave sjnn%ky(coslky cosrTEkx)
Bo f,-wave sjnr—3kx(cos§ky cosL—3kx)

Table I. O rbital part of odd-parity pairing function in the tri-
angular lattice. The st column shows the irreducible repre—
sentations ofD g—group . T he second colum n show s the notations
adopted in this paper, w hich are the counterparts ofthe isotropic
system . T he third colum n show s the typicalwave function.N ote
that the wave function obtained in the D yson-G orkov equation
is di erent from the third colum n to som e extent.

The spin part of pairing function is described by the
d-vector as,*3744)

k) k) _ e
g (k) w1 k) dhk)™ y
_ 4 k) + i, k) d, k) . 16)
d, k) dy k) + id, k) )

Since the Cooper pair has spin S = 1, there is a 3-fold
degeneracy In the SU (2) symm etric system . T herefore,
if the spin-orbit coupling is neglected, the degeneracy in
the pwave state is3 2 = 6-©old due to the spin part
and orbitalpart, while that in the f-wave state is 3-od.

Pxy+ PxR+ py¥,PyR  Px¥

Pxy pxR pyyr pyx"' PxyY
Pz (Px jpy)2

Fxy 1R fo9, f22+ £19
F, f12

Table II. Classi cation of the pairing state including the spin—
orbit coupling. The rst colum n show s the notations adopted in
this paper.

Tabl IT shows the classi cation of pairing state for

nite soin-orbit coupling. A ccording to the resuls for

= 0,9 the f,-wave state is not stabilized in the m ulti-
orbital Hubbard m odel. T herefore, we have not shown
the pairing state which is reduced to the f,-wave state
Inthelmi ! 0.Sihcethe spih-orbi coupling < 025
ismuch am aller than the band width W 9,] Jin Fyy—
state ismuch smallerthan 1.

The F,,-state and all of the p-wave states in Tabl IT
are two-din ensional representations. A though the two
pairing states in P,,+ are not degenerate in general**
there rem ainsan addiionaldegeneracy in the two-orbital
Hubbardm odel. T his isbecause them atrix elem ent of L,
and L, vanishes in thism odel. T he sym m etry ofH ubbard
Ham itonian wih = 0isG SUE) T U(@),where
G, SU @), T and U (1) show the symm etries of point
group, soin rotation, tin ereversal and gauge transfor-
m ation, respectively. W hen the spin-orbit coupling ex—
ists, the symm etry is reduced to G U @) T U @.
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Thus, the SU (2) symm etry is violated by the soin-orbit
coupling. However, the U (1) symm etry for the spin ro—
tation in the plane rem ains because L, = Ly, = 0.This
additionalU (1) symm etry is the origin of degeneracy in
P,y+ —state.In the three-orbitalH ubbard m odel (eg. 4)),
the symm etry isreducedtoG T U (1), and the degen—
eracy in the Py, —state is lifted. H ow ever, it is expected
that the lifting of degeneracy is sm allbecause the order
param eter In a;4-orbital is very sm all’?’-3%)

4. D eterm ination ofthe Pairing State

41 Linearized D yson-G orkov equation without SU (2)
symm etry

In this section, we detem ine the pairing state In the
two-orbial Hubbard model by soling the linearized
D yson-G orkov equation w ithin the second order pertur—
bation theory. T he derivation ofD yson-G orkov equation
has been explained in literatures?!) The application to
them ultiorbialm odel ncliding the spin-orbit coupling
hasbeen given in the study of SRUO 4 2% The applica—
tion to the two-orbitalm odel (eq. (11)) is sim pler than
that to SpRu0 4 because the transverse com ponent of
Son-orbit coupling vanishes.

In order to m ake follow ing discussions clear, we intro—
duce a unitary matrix U (k;s) = (i k;s)) which diago—
nalizes ' @ (k;s), nam ely,

E; k) 0
0 E; k)

Here, E; k) E; k) and E; (k) do not depend on the
soIn owing to the tin ereversal symm etry and inver—
sion symm etry. The G reen function ¢ k;s) = @,1

H @ (k;s)) ! is obtained as,

Y k;90H @ ;90 Kk;s) = arn

XZ
u; kjisjuy k;s)G k)i

=1

Gy kis) = 18)

1

whereG ()= T

Fig. 2. (a) D iagram m atic representation of the irreducible vertex
in the particle-particle channel. (be) The second order tem s
w ith respect to the Coulomb interactions (dashed lines). T he
solid line denotes the G reen function having the indices of spin
and orbital.

A s shown In the LDA calculations, the energy band
descrbed by E; (k) crosses the Fem 1 kevel and E; k)
is far below the Fem i kevel. In this case, the supercon—
ducting transition is induced by the Cooper pairing in
the E, (k)-band. T herefore, the linearized D yson-G orkov
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equation is written In temm s of an e ective Interaction
w ithin the E, (k)-band,
X

e sis2 k)= V (k;k%sl;s2;53;54)

k9;s3;s4

By KT s3sa &7 19)

w ih
X
V (k;k%s1;s2;s3;54) =
abcd

Vipea (k;k%551;52;83;84)u k% s3)ugy ( K5s4): (0)

Uy, kisl)u,, ( k;s2)

Here, Vapeq (;k%s1;s2;53;s4) isthe irreduchble vertex in
the particleparticle channelhaving the indices oforbital
and spin (seeFig.2(@)).Becauseof Ly = L, = 0, the z—
com ponent of spin is conserved and V k;k%s1;s2;53;s4)
is nie only if s1 + s2 = s3 + s4. Therefore, the 1in—
earized D yson-G orkov equation is reduced to the eigen-

value equations for ww, wy and 4, respectively.

X

2 k) = Vor (K52 &OF 0 &9; 1)
kO

. X

k) = Voy kKB KOF v kK95 22)
kO
X

Boaw= Ver KB KOF 4 kK95 23)

kO
where Vo (jk0) =V (&K%" """, Vi K0 =
V (k%G #;#:4:4) and Vey k;kO) = V kK% H) +
V ;K% " 4;#;™) . It is notable that the m axin um eigen—
values of egs. (21) and (23) are equivalent. The wave
finctions are related to be 44 k) = e .. (k) where
the phase isarbitrary.

If we neglect the spin-orbit coupling, the m axin um
eigenvalie does not depend on the direction of d-vector
since Vun (k;k% = Vi &;k% = Vg k;k%. However, we

nd " = * 6 ' when is nite. The super-
conducting transition is determm ined by the criterion,

m ax ( ;"; ;#) = 1.1 " > ;#,the Pxy+ 7 Pxy —or

e
F,y—state is stabilized at T = T.,while P,—orF ,-state is
stabilized when [" < [F.

In this paper, we estinate imreducble vertex
Vabea (;k%s1;52;53;s4) up to the second order w ith re—
spect to the Coulomb interaction tem H,* . The dia-
gram m atic representation is shown In Figs. 2 b-e) which
are calculated from the possible com bination ofC oulomb
Interactions and G reen functions. W e num erically solve
the eigenvalue equations or ." and .* and detem ine
the pairing state w ith highest T.. In the follow Ing, we di-
vide the rst Brillbouin zone Into 128 128 IJattice points
and we take 512 M atsubara frequencies for T 0005
and 1024 M atsubara frequencies for 0:002 T < 0005.
W e have con m ed that this size of calculation is su -

cient for the follow ing resuls.

42 d-vector

First, we show the phase diagram of two-orbialH ub—
bard m odel w ithout spin-orbit coupling which willbe a
basis of ollow ing discussions. F igure 3 show s the stable
pairing sym m etry in the phase diagram ofne and Jy . In
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the gure, the intra-orbialrepulsion U is detem ined so
as to obtain T = 0:01 which corresponds to 20K in our
unit. T his tem perature is higher than the observed tran—
sition tem perature T, 5K .H owever, the stabl pairing
symm etry is alm ost lndependent of the tem perature as
shown In Ref. 38.

O, 0 0 0 <O

0. - -
005 01 015 02 025 03 035
ne

Fig. 3. Phase diagram w ithout spin-orbit coupling in the ne-dy
plane. T he solid line is the phase boundary obtained by the in—
terpolation.

Am ongm any param eters in them ultioroitalH ubbard
m odel, the relevant param eter for the pairing symm e—
try is the Hund’s rule coupling Jy and the number of
hoks in e;Fem i surface n.*® Figure 3 is quite sin
lar to the phase diagram ofthreeorbialm odelshown in
Ref. 38.W hen the Hund’s rule coupling is large and/or
ne is an all, the p-wave superconductivity is stabilized.
T he f-wave superconductivity is stabilized for sm all Jy
and/or large n. . The only qualitative di erence betw een
the two-orbital and three-orbitalm odels is that the f-
wave state stabilized or ne < 01 and Jz=U > 02 In
Ref. 38 vanishes In Fig. 3.

035 T T T T T T T T T T T P
° ° ° ° ° ® Txy+
o Fy
0.3 A Jla F,
2
T
ﬁ
0.25 g
o F
02 L 0I .BIo L I0 L 1 L QA.
005 01 015 0.2 025 03 0.35

e

Fig. 4. Phasediagram including the spin-orbit coupling = 0:17.
T he notations 0of Pxy+ , Fxy and F; have been given in Table II.
T he solid line is the phase boundary obtained by the interpola—
tion.

Full Paper

YouichiYanase,M .M otizukiandM asao O gata

W e show the results of d-vector in Fig. 4, where the
T, is xed tobe T.= 0003 6K consistent w ith exper—
In ental value. H ereafter, the param eter U is detem ned
so asto obtain this T..Forexam ple,we obtaln U = 6:57,
U=547andU = 434 in A,B and C In Fig. 4, respec—
tively. Tt is clearly shown that the spin-orbit coupling
stabilizes the P,y+ —state when the pairing symm etry is
pwave. Then, the d-vector is parallel to the plane. On
the other hand, the d-vector in the f-wave sym m etry de—
pends on the param eters, although the F,, -state seem s
to be m ost stable.

In order to understand these results, it is useful to
analyze the role of spin-orbit coupling in a perturbative
way. A Ifhough we have included the spin-orbit coupling
temm into the unperturbed H am iltonian, the perturbative
treatm ent isvalid since ismuch sn aller than the band

width. As a result of perturbation expansion in , the
e ective interaction Vg (k;k°) is written as,
Voo (k%) = v @ ;% + B kY @)

n=1

W e have actually applied this perturbation theory to
SrRuO 4 and shown that the st order temm wvanishes
when the -band ismainly superconducting®® This is
because the hybridization term disappears between dy,—
orbital and dy,— d,x-orbials. However, the rst order
term exists in case of Nay,CoO vHO since the large
hybridization term exists in the ) -doublkt.

Tt iseasy to nd that the rst order term always ap—
pears w ith the combination to the o -diagonal G reen
finction or o -diagonalm atrix elem ent off k;js).Tak-
ing into account the symmetry of €, k) in eq. (14),

namely ), kxiky) = &, ( kiky)= &, k«; k), we
obtain the follow ing relations,
v &k = vy kik); (25)

(1)

VS iy k0K = UL kikys K5K0)

VY kei kik0; K)o (@26)
v.? &;x% = 0: ©7)

A ccording to eq. (26), the kemel of linearized D yson-—
G orkov equation works on the py-wave state to produce
the p,-w ave state, nam ely

X
s OV kiKY B, k9F L kY6 0; 28)
k kO
and
X
LRV KB, kYF L KO =
k kO
X 1
s RV &KYE, kYT, &Y= 0; 29)
k;k©
where 4 (k) and (k) are functions having the sym -

m etry of py-wave and p,-wave, respectively. Thus, the
rst order term in  works lke a rst oxrder perturba-

tion on the degenerate states, nam ely p,—and p, -states.

Therefore, the eigenvalue ." fr one of the Py, —and

e
P,y -—states increases in the rst order of , whilke

nn

e
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for the other state decreases. On the other hand, the

rst order term vanishes for the d-vector along the c—
axis according to eq. 7). T herefore, the d-vector along
the plane is always stabilized w ithin the rst order the—
ory In  independent of the m icroscopic details. W hich
state is stabilized between P,y+ and P,, isdeterm ined
by the m icroscopic calculation fr Ve k;k°. Figure 4
show s that the P, —state is stable wihin the second
order perturbation theory.

T he situation is quite di erent for the f-wave super-
conductivity. Ow ing to eq. (26), the 1rst order tem is
not e ective in the f -wave state, nam ely

X
a KWVa 6KYB2 kYT 2 &)= 0; (30)
k kO
where g (k) is the function having the f;-wave sym —

m etry.A fhough the rstordertermm couplesthe f-wave
state to the f,-wave state, this isa higherordere ectbe-
cause these states are non-degenerate. Indeed, the eigen—
value of linearized D yson-G orkov equation for the f,—
wave state is much smaller than that for the f;-wave
state3® Then, the ok of rst order tem , G\ k;k9) is
negligbly an all. T herefore, the direction of d-vector is

determ ined by the higher order termm s beyond the second
order, namely V.5 &k;k% @  2).The rok of higher or-

ss0
der tem s depends on the m icroscopic details as we have
shown i the case of SLRUO 4 2% Tn NayCoO,  VHO,
Fyystate ,-state) is stabilized for sm all (large) value

ofn. and/or large (gm all) value of Jy asshown in Fig.4.

(a) P-wave
first order P higher order
Xy-
R4 = = = = > Xy-
- P
6-fold o . L _________ . z
. “ ny+ ......... R ny+
(b) F-wave
3-fold 3-fold [ S
— e b — .1l F
— Xy
Fig. 5. Schem atic gure of level schem e for (a) p-wave supercon—

ductivity and (o) f-wave superconductivity. T he degeneracy at

= 0 is shown on the left. The level splitting due to the st
order perturbation in  is shown in the center. T he energy lev-—
els a ected by the higher order perturbation are shown on the
right.W e assum e in (b) that the Fyy-state is stable rather than
the F,-state.

W e sum m arize the above discussions in Fig. 5. n case
of the p-wave superconductivity, the st order pertur-
bation in  stabilizes the P+ —state and destabilizes the
P,y —state.TheP,-stateisnota ected in thisorder.W e

nd that higher orderperturbation temm s favorthe By —
state furthemm ore, as shown in Fig. 5(@). In case of the
f-wave superconductivity, three-fold degeneracy is not
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lifted by the st order perturbation. T he higher order
perturbation stabilizes the F ;, —state or F',state depend-
ing on the param eters such as Jy and ne.

43 Splitting of T,

The quite di erent rol of spin-orbit coupling betw een
the p—and f-wave sym m etries discussed above is illum i~
nated by show Ing the splitting of T.. In egs. (21-23), the
linearized D yson—G orkov equation isde ned foreach di-
rection ofd-vector.W ede ne the superconducting T. for
d kxy and that for d kz by the criterion " @) = 1
and . Ty = 1, respectively. T he om er corresponds
to the T¢ ofP4y4 —orF,,-state while the latter is the T,
ofP,—orF ,-state.

Figure 6 show s the splitting 0of T, namely T.=T. =

&) ¥ 4T, The param eters Jy and n. are chosen
tobeA,B,C in Fi.4, where the P, —state, F,,state
and F ,—state are stable, respectively. It is clearly shown
that T, ismuch amaller .n the f-wave symm etry than
In the pwave symm etry. This is because the rst order
term in is ine ective. Indeed, while T.=T. Increases
linearly in the p-wave symm etry, the increase in the £-
wave symm etry is nearly proportional to the square of

015

0.1

Fig. 6. -dependence of T =T. = jl?c(xy) TC(Z) FTc. The pa—
ram eters are chosen tobe A ,B and C in Fig.4.The Pyy+ —state,
Fxy-state and F ,-state are stable, respectively.

The quie di erent magniude of T=T. shown In
Fig. 6 willbe re ected in the phase diagram under the
m agnetic eld.In order to gain the Zeam an coupling en—
ergy, the d-ector can be rotated by the applied m agnetic

eld. Fig. 6 indicates that the d-vector is strongly xed
aganst the m agnetic eld in case of the p-wave symm e~
try, how ever the d-vector In the f-wave sym m etry rotates
In a weak magnetic eld.W e have actually determ ined
the phase diagram under the m agnetic eld on the basis
ofthe weak coupling theory and found that the rotation
does not occur in the p-wave symm etry up to the halfof
P auliparam agnetic 1in £ 3% The results orthemultiple
phase diagram under the m agnetic eld and the charac-
teristics of each phase will be shown in the subsequent
publication &)
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The results ofF igs. 4 and 6 are In portant for an inter—
pretation ofNM R and SR resultsbecause them agnetic
susocgptibility has an anisotropy arising from the direc—
tion of dwector3:4%) In general, the m agnetic suscepti-
bility In the unitary state is obtained as,

n

< d ®)d k)=Hx)f)a

whereigF isan average on the Femm isurface, < A >p=
©0) ' A € k)dk.Here, , isthem agnetic suscep—
tibility in the nom alstate, and ¥ (k;T) is the angle de—
pendent Yosida function,
Z
! dfEE) .

Y k;T)= d ( )
1 dE -

Y k;T)) >r; (1)

2 H00 7 $2)
where f £ ) is the Fem idistrdbution fiinction. It should
be noticed that the m agnetic susceptbility decreases for
them agnetic eld parallelto the d-vector.For the B,y —
state, it is reasonable to assum e that d= PxR + pyY or
d= PyX RY is stabilized below T, am ong any linear
com binations ofthese states. T his isbecause the conden—
sation energy ism axin ally gained in these statesw ithin
the weak coupling theory. T hen, the susceptbility along
theplane ., decreasesto the halfofitsvalie in the nor—
m al state, as shown in Fig. 7. In order to obtain Fig. 7,
w e have assum ed the order param eterbelow T. as cf(k) =

T)(x&k)X+ yk)y) where ; (k) and k) are cb-
tained in eq. 21) as  wn (k;1i T¢) = &)+ i,k).
Thewave finctions 4 k) and (k) have the symm etry
ofpx-w ave and py-w ave, respectively. W e have calculated
the tem perature dependence of (T) by using thee ec—
tive m odel having the separable pairing interaction and
soling i within the BCS theory. The sam e procedure
hasbeen used in Ref. 59.For the F,, -state, the Inplane
m agnetic eld favors one of the degenerate states. For
exampl, d= £,2+ f;¢ is favored by them agnetic  eld
along x-axis. Then, ., decreases ow ing to the induced
f,-wave com ponent, however the decrease is very smn all
as shown In Fig. 7 because 7 j 1l.Here, we have cal-
culated the tem perature dependence of order param eter
n the sam e way as for the P, —state. T he susceptibil-
ity along caxis . does not decrease in both P,y —and
F,y-states.A fhough . decreasesto zero in theF ,-state
at T = 0, the observation of this decrease willbe di -
cul because the d-vector rotates in a very weak m agnetic

ed.

The Knight shift below T. hasbeen m easured by som e
groups 8+ 7:10:60,61) M ost of the m easurem ents have been
perform ed under them agnetic eld parallelto the plane.
Tt has been reported that the Knight shift in CoNMR
and O-NM R decreases below T. in a weak m agnetic

eld®7:%0:51) This cbservation is consistent with the
P,y+ —state In our resuls. T he P, —state is furthem ore
consistent w ith the SR m easurem ent’® which does not
detect any tin ereversal sym m etry breaking expected in
the P,—state and d,» 2 + idyy—state. Contrary to the
other NM R m easurem ents, the K night shift n D-NM R
isalm ost tem perature independent below T, ®’ A Ithough
this observation is incom patble with the other NM R
m easurem ents, this is consistent w ith F,,—and F ,—states
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0 0.2 0.4 0.6
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Fig. 7. Tem perature dependence ofm agnetic susceptibility along
the plane ., divided by the nom alstate value ,.W e consider
the m agnetic eld along x-axis and assum e d= pPxR+ pyy in the
Puy+ state and d= £,2+ £19 in the Fyy-state. W e cbtain the
Fem isurface and m om entum dependence of order param eter for
the param eters A and B in Fig. 4, respectively.

in our calculation.

4.4 Crossover from W to W

In x4.1-3, we have considered the spin-orbi coupling
much an aller than theband w idth, nam ely W .This
relation is expected in m ost of the d-electron system s in—
cluding NayC o0 , yHO . O n the other hand, the situa-
tion is opposite In the f-electron system s which inclide
odd-parity superconductors. It is not clear whether the
role of spin-orbit coupling is qualitatively di erent be-
tween the weak coupling region W and strong cou-
pling region W . Therefore, it is interesting to in—
vestigate globalbehaviors of tw o-orbitalH ubbard m odel
from W to W , although the strong coupling
region W isunrealistic for N a,C o0 5 yHO .

In Fig. 8, we show the anisotropy of eigenvalues of
linearized D yson-G orkov equation ., = .f= '".The
an allvalue of ., m eans that the splitting of supercon—
ducting T is large. It is shown that the splitting of T
takes tsm axin um for an Interm ediate value of .Thus,
the anisotropy of d-vector decreases w th Increasing the
Soin-orbit coupling in the strong coupling region W
in contrast to the weak coupling region. T hisbehavior is
quite di erent from the anisotropy of spin susceptiboility

an = = ap Which hasbeen shown in Fig.8 fora com -
parison.T he anisotropy of spn susoceptibility isenhanced
m onotonically w ith increasing the soin-orbit coupling, as
expected #?) N ote that the structure around = 2 isdue
to the rapid change ofFem isurface. T here are two hole
pocket Fem i surfaces enclosing the K point or > 2.

It is easy to understand the behavior of ,, by taking
thelmi ! 1 in advance.In thislim it, the two-orbital
Hubbard m odel is reduced to the single-orbital H ubbard
m odelw ritten as,

X U+ U°X
E» (k)q(;sck;s+ >
k;s i

H, = Ny G3)

where the Coulom b interaction is renom alized to U+TUO .
Tt is notable that s In eq. (33) is not the soin but the
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Fig. 8. The anisotropy of eigenvalues of linearized D yson-G orkov
equation, an = ;#: ;" in a w ide range of spin-orbit coupling.
The solid (dashed) line show s the result for the p-wave (f-wave)
symm etry. T he param eters are Jg =U = 7=24,e.= 0, Jg=U =
5=24, ec = 0:5) and T = 0:01l.Here, we x the crystal eld
splitting ec and total hole density n = 0:35 instead of ne. The
anisotropy of spin susceptibility an = ap= ¢ is shown by the
thin solid line. T he double dotted line shows g= <" where s
the eigenvalue in the single-orbitalH ubbard m odel (eq. (33)).

is

pseudo-soin. This single-orital m odel has the SU (2)
sym m etry forthe rotation ofpseudo-spoin.T herefore, spin
triplet superconducting state is isotropic for the direc—
tion ofdwvectorde ned by the pssudospin.In Fig.8,we
see that ., In the two-orbitalm odel com es to uniy in
thelimi ! 1 .Then,themaxinum eigenvalie of lin—
earized D yson-G orkov equation actually com es to that
of sihgle-orbitalH ubbard m odel O n the other hand, the
g-factor of Zeam an coupling tem is anisotropic or the
pseudo-spin, and therefore the anisotropy of soin sus—
ceptibility rem ains in the single-orbitalm odel. In other
words, thee ectofspin-orbit coupling is absorbed by the
character of quasiparticles and the residual interaction
is isotropic in the strong coupling Im it ! 1 .

A Yhough the two-orbialH ubbard m odelin eq. (11) is
too sin ple to provide a general form ula, the sam e situa—
tion is generally expected when the heavy quasiparticles
consist ofone K ram ers doublet. A ctually, it hasbeen re—
ported by the NM R m easurem ents®® that the d-vector
In UPt; is aln ost isotropic, although the spin susocepti-
bility is signi cantly anisotropic. T hus, the anisotropy of
d-vector and that of spin susceptibility is quite di erent
in general

5. Com parison with Sry,RuO 4

Interestingly, we have found som e sin ilar aspects be—
tween Nay,CoO, yHO and SpRuO4. The latter is
the m ost established soin triplet superconductor in d—
electron system s’ One of the sim ilarity is the orbital
dependent superconductivity. The three ty-orbitals is
divided to two groups, namely dy,-orbital and dy,—
d.x-orbitals in SpRUO 4, aig-orbital and e}-orbitals in
NayCoO, yHO . The superconductivity is mainly in—
duced by the form er In SpRUO 4 while by the Jatter in
NayCoO, yHO .Another interesting nding isthat the
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soin-orbit coupling term has the sam e m atrix elem ent as
eq. (10).Thisenables us to sum m arize the resultson the
d~vector In a uni ed way as shown in Table ITT.

SrpRu0 4 NaxCoO, yBO
Square lattice T riangular lattice
dxy dyzr dzx 68

Lx,Ly L, L,
p-wave pwave | f-wave
0(2?) 0 () o() [ o(?
dkz ckay chxy both

Table III. An unied description on the d-vector between
SrnRuO 4 and NayxCoO yBO . The second colum n show s the
sym m etry ofcrystal. T he third colum n show s the orbitals leading
to the superconductivity. T he forth colum n show s the im portant
com ponent of orbitalm om ent. The fth colum n show s the sym —
m etry of superconductivity. T he sixth colum n show s the leading
order term w ith respect to the spin-orbit coupling. T he last col-
um n show s the direction of d-wvector. The results on S RuO 4
have been obtained in Ref. 50.

W e also show the case where the d,,—and d,,-orbitals
Induce the superconductivity in Sp,RuO 4. In this case,
the results on the d-vector are qualitatively the sam e as
the p-w ave superconductivity in NayCoO, yHO .Actu—
ally, the analysisofthe rstorderterm in (seex4 2) can
be applied to the case in SRUO 4 In the sam eway>? Tn
both cases, the orbitalm om ent along the c-axis stabilizes
the d-vector along the plane.

The rstordertemn in vanishes in SyRuO, when
the dyy-orbital is active. A lthough this is sim ilar to the
f-wave state in Nay,CoO, yHO , the m icroscopic ori-
gin isquite di erent.The st order term disappears in
Sr,Ru0 4 since the hybridization term w ith dy,—and d,x—
orbitals vanishes>?

N ote that the results on Sr,RuO 4 are consistent w ith
experin ents. Tt is believed that the d,,-orbital ism ainly
superconducting In SrRu0 4. Then, we cbtain the chiral
superconducting state,’® namely P,-state in Tablk II,
which is consistent w ith the SR m easurem ent ®¥) O w ing
to the disappearance of the rst ordertemn in , the d—
vector can be rotated by a weak m agnetic eld along the
c-axis. A ctually, the NM R m easurem ent has detected a
d-vector along the plane under the weak m agnetic eld
H kcb)

6. Summ ary and D iscussions

In this paper, we have investigated the d-vector in the
possble soin triplet superconductorNa,CoO, yHO on
the basis of the tw o-orbital H ubbard m odel representing
the e)-orbitals. T here rem ains a 6-d (3-fld) degener-
acy in the pwave (f-wave) superconducting state ifwe
neglect the spin-orbi coupling. T herefore, w e include the
L-S coupling term in Co ions into the Ham ittonian and
determ ine the pairing state on the basis of the second
order perturbation theory.

W e nd that the role of spin-orbi coupling is quie
di erent between the p-wave superconductivity and f-
w ave superconductivity. T he d-vector is alw ays along the
plane if the orbital part has the p-wave symm etry. On
the other hand, the direction of d-rector depends on the
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param eters if the orbital part has the f-wave symm etry.
In our calculation, the superconducting T is determ ined
for each direction ofd-vector.W e show that the splitting
ofT. in the p-wave state ism uch larger than that in the
f-wave state.

Such adi erent role of spin-orbit coupling is explained
by analyzingthe rstordertem w ith respect to the spin-—
orbi coupling . This tem is e ective in the pwave
symm etry, but ine ective In the f-wave symm etry. This
property is hold in all of the perturbation term s w ith
resoect to the Coulom b interactions. T herefore, the re—
sults in this paper w illbe valid beyond the second order
perturbation theory adopted here. T he only assum ption
is that the superconductiviy is m ainly induced by the
e)-orbitals.

T he determ ination of d-vector is especially in portant
for the interpretation of K night shift m easurem ents be—
cause the m agnetic properties of soin triplet supercon—
ductor depend on the direction of d-vector. O ur resuls
indicate that the d-vector can be rotated by a weak m ag—
netic eld in the case of f-wave superconductivity, while
the d-ector is strongly xed against the applied eld in
the case of p-wave superconductivity. The NM R Knight
shift along the plane w ill decrease in the latter case be-
cause the d~ectorhasboth R and ¢ com ponents. O n the
other hand, the K night shift w illbe aln ost tem perature-
Independent in the form er case in all directions of ap—
plied m agnetic eld.Unfrtunately, experin ental resuls
seem to be confiising. The NM R K night shift In Co-site
6:7,60,61) gnd 0O —site %) has shown a sizable decrease for
the parallelm agnetic eld.This is consistent w ith our re—
suls for the p-w ave state. O n the otherhand, the K night
shift in D -site has reported a qualitatively di erent re—
sul® which is consistent w ith our results for the f-wave
state.

Finally, we suggest som e fiture experin ental studies
which are highly desired. First, the NM R Knight shift
along c-axism ay provide conclusive evidence forthe pair-
Ing symm etry.K obayashiet al. has reported a pioneering
result which show s a slight decrease of K night shift be-
Jow T..” Although this cbservation in plies the spin sih—
glet superconducting state, the theoretical interpretation
seam s not to be conclusive. It is noted that the decrease
of caxis Knight shift n Ref. 7 is very an all com pared
w ith that of In-plane K night shift. A though this an all
decreasem ay be explained on thebasisofthe vortex state
w ith spin singlet pairing,” anocther theoretical nterpre-
tation m ay be also valid. For exam ple, we suggest three
possibilities based on the spin triplet superconducting
state. The rst one is the coexistence of p—and f-wave
superconductivities w hich w illbe discussed in the subse—
quent paper>®) Extending the present theory to deter—
m ne the pairing state below T., we nd this coexistent
state around the boundary between the p—and f-wave
states In Fig. 4. T he m agnetic susceptibility decreases in
this state or alldirections ofm agnetic eld.The second
one is the role of strong electron correlation. T he con-
clusions obtained in the weak coupling BC S theory can
bemodi ed in the strongly correlated electron system s,
especially near the m agnetic instability. T he third one
is the role of disorder which leads to the rotation of d—
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vector. T he detailed m easurem ents of caxis K night shift
Including the m agnetic eld dependence, sam ple depen-
dence and Inpuriy e ect are highly desired for a clear
Identi cation of the pairing state.

Second, the search for the muliple phase transition
under them agnetic eld isparticularly interesting in the
future study. T he phase transition accom panied by a ro—
tation of d-vector is expected in the spin triplet super-
conductor under the m agnetic eld. Such a phase tran-
sition is prom ising when the H ., is large, nam ely when
the m agnetic eld is applied along the plane. W e have
actually determ ined the phase diagram under the par-
allel m agnetic eld on the basis of the weak coupling
theory>® We nd that such a phase transition is ex—
pected in the p-wave superconducting state and p+ £
coexistent state while that is not expected in the f-wave
state. Interestingly, the second phase In the p-wave state
isdi erent from all ofthe pairing states In Table IT, and
the NM R K night shift decreases even in this phase.The
results on this sub fct w illbe reported in another publi-
cation 5%

Third, the precise m easurem ent on the critical eld
H o, along the plane is In portant.A though som e authors
have reported the m easurem ent, the resuls are contro—
versiall’"1®) If the H ., far exceeds the Pauli param ag—
netic Ilim i, the spin triplet pairing state is prom ising.
T his issue is closely related to the second issue, nam ely
the possbility of multiple phase transition. For exam —
ple, i has been reported that the Knight shift in the
CoNMR and SR doesnot decrease n a high m agnetic

eld along the plane®!'? If this m agnetic el is still
below H ., the qualitatively di erent behavior from the
low m agnetic eld region indicatesa m ultiple phase tran—
sition.

At last, it is desirable to determ ine the Ferm isurface of
superconducting m aterial experim entally. A lthough the
existence ofe;Fermm isurface is a basic assum ption ofthis
paper, it is not clear w hether the e;Ferm isurface exists
or not. Recent ARPES m easurem ents’®5”) on the non—
superconducting m aterial have reported a qualitatively
di erent Femm isurface from the LDA calulations3?(3%)
W e think that the m easurem ent on the superconducting
m aterial is highly desired.
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