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Metamagnetism in UPt;: An augmented Landau approach
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Several heavy fermion materials, including UPt;, exhibit metamagnetism, a rapid but gradual rise in the magnetization
with field, without an apparent phase transition at any temperature 7' > 0, with the possibility of a first order transition at
T = 0. To model such a quantum phase transition it is most appropriate to develop approaches considering the quantum
nature of the spins. Within a fully classical framework, we show that it is sufficient to start from a Landau-type free
energy with an added Bragg-Williams entropy term to arrive at a number of key experimental features as seen in UPt;.
In particular, we show that correctly arriving at the meassured (low-field) higher order susceptibilities necessarily invokes
an isobestic (crossing) point at a high field in the magnetization isotherms. We also present a full analysis of the angular
dependence of the (low-field) linear and nonlinear susceptibilities which when extended also capture the anisotropic
high field response of the magnetization. Key to this success is the proper conversion of the evaluated magnetization
from constant volume to a constant pressure situation relevant at high fields in heavy fermion materials.

1. Introduction

A characteristic behavior of metamagnets is that they
undergo a significant change in magnetization upon a
small change in external magnetic field at a critical field.
Additionally, the magnetization of these systems tends to
saturate at field strengths much greater than the critical field
strength. In certain metamagnets it is also observed that the
magnetization takes roughly the same value at a critical field,
h., for all temperatures below some (metamagnetic transition)
temperature, ~ T,,. Thus, there is a “crossing-point” in the
magnetization isotherms, for T < T,,, which is clearly seen
in UPt;" and Sr;Ru,07.2 Such crossing points, termed
isobestic points, are a more general phenomenon encountered
frequently in strongly correlated electronic systems.>*

Yet another characteristic of many metamagnets, including
UPt; and CeRu,Sis, is the occurance of a peak in the linear
susceptibility,>® y;, at a particular temperature, T;. As
reported by one of us” the leading order nonlinear suscep-
tibility, y3, in UPt; also exhibits a peak at a temperature 73
close to 0.57;. Furthermore, it was shown in this work that
this correlation between 7 and 7T is found in many strongly
correlated systems where the third order susceptibility
has been measured. A similar scaling between 7| and h,,
has also been known for a while.¥’ A single energy scale
model involving quantum spins was introduced” and further
elaborated to capture these observed correlations.”

In analyzing metamagnetism in CeRu,Si,, Matsumoto and
Murayama recently introduced a model with a Landau type
free energy appended with a Bragg-Williams'? entropy term.
Their choice of the free energy is given below:
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In their analysis, they employed the fact that the linear

susceptibility in CeRu,Si, remains roughly constant for tem-
peratures below T),. Therefore they allowed the parameter a
in the equation above to yield a magnetization that counteracts
the high temperature Curie-Weiss behavior and thus yields
a temperature independent linear susceptibility at low 7.
Further, the parameter ¢ was set to a temperature independent
constant value to ensure that the differential susceptibility ‘fl—’;;
possesses a maximum at the required critical field, 4. =~ 8
T. The choice of the Bragg-Williams entropy term is appro-
priate since a non-ordering metamagnet maybe viewed as
a mixture of up and down spins that are constantly fluctuating.

However, with the choice of a(T) made by Matsumoto and
Murayama the occurrance of the peak in y; and correlations
between 7,75 and the critical field, h. are ignored. In
this paper we extend their phenomenological mean-field
model to account for the peaks in the susceptibiliies and
the correlations and match the model results to our experi-
mental data for UPt;. We also present a full analysis of the
angular dependence of the (low-field) linear and nonlinear
susceptibilities. The same analysis extended to high fields
also accounts for the anisotropic high field response of the
magnetization.

An integral part of our analysis is the recognition that
heavy fermion metamagnets often demonstrate strong mag-
netostriction. Since model calculations always start with the
assumption of constant volume conditions it is imperative
that magnetostriction be accounted for and a transormation
from constant volume to constant pressure be applied. This
was carried out elegantly by Matsumoto and Murayama'”
and we employ the same technique for our present work.
This conversion however, is not necessary for the analysis
of low-field behaviors since magnetostriction is negligible in
this limit.
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2. Low-Field Susceptibilities

The free energy functional of Eq. (1) when minimized
yields the equilibrium m — & isotherms. Thus, it is straight-
forward to verify that the following relationship between &
and m must hold:
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From this constitutive relation we can derive the leading

terms of the first-, third-, and fifth-order low-field suscepti-

bilities and the relationships between these susceptibilities as
shown below:
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The full forms of y3 and ys involve additional correction
terms, but these terms are small in the regime of data collected
for this study relative to the size of the leading order terms.
Thus, the correction terms can be safely neglected.

As per Eq. (4) a peak in the first-order susceptibility will
occur if T + aT,, has a minimum for some 7 > 0 i.e.:
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One form for a(T) that can satisfy this condition and
thereby produce a maximum in the first-order susceptibility
is a simple exponential with a constant offset,

a(T)=Ae*" + B (8)
T,

~—" 9

X1 T+ BT, 9)

At this point, we do not make any claims as to the physical
origin of this exponential dependence. The three tunable pa-
rameters, A, B, and k, can be adjusted to produce a linear sus-
ceptibility that best matches experimental data over the avail-
able temperature range (2K - 300K). In the high temperature
limit we obtain the Curie-Weiss behavior:

~ Tm
~ T +BT,
Thus the Curie constant is C = T,, and the Curie-Weiss

temperature is @cy = BT,,. The relationship between the pa-
rameters A, k and T is given as:

X1 (10)
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Combining both the Curie-Weiss relationships and the

relationship of Eq. (10) yields a model for a(T) that only
explicitly requires a univariate least-squares fitting for the
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Fig. 1. Model fit to experimentally measured y; data along the a axis (top
panel) and the c-axis (bottom panel) as a function of temperature. To ensure a
reasonable fit, an initial parameter guess for the multivariate fitting procedure
was provided by a fit to the high temperature data according to the Curie-
Weiss law. For the data in the top panel, the fit parameters are A = 0.2465,
B = 0.1856, T), = 234 K, and k = 7.89 x 1072 K~!; for the data in the
bottom panel, the fit parameters are A = 0.3887, B = 0.3491, T, = 200 K,
and k = 4.54 x 1078 K71

parameter k. However, we found that using the parameter
values determined via such a univariate fit as an initial guess
in a multivariate fit with the full form of Eq. (8) produced
better agreement with the data. This approach was used for
fitting data measured for the UPt; sample along the a axis,
with the fit given in Fig. 1 top part. The ¢ axis data does
not exhibit a maximum in y, so the initial guess for the
parameter A, which depends on 7', in the multivariate fitting
was simply set to unity. The fit to the ¢ axis data is given in
the bottom panel of Fig. 1.

In their approach Matsumoto and Murayama set the
parameter c to be constant with respect to temperature. Given
the relations of Egs. (4) - (6), it is apparent that such a
choice would force the higher order susceptibilities to peak
at roughly the same temperature as y;; the correction terms
contributing to y3 and y5 only slightly shift this concurrence.
Choosing a constant ¢ necessarily enforces the condition that
T, =~ Tz =~ Ts and as stated earlier however, experimental
data for UPt; shows that 73 is roughly half the value of T;.
Thus, to appropriately match the data it is necessary that ¢
must vary with temperature.

We propose another simple exponential model for ¢(T)
with the same form as the one for a(7T) of Eq. (8). The
approach to finding the model parameters for ¢ involves using
the relationship between y3 and y; in Eq. (5). An exponential

fit to the quantity 3);—1 will give the model parameters for
1

c. In the context of the current available dataset however,
we could not compute this quantity for a sufficiently large
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Fig. 2. Model fit to experimentally measured y3 data along the a axis (top
panel) and ¢ axis (bottom panel) as a function of temperature. To ensure a
reasonable fit, an initial parameter guess for the multivariate fitting procedure
was provided by a fit to the high-T data according to the Curie-Weiss law.
For the data in the top panel, the fit parameters in the model for ¢(7) are
A =0213, B=-0.183, and k = 5.10 x 1073 K~!; for the data in the bottom
panel, the fit parameters are A = =5, B = —0.1259, and k = 20 K.

number of temperatures to ensure an appropriate fit. Instead,
our approach was to fit the form of ¢ to y3 data based on Eq.
(5). Since the parameter 7, is found during the procedure by
which a is found, thus only the parameters of the model for ¢
are fit in this process. The results of these fits to the y3 data
for both the a and ¢ axes are given in Fig. 2, top and bottom
respectively.

These fitting procedures determine all parameters in the
free energy in Eq. (1) for UPt;. Therefore, it is reasonable
to suppose that the magnetization versus magnetic field (di-
rected strictly along either the a or ¢ axis) curves at any given
temperature can be predicted using these model fits. While
it is true that the model has now been determined based on
experimental findings, it is presently capable of predicting the
magnetization curves under conditions of constant volume.
However, the experiments measuring the magnetization of
UPt; samples were performed under conditions of constant
pressure. A conversion process between the two types of
conditions is necessary for making appropriate magnetization
curve predictions to be compared against real experiments.

3. Constant V to Constant P Conversion

The magnetization versus magnetic field strength curves
obtained in experiments are measured under conditions of
constant pressure, however the model calculations are always
under constant volume conditions. Because the magnetostric-
tion of these metamagnetic materials is oftentimes very sig-
nificant, it is necessary for our analysis to convert the constant
volume results into what they would be at constant pressure.

Matsumoto and Murayama provide a recipe for this process,
and we summarize the key steps of the conversion here for
completeness.
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Fig. 3. The top plot shows the experimentally measured magnetization of
the UPt3 sample as a function of the applied external magnetic field for the
temperatures specified in the legend. The data was collected with the mag-
netic field directed along the a axis, which demonstrates the metamagnetic
transition. The bottom plot shows the model predictions for those same ex-
perimental measurements in the top panel. The model predictions have been
scaled to ensure that both magnetizations approach 0.32 in the limit of large
applied field.

The conversion between isotherms at constant volume to
isotherms of constant pressure begins with a calculation of the
magnetostriction using the calculated constant volume sus-
ceptibility, and experimentally determined parameters such
as the isothermal compressibility, x7, the Gruneisen param-
eter, I', and the molar volume, V. The values of these pa-
rameters in the case of UPty are ky = 4.8 - 107'2 Pa~!,!D
I'=73,' and V, = 4.223 - 107> m?*/mol.'® Magnetostriction
describes the amount of constriction (or expansion) of a ma-
terial when an external magnetic field is introduced. A large
magnetoscriction noticably alters the susceptibility of a ma-
terial between experiments at constant pressure and constant
volume. Since many heavy fermion metamagnets including
UPt; demonstrate a strong magnetostrictive response, the cal-
culation of mangetostriction as given below is vital for proper
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The remaining steps of the conversion to constant pressure
conditions are straightforward, and involve direct substitution
of the magnetostriction into the following expressions:

r
R(AV) = (1 + ﬂ) (13)
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This process converts the constant volume susceptibility
into a constant pressure susceptibility. It’s important to note
that this conversion process does not change the zero-field
values of y; and y3, thus the fitting procedures for a(7") and
¢(T) in the previous section are still valid. Integrating the
susceptibility yields the constant pressure m — h isotherms.
These model calculations along with the experimental
isotherms for UPt; are shown in Fig. 3.

4. Anisotropy

UPt; belongs to the hexagonal crystal system and has Dg,
symmetry. Considering a general expansion of free energy in
terms of even powers of H, Eq. (15), and enforcing the sym-
metries of Dgj, onto the (fully symmetric) susceptibility tensor
will cause a majority of the tensor components to vanish.

F = % X hih; + %Xij”hihjhkhg +o (15)

The point group Dg, possesses a six-fold rotation axis,
which we will orient along the z-axis without loss of general-
ity. This rotation is represented in typical fashion as a 3-by-3
rotation matrix, R’j The transformations of the second- and
fourth-order tensors under this rotation are:

(16)

The rotation matrix for a six-fold rotation about the z-axis
is:

0
0 (18)
1

Solving the equations in which the transformed tensors are
equivalent to the original tensors indicates which components
of the tensors must vanish, and also gives the relationships
between any non-vanishing components.

For the rank two susceptibility, it was found that the only
non-vanishing components are y'' = y?> and y*3. This
suggests that the second-order contribution to the free energy
is of the form 2 (y,sin’@ + x, cos® O)h%, where x, and y;
are linear combinations of the non-vanishing components of
the tensor and 6 is the angle between the applied magnetic

field and a axis. The specific linear combinations encoded in
these y, and y; are not necessary for the current discussion.
For the rank four susceptibility, it was found that the only
non-vanishing components are y''** = y??3* (and index
permutations) and y*3*3. Thus, the fourth-order contribution
to the free energy is of the form 4%()(6 cos* @ + Xd cos O)h?,
where again y. and y, are some linear combination of the
non-vanishing components of the tensor whose specific form
is not necessary for this discussion.

The magnetization can be found from the free energy as:

m = (yasin® 0 + y;, cos’ O)h + é()(c cos* 0+ yqcos? O + - -
(19)
The first term corresponds directly to y; while the third
term corresponds directly to y3. This suggests that if we
measure y; and y3 at two different angles 6 with respect to
the z-axis, say 0 and an angle slightly less than 7 then we
can solve for the values of x4, x», Xc» and x4 thus enabling
us to arrive at the full angular dependence of both the linear
and the third order susceptibilities. A choice of 6 = 7 for one
of the angles will have to be avoided since according to Eq.
(19) y3 vanishes at that angle thus restricting the information
needed. The results of such a model prediction of the angular
dependence of y; and y3 for Dg, (hexagonal symmetry) are
shown in Fig. 4. The experimentally observed behavior of y3
for the two cases, field parallel to c-axis and perpendicular
to c-axis, as shown in Fig. 2 is clearly reproduced. A similar
anisotropy for y3 can also be seen in the data for CeRu,Si,, '
a tetragonal system. The full anisotropy of y3, including
measurements at intermediate angles has also been studied
experimentally in another tetragonal system URu,Si,.!>
Here symmetry dictates that there be three independent
components of the third order susceptibility tensor. However,
it is found experimentally that only the component with
the cos*(0) dependence survives, thus providing additional
insights into the magnetism of URu,Si,.'® It would be useful
to perform such full angular dependent studies of y3 in UPt3
also. Additional motivation for such studies comes from
the unique behavior of the anisotropic magnetostriction in
UPt;'” which implies that the magnetostriction is identically
zero along the c-axis for an angle of 51 deg away from the
c-axis whereas it is significant along the basal plane. As
shown through ultrasound measurements a tricritical point
occurs precisely at this angle at the high field of 31 T.'®
However the vanishing of the magnetostriction along the
c-axis when the field is oriented at this special angle occurs
at all fields. It would be interesting therefore to look for
deviations of the observed behavior of y3 (and y;) from
predictions of Eq. (19) in this angular range.

Since we now have the temperature dependence of y; and
X3 for arbitrary angle we can find model fits for a(T") and ¢(T)
for any given angle using the procedure detailed earlier in this
paper. Thus the parameters a and ¢ are effectively turned into
a(T, 0) and (T, 0). These parameters can be used in Eq. (3) to
solve for the full m — h curves at any desired 7 and 0, and a
subsequent V-to-P conversion will predict the expected mea-
sured magnetization, as shown in Fig. 5. From such m — h
curves for any given 7" and 6, we can obtain the metamagnetic
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Fig. 4. Predictions of the first order low-field susceptibility as a function of
temperature for various crystal orientations relative to the external magnetic
field.

critical field, defined as the point of inflection in the model
isotherms. The angle dependent model critical field is shown
in Fig. 6 (solid line - left vertical axis), and it follows a clear
sec(d) dependence as found experimentally.'®2? The differ-
ential susceptibility which peaks at the inflection point can
also be found as a function of angle, dotted line (right vertical
axis) in Fig. 6, and has a clear cos?() dependence also seen in
experiments.'” However, since our approach here has beeen
purely clasical it is not surprising that there are significant
quantitative discrepancies. The critical field quickly diverges
to very large values with a tilt away from the basal plane more
rapidly than the experimental values. The differential suscep-
tibility is also much weaker compared to experiments thus
pointing to the importance of including quantum fluctuations
in a more complete treatment of metamagnetism.

5. Discussion

In this work we have presented an approach to under-
stand metamagnetism in systems such as UPt; which exhibit
a smooth crossover in the magnetization with field even at
the lowest temperatures. In particular we have modeled ac-
curately the measured linear and nonlinear susceptibilities
within a purely classical approach and demonstrated that an
“isobestic” or crossing point at high fields arises naturally.
Our model captures qualitatively several other key observed
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Fig. 5. The magnetization isotherms as obtained in the model for various
orientations of the field with respect to the a-axis. The point of inflection
(i.e. the critical field) moves to larger values much more rapidly than seen in
experiments.
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Fig. 6. Shows the critical field, A, obtained from model isotherms (solid
line - left vertical axis) as in Fig. 5 and the corresponding values of the dif-
ferential susceptibility at /. (dashed line - right vertical axis). The solid line
follows a sec(6) behavior and the dashed line obeys cos?(6) as seen in exper-
iments.!?

features as discussed in the text. Nevertheless, and not surpris-
ingly, noticeable discrepancies exist. In the model the critical
field diverges strongly with angle and with correspondingly
weak values of the differential susceptibility at &, - results
that are at variance with experiments. In addition, experimen-
tally it is also found that the inverse peak value of ‘(’1—’;} as a
function of temperature is linear over a very significant tem-
perature range in both UPt; - see Fig. S4 in supplementary
information and CeRu,Si».?" In addition, in CeRu,Si, it has
been shown that the deviation of magnetization away from its
value at the crossing point, AM, varies as T2 in the low tem-
perature limit. The origin of the 72 dependence comes from
fermionic spins and is not captured in our model (see sup-
plementary information Fig. S1). These discrepancies could
possibly be set right without departing too much from our
current approach. Quantum spins can be introduced leaving



the free energy functional form unaffected. Quantum effects
will affect the amplitude of each term’s coeflicient in the free
energy. Currently the Bragg-Williams entropy form is for the
spin—% Ising model. It could be replaced by an appropriate
expression for the quantum spins. The amplitude of the pa-
rameter a(7T") and ¢(T) can also be changed in models that go
beyond mean-field.

Since the “seeds” of the observed phenomenology are
found in a classical model, this suggests that quantum effects
merely enhance the phenomenology at low temperatures
at times adding a distinct “quantum imprint.” To be sure,
over the previous decades there have been several attempts
within a microscopic framework to describe heavy fermion
metamagnets.”>?” These attempts while capturing certain
features leave open many questions. The occurance of the
peaks in the linear and third order susceptibilities and the
intrinsic connection of these features to a crossing point
in magnetization isotherms and the corresponding scaling
relations as illustrated in Figs. 1 and 2 appear never to
have been comprehensively demonstrated within a single
microscopic model. In fact, even within a fully relativistic
first principles band structure based calculation the metam-
agnetic critical field is overestimated by a factor of two.?®
Similarly, the angular dependence (Fig. 4) appears to have
not beeen explicitly addressed. A more complete evaluation
of experimental observables within microscopic theories
should help elucidate the precise nature of quantum effects
in influencing the metamagnetic crossover. We might learn
more about quantum fluctuations and phase transitions -
are there different flavors of fluctuations that ride on top of
classical effects or is there one universal behavior common to
all heavy fermions irrespective of structure, dimensionality
and composition?

6. Appendix

We have from Eq. (1) the expression for the free energy
functional with the logarithmic term in the Bragg-Williams
entropy. If we keep terms upto fifth order in m in the expan-
sion of the logarithm, we can find all correction terms to y3
and ys:

1

T 2 2
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Solving for m yields
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and an iterative process can be used to express this in terms
of powers of /. The forms of the low-field susceptibilties with
corrections are:
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These corrections contribute significantly less to their re-
spective susceptibilities than the leading terms in the regime
of our measured data. Inclusion of the higher order terms with
the data measured would not significantly influence the results
presented here.

X5 = 1862/\/? -
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