arXiv:2311.11914v1 [cond-mat.str-€l] 20 Nov 2023

Multi-flavor quantum criticality
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In a quantum critical metal, the electronic density of states, or quasiparticle mass
on the Fermi surface, is strongly enhanced through electronic correlations. The den-
sity of states in the quantum critical unconventional superconductor CeColng, can
be readily accessed in the normal state because all energy scales are small. How-
ever, the experimental challenges associated with large nuclear specific heat and
long nuclear spin-lattice relaxation times have impeded unveiling a more detailed
physical picture. Here we report an extensive thermal impedance spectroscopy
study of CeColng that assesses the density of states in two independent ways, via
the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate and via the specific heat. We establish that
the temperature- and magnetic field dependence of the nuclear spin-lattice relax-
ation rate is determined entirely by the energy-scale competition near the quantum
critical point. In particular, mass enhancement is cut off at finite magnetic fields.
However, the specific heat measurements reveal excess entropy in addition to that
associated with the density of states on the Fermi surface. This excess entropy is di-
rect thermodynamic evidence for a “second flavor” of fluctuating boson in CeColns.
The electronic nature of this excess entropy is evidenced by its suppression in the
superconducting state. We suggest such a multi-flavor character for a broader class

of quantum critical metals.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The heavy-fermion metal CeColnj is a commensurate end member of a chemical doping
series of antiferromagnetic (AFM) compounds (1-6). In this series, CeColns borders the
zero-temperature collapse of the AFM transition. A strong increase in the electronic den-
sity of states at low temperatures, evidenced by specific heat (7-9) and nuclear spin-lattice
relaxation rate measurements (10-16), has generated broad interest in the quantum critical-
ity in CeColns(17-21). Electric transport studies of CeColns show T-linear resistivity and
1/T? behavior of the Hall angle over a broad temperature range (22), similar to quantum
criticality in the cuprates (23; 24).

Specific heat and nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate studies of CeColns in magnetic field
have allowed a more detailed picture of its quantum criticality (8-15; 25-28). In particular,
the strong increase of the electronic density of states is suppressed in magnetic fields (7;
14; 15), which is a sign of an energy-scale competition near the quantum critical point,
characteristic of a broader class of quantum critical systems (24; 29).

To gain further insight into the microscopic working of quantum criticality in CeColns,
it is necessary to contrast the density of states as determined by multiple independent
techniques. The newly developed thermal impedance spectroscopy (TISP) technique (30)
offers a unique avenue to explore such energy-scale competition in CeColns through two
simultaneous but independent experimental pathways of accessing the electronic density of
states: as inferred from specific heat measurements and from nuclear spin-lattice relaxation.
While both probe the density of states on the Fermi surface, specific heat also accesses the

entropy of all low-energy excitations, including those outside the Fermi surface.

2. RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate divided by temperature 1/77T
(Figure le) and the electronic specific heat divided by temperature C/T' (Figure 1f) at 12 T
above the superconducting transition in CeColns (dashed line in Figure lc) for different
magnetic field orientations. In conventional metals, 1/71T" is proportional to the square of
the electronic density of states on the Fermi surface (31; 32) as well as Landau parame-
ters associated with the electron-electron interactions (33-36). In CeColns, the spin-lattice

relaxation rate increases strongly with decreasing temperature in the normal state, approxi-



mately as a power law T} oc 1/7"/* (grey line in Figure le), consistent with nuclear magnetic
resonance (NMR) and nuclear quadrupole resonance (NQR) measurements (10) as well as
theoretical expectations (34; 35). As we decrease temperature at fixed applied magnetic
field B, 1/T1T plateaus to a temperature-independent value below an angular- (and field-)
dependent crossover temperature T,(B,0) (Figure le). In conventional metals, the elec-
tronic part of C'/T is proportional to the density of states on the Fermi surface, which is
weakly dependent on temperature and magnetic field (37; 38). In contrast, in CeColns, C'/T
(Figure 1f) increases by a factor of 25 from a heavy-fermion value of 200 mJ/mol K* at 10 K
(well below the coherence temperature (39; 40)) to about 5000 mJ/mol K? at 0.1 K. C/T
also exhibits a crossover at T, (B, 0).

Unlike 1/T7T, C'/T continues to increase, albeit at a different rate, below the crossover
temperature T, (B,0) down to the lowest measured temperature. We emphasize that in
our measurements, such increase in the electronic specific heat below T,(B,#) cannot be
attributed to the Schottky anomaly of the nuclear specific heat, since thermal impedance
spectroscopy determines the electronic and the nuclear parts of the specific heat through
their distinct spectral (frequency dependence) signatures. Figure 1g shows the nuclear spe-
cific heat, determined by thermal impedance spectroscopy independently from electronic spe-
cific heat (30). In contrast, conventional specific heat measurements (7; 8) require proper
subtraction of the nuclear specific heat.

Figure 1d shows the angular dependence of T, (B, ) as inferred from the nuclear spin-
lattice relaxation in Figure le. The effect of magnetic field strength on T, (B, 0) is shown
in Figure 2, where the magnetic field strength is varied, for three field directions. The
saturation of 1/T1T below T,(B,#) in Figure 2d,e,f defines the magnetic field dependence
of T,(B,0), as indicated by vertical arrows.

The temperature scale T,(B,#) corresponds, equivalently, to a crossover magnetic field
B,(T,0). The superconducting transition at B.(7T) determined from specific heat in Fig-
ure 2abc, together with B, (T,6) are shown in Figure 3. The crossover field B, (B,#) is
linearly proportional to temperature, B,(T,0) & T, which defines an angular-dependent
g-factor function ¢(6) = T,(B,0)/B = T/B,(T,60). The angular dependence of ¢(6) fol-
lows the lowest (uniaxial) angular harmonics in the tetragonal CeColns structure, ¢*(6) =
q% cos? 0 + ¢%,sin? §. The in-plane ¢, = 30 £ 5 mK/T and out-of plane ¢. = 70 £ 5 mK/T

(see Figure S6) are both anomalously small, which indicates a small energy scale associated



with the magnetic field in the quantum critical CeColns, or equivalently, large crossover
fields: it takes 30 T magnetic field applied along the ab-plane for the crossover temperature
to reach 1 K.

3. DISCUSSION

The observed nuclear spin lattice relaxation rate 1/717 reveals that all of the dependence
of the electronic density of states (mass on the Fermi surface) on temperature and magnetic
field is determined solely through their effect on a cutoff scale A(B,T'). At zero field, this
cutoff is given by temperature, A(T, B = 0) = kg T. At finite magnetic fields, 1/71T is given
entirely by the competition of the temperature and magnetic field to set the cutoff scale,
AT, B,0) x kgmax{T,T,(B,0)}. Thus, kgT,(B,0) (or kg q(0)B.(T,0)) is the competing
energy scale associated with an applied magnetic field. The nuclear spin-lattice relaxation
rate saturates below T,(B, ) in Figure 2d,e,f because the cutoff A there is set by magnetic
field, and therefore depends weakly on temperature.

The energy-scale competition is directly observed at very high magnetic fields where
magnetic field sets the dominant energy scale. Figure 4 shows the monotonic decrease of
both 1/T1T and C/T with field in the normal state. In this regime, the decrease of both
1/TVT and C/T can be attributed to the decrease of electronic density of states on the Fermi
surface. From the entropy point of view, the divergence of the electronic density of state
(quasiparticle mass) at low temperatures implies a pileup of electronic states at lower and
lower energies, i.e., the continual transfer of entropy from far away from the Fermi surface
(but still below the coherence scale in CeColns) to the Fermi level. Magnetic field cuts off
this entropy pileup at energies below the magnetic field energy scale kgT,. This magnetic-
field driven suppression of the low-energy entropy pileup persists to the highest measured
fields (Figure 4).

In the superconducting state, the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate approaches zero at
low magnetic fields (41), dropping by a factor of 10 from 5 T — just above the upper critical
field B.y along the c-axis — to 2 T (Figure 2d). [As one moves to zero field, the 1/T7T is
expected to become zero at low temperatures, as is observed in zero-field NQR measurements
(42).] Similarly, C'/T is strongly suppressed at low temperatures as we turn off magnetic

field, with about 5% residual specific heat at zero field (Figure 2a). This shows that over



the entire temperature range, about 95% of the C'//T is generated at the Fermi surface (see
Figure 56).

The temperature-dependent mass renormalization is commonly attributed to the self-
energy effects of interactions with a “boson” that has quantum critical dynamics (18; 20;
24; 29; 43). The magnetic field dependence of the electronic density of state on the Fermi
surface is a result of the interaction of this boson with magnetic field. Figure 3 shows that
the B-linear dependence of T, is not affected by superconductivity when crossing the super-
conducting phase boundary B. Thus, this boson exhibits “no-feedback” behavior (44; 45),
i.e., its dynamics is not affected by superconductivity. This is in a direct analogy with the
discussion of A-phase superconductivity (44) in *He. This no-feedback behavior implies that
the boson originates from outside the Fermi surface, e.g., from localized f-electron states.
Together with the itinerant aspect of the f-electrons in CeColns, being a heavy fermion
metal, it follows that f-electrons in CeColns have both itinerant and localized character.
The strong magnetic field required to suppress the mass renormalization (30 T at 1 K) in-
dicates that the fluctuating local states are not directly associated with isolated f-orbital
states, but comprise collective dynamics of many such states.

At low magnetic fields in the superconducting state, 1/777T and C/T increase monoton-
ically as a result of the increasing number of vortices in the superconducting state (Fig-
ure 2). The effective density of states at the chemical potential is finite in magnetic field
because the moving condensate boosts the spectrum of the Bogoliubov-deGennes quasipar-
ticles (46) in the reference frame of the lattice (41; 47; 48). Such superconducting effects
at low magnetic fields are superseded by the cutoff behavior of the effective mass at high
magnetic fields, creating a maximum at intermediate fields as observed in Figure 4. This
non-monotonic behavior of the density of states, most apparent along the c-axis, has been
discussed (8; 14; 15; 25; 26) in terms of field-induced quantum criticality, i.e., a thermo-
dynamic tuning of the quantum critical behavior by magnetic field (21). In contrast, our
discussion of the observed behavior requires only dynamic cutoff effects of the quantum
criticality.

It is interesting, that the field dependence in Figure 4a is sharp at the lowest temperatures,
whereas the field scan at 0.5 K exhibits a broad plateau extending from 5 T to 10 T. This can
be understood by comparing the behavior of crossover field B, (T) and critical field B (T)
in Figure 3. At 0.12 K, the crossover field is close to B.. On the other hand, at 0.5 K, the



crossover field is a factor of two larger than B.. This implies that at 0.12 K, the decrease
in C/T, driven by the magnetic field dependence of the cutoff, sets in right around B.s,
whereas at 0.5 K, this decrease only sets in at around 10 T. The non-monotonic magnetic
field dependence of the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate in Figure 4 can be understood
along the same lines of argument.

The entropy pileup in the normal state density of states can be directly observed through
the entropy of the superconducting state. In superconductors, the entropy at 7. (integrated
area under electronic C(T')/T up to T.) must be the same for both superconducting and
underlying “hypothetical” normal states (41; 49). In CeColns, the superconducting state has
excess entropy in zero field, as indicated in part by the anomalously large superconducting
jump AC/C = 4. Thus, the underlying (zero field) normal state must have the same excess
entropy at T.. While the underlying zero field density of states is not directly accessible,
we expect its entropy at 7. to be close to that of the normal state at 12 T along the
ab-plane, where the magnetic field cutoff is still small. Indeed, the entropy in zero-field
(integrating zero-field curve in Figure 2a) is close to that in 12 T along the ab-plane in
the normal state (see Figure E4). The excess entropy of the superconducting state is a
result of an uninterrupted entropy pileup in the underlying normal state driven by quantum
criticality. This gives direct thermodynamic evidence that the quantum critical fluctuations
and the superconducting behavior are two independent — no-feedback — effects that together
determine the observed C'/T behavior.

It is peculiar, that the entropy pileup is not completely frozen below the magnetic field
cutoff, as indicated by the continual increase of C'/T" in the normal state below the crossover
temperature T, (B, ) (Figure 1f and Figure 2a,c,e). This suggests physics beyond the mass
renormalization on the Fermi surface. Such temperature-dependent C'/T below T, (B, 0)
is evidence of a second “flavor” of electronic boson. Because the entropy pileup continues
below T, (B, #) at all fields in the normal state in Figure 2, the magnetic field energy scale
for the dynamics of the second boson is much smaller compared to the boson responsible for
mass renormalization. Consistent with this, the second boson flavor does not directly — or
indirectly, via mass renormalization — contribute to the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate.
It is thus non-magnetic, i.e., it is not associated with electron spin flips.

In the normal state, the critical fluctuations of this second boson flavor account for an

increase in C//T of more than 500 mJ/molK? at 0.12 K below the crossover temperature for



fields along the c-axis (Figure 1). However, the residual C/T at 0.12 K in the supercon-
ducting state at zero field is much smaller (Figure 2). Thus, the entropy associated with
the second boson is mostly suppressed (gapped out) by the superconductivity. Therefore,
the second boson exhibits feedback behavior, i.e., its fluctuations are suppressed below T.
in zero field. Such feedback behavior of the second boson implies that it lives on the Fermi
surface, somewhat similar to spin fluctuations in 3He (44; 50), or mixed valence fluctuations
in the related compound PuCoGas (43).

We anticipate that a broad range of quantum critical metals has a multi-flavor character

similar to that established here for CeColns.
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FIG.1 Angular dependence of 1/777T and C/T at 12 T. a. Angular convention for magnetic
field orientation adopted in this study and the tetragonal unit cell of CeColns. b. Color-enhanced
optical image of the calorimeter platform with mounted sample. c. Superconducting phase diagram
determined from specific heat measurements. Open markers indicate Bep determined from C/T
in Figure 2, and filled markers from AC-calorimetry (see Figure E1). The horizontal gray dashed
line shows the measurement “trajectory” for data in panels e,f,g. d. Angular dependence of the
crossover temperature T, (B, 0) of panels e,f. Solid curve represent anisotropic uniaxial behavior
¢*(0) = g% cos?0 + ¢34, sin? @ with qq, = 30 £ 5 mK/T and ¢. = 70 &+ 5 mK/T. e. Temperature
dependence of 1/T1T for different field orientations §. Each curve shows a saturation below the
crossover temperature T, (B = 127T,0), indicated by the vertical arrows (evaluation described in
Figure S3). The gray line indicates the expected normal-state temperature of 1/71T near the AFM
quantum critical point (35). f. Corresponding temperature dependence of the sample specific heat,
excluding its nuclear specific heat. The vertical arrows represent T, (B = 12T, 0) determined from
panel e. Solid line represents the negative 3/8 power. g. Nuclear specific heat C /T of the sample
is determined independently by its spectral signature. Solid line represents Cy oc 1/T2. For a

detailed comparison, see Section 5.0. Solid curves are guides for the eye.
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FIG. 2 Temperature dependence of C/T and 1/T1T. a,c,e. C/T shown for three orientations
of the magnetic field, B || ¢, BZ45°, and B || ab with magnetic fields from 0 to 12 T. Open (down-
ward) arrows denote the superconducting transition at 7,(B, ), corresponding to upper critical
field Beo(T) = B. (See also Figure S4.) b,d,f. Corresponding 1/77T for magnetic fields from 2 to
12 T, shifted vertically for clarity (the shift factors are indicated in the legend, unshifted curves
are shown in Figure E2). Filled (upward) arrows denote the crossover temperature scale T, (B, 6).
Open (downward) arrows denote the superconducting transition T, (B, #) from the corresponding
panels a,c,e. The solid curves are guides for the eye. Corresponding nuclear specific heat is shown

in Figure E3.
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FIG. 3 Crossover field and superconducting phase boundary. a,b,c. Temperature de-

pendence of the crossover field B, (T, ) for three orientations (filled red circles) determined from

Figure 2b,d,f. Open blue markers represent B (T, 6) determined from Figure 2a,c,e. Open grey

markers represent AC-calorimetry measurements (see Figure E1). Solid lines and dashed curves

are guides for the eye. See also Figure S4.

C/T (mJ/mol K?)

/7,7 (57K

10000

1000

100

1000

100

10

1 1 1 1 1 1
T T T d T T T
Bic B ab
o
o
5 /600-%’0 1 T o o{...}\‘
o] \
\
\
\
1 1 1 1 1 1
1 3 10 30 100 1 3 10 30 100
B(T) B(T)

0.50K

FIG. 4 Electronic C/T and 1/T1T at high magnetic fields. a,c. Magnetic field dependence

of C/T for field along the c-axis and parallel to the ab-plane at two temperatures, 0.12 K and

0.5 K. Open markers correspond to magnetic field slices in Figure 2a,c,e. Filled markers represent

high-field measurements up to 35 T. Dashed curves represent the high-field behavior expected from

field along the c-axis (panel a). Solid curves are guides for the eye. b,d. Corresponding 1/717.
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4. METHODS

A. Sample characterization and preparation

CeColng has tetragonal crystal structure with a unit cell described by lattice parameters
a=0b=4.61A and c = 7.55 A, containing one formula unit (51). The molar (as well as f.u.)
volume of CeColns is 96.6 cm®/mol, the molar mass 140 + 59 4+ 115 x 5 = 774 g/mol and
mass-density (51) is 8.04 g/cm®. A CeColns single crystal was cleaved into an approximately
cuboid shape of dimensions 50(2) x 25(2) x 20(2) um? (0.25 nmol(f.u) or 0.20 ug mass). The
sample mass estimate was checked to be within the approximately 10% spread of specific
heat measurements in References [52-57] over the temperature range from 0.6 K to 2 K (see
Figure S1). The sample was mounted on a calorimeter platform (30; 58; 59) using a thin

layer of Apiezon-N grease.

B. Measurements of thermal impedance spectra

Thermal impedance spectra were measured over a f = 10 mHz — 5 kHz frequency range
using a multi-channel lock-in technique. The sample temperature was controlled using an
offset heater lithographically defined in the nanocalorimeter (58; 59). A superimposed tem-
perature oscillation at frequency f was generated by a current at frequency f/2 on a separate
AC-heater defined lithographically in good thermal contact with the calorimeter platform
(see Figure M1). The thin-film thermometer (60) was DC-biased with a 100 k) series
resistor, resulting in complex (in-phase, out-of-phase) thermometer voltage oscillation at
frequency f, translated into a complex calorimeter platform temperature oscillation am-
plitude T°(f) using a thermometer calibration function. The thermal impedance of the
calorimeter-sample assembly ((f) was obtained by dividing T°(f) by the power P(f) of the
AC-heater,

((w) =Tw)/P(w) (M1)

where w = 27 f is the angular frequency. An example of the thermal impedance spectra
with corresponding fits is shown in Figure E6. Further measurements of thermal impedance

spectra are shown in Figure E7.
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FIG. M1 Thermal impedance spectroscopy of CeColns. a. Sketch of lithographically
defined nanocalorimeter showing its major components; thermal bath (280 pm silicon wafer, in
purple), calorimeter platform containing thermometer and heater (in blue), the thermally insulating
membrane (150 nm SiN;), and gold-capped chromium leads (about 60 nm thick) (30; 58; 59). b.
Heat flow diagram of the calorimeter-sample assembly that underlies the thermal impedance of

equation (M2). The nuclear-spin subsystem represents indium and cobalt nuclei. c. Definition of

polar and vector components of the thermal impedance in the complex plane.

C. Heat-flow model of the calorimeter-sample assembly
The thermal circuit in Figure M1b is modeled by the thermal impedance ((w) given by

1 . — 1w (CS + 1wT1+1> kes
(cw)model = rop — 1wl +
C(w —ZLU(CS + v +1) + Kcs

: (M2)

where kcp is the thermal conductance of the thermal link (shown in orange in Figure Mla)
between the calorimeter platform (blue) to the heat bath (purple). kg is the thermal link
between the sample and the calorimeter platform; Cg is the heat capacity of the sample
(excluding the nuclear heat capacity), Cy is the nuclear heat capacity, and C¢ is the heat
capacity of the calorimeter platform, respectively. T} is the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation

time.
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D. Fitting of thermal impedance spectra

Fitting of the observed thermal impedance spectra to the model are done using gradient

descent minimization of the goodness function

oD = [ o)
x [¢@)?™ = )] x [¢lw)™ - ¢w)pege (M3)

where ((w) is a weighting function and \;—; ¢ are six parameters for ¢(w)™°%! in equa-
tion (M2) as described above. The fitting was done using custom software. The error bars
for the fitting parameters were estimated from the analysis of the curvature of the goodness
function of equation (M3) as described in Reference [30].

All Figures in the main text represent the results of unconstrained six-parameter fits.
We checked that three of the fitting parameters, kcg (calorimeter-sample thermal link), kcp

(calorimeter-bath thermal link), and C¢ (calorimeter heat capacity), are consistent across

all fits.
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5. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

A.  AC calorimetry data
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FIG. E1 AC calorimetry data. a,b. Specific heat for different magnetic fields applied along
the c-axis and ab-plane, respectively, for a 0.50 nmol sample. c,d. Magnetic field dependence of

the specific heat.
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FIG. E2 Temperature dependence of 1/777T. Nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate in Fig-

ure 2b,d,f in the main text, shown here without vertical offset. All lines are guides to the eye.



20

C. Nuclear specific heat
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FIG. E3 Nuclear specific heat. a,b,c. Nuclear specific heat shown as Cy /T for different

magnetic fields and magnetic field orientations. All solid curves are guides for the eye.
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D. Entropy for some magnetic fields and field orientations
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FIG. E4 Entropy for some magnetic fields and field orientations. a,b.
function of temperature for B || ¢ in log-log scale (panel a) and lin-lin scale (panel b).

Corresponding entropy for B || ab. The full set of magnetic fields are shown in Figure E5.
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E. Entropy for several magnetic fields and field orientations
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FIG. E5 Entropy for several magnetic fields and field orientations. Entropy as described

in Figure E4, for the full set of magnetic fields.



F. Thermal impedance data
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FIG. E6 Thermal impedance data. a. Thermal impedance at 12T along the c-axis, for tem-

peratures from 0.12 K to 3 K. The upper half Im{(w) > 0, shows the observed thermal impedance.

The lower half Im((w) < 0, is "mirrored” as a guide for the eye, ((—w) = (*(w). b,c. Frequency

dependence of the polar components (amplitude and phase) of the observed thermal impedance

in the range 10mHz to 5kHz. d. Normalized thermal impedance ((w)/{(w = 0). The lower half

shows the result of the fit to equation (M2). e,f. Corresponding frequency dependences of the

polar components for the fits to the model.
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G. Thermal impedance spectra for different temperatures and magnetic field orientations
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0.15K
12T
b
0.20K
12T
C 0.30K
12T
"N
2
<
¥ 0.5 . 0.5 0.5
A \‘?}._ ‘s
é 0 NﬂA o 0 C<> ° 0 Q °
R L 0 0 0
£-05 T -0.5 -0.5
0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2
Re {(w) (K/nW) Re J(w) (K/nW) Re J(w) (K/nW)

FIG. E7T Thermal impedance spectra for different temperatures and magnetic field
orientations. a,b,c. Thermal impedance spectra of the calorimeter-sample assembly at 12 T for
a frequency range of 10 mHz to 5 kHz for a set of angles at 0.15 K, 0.20 K, and 0.30 K, respectively,
shown here in the complex plane of ((w). Each spectrum gives one data point in Figure le,f,g of
the main text. The "multi-circle” geometry indicates directly the multi-relaxation time character

of the thermal impedance.
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H.  Comparison of zero field C/T

A
+

5000 TISP (this work)

ac-calorimetry (this work)
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1000 Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 037002 (2010)

500

C/T(mJ/mol K?)

FIG. S1 Comparison of C/T of CeColn; at zero field. Measurements in this work (TISP:
open blue circles, AC calorimetry: black dots) are compared with measurements from Refer-

ences [52-57]. Over the temperature range of 0.6 K to 2 K, all measurements fall within 10%

of each other.
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Evaluation of 7, at 12T
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FIG. S2 Evaluation of T, at 12 T. a. 1/77T in Figure le in the main text, shifted vertically
to highlight the crossover region for each temperature sweep. Thin gray lines indicate the limiting
behavior below and above crossover T,. The value of T, is determined as the crossing point of the
two gray lines, as indicated by the arrow. b. C/T in Figure 1f in the main text shifted vertically

for clarity. The location of T, as determined by analysis of 1/77T in panel a, are shown as arrows.
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J. Evaluation of T, and T, for different magnetic fields and field orientations
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FIG. S3 Evaluation of T, and T, for different orientations and magnitudes of magnetic
fields. a,c,e. Temperature dependence of 1/T1T from Figure 2 in the main text at different
magnetic fields, offset vertically for clarity. Solid gray lines indicate the limiting behavior above
and below the crossover temperature Ty, similar to Figure S2. The crossover temperature Ty, is
determined as their intercept, indicated by the solid arrow. The color shading indicates the fitting
error bars as described in Section 4. b,d,f. Corresponding specific heat of Figure 2 of the main
text. The open arrows indicate the superconducting transition temperature. T, as determined

from 1/T1T, are shown as solid arrows.
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K.  Magpnetic field dependence of T, (B) and T.(B)
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FIG. S4 Magnetic field dependence of T, and T.(B). a,b,c. Magnetic field dependence of
T, (B) and T,(B) for magnetic fields along the c-axis, at BZ45°, and along the ab-plane, respec-

tively. See also Figure 3 of the main text.



L. Determination of ¢g-factors
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FIG. S5 Determination of g-factors. a. Angular dependence of ¢?(f) vs cos260 determined
as ¢*(8) = (T,/B)? in Figure S2 and from the slopes in Figure S4 using ¢?(0) ~ (dT,/dB)>.
The approximate linear dependence is consistent with lowest-angular-harmonic behavior of the
tetragonal lattice structure of CeColns, ¢*(0) = ¢2 cos® 0 + ¢, sin? 6, or, equivalently ¢2(0) =
1/2(q24q2,) +1/2(q2 —¢2,) cos 2. The linear regression of the data in panel a produces 1/2(¢2+¢%,) =
2.9(5) (mK/T)? and 1/2(¢? — ¢2,) = 2.0(2) (mK/T)2 This corresponds to g. = 70(5) mK/T and
dap = 30(5) mK/T. The solid line represents the linear fit. The dotted curve corresponds to the
best-fit with the second and fourth harmonics, ¢%(f) = a + bcos20 + ccos4f with parameters
a=3.1(5) (mK/T)%, b=2.5(2) (mK/T)?, and ¢ = 0.30(2) (mK/T)2. Such higher order harmonic
fit changes the values of the g-factors to g. = 75(5) mK/T and g, = 25(5) mK/T. b. ¢(#) plotted
vs cos 6. Solid curve represents the lowest harmonic approximation, ¢(6) = (qz cos? 19+qC2Lb sin? 9)1/ 2

with ¢. and g4, determined by linear regression in panel a. The dotted curve represents the the

best-fit for the fourth harmonic approximation.
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M.  Normalized C/T for different magnetic fields and field orientations
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FIG. S6 Normalized C/T for different magnetic fields and field orientations. a,b,c.
Electronic C/T divided by C/T at 12 T along the ab-plane in the normal state. The arrows

represent the crossover temperature T, (B) determined in Figure S3.
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N. Two nuclear components in CeColnjy
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FIG. S7 Heat flow diagram of the calorimeter-sample asembly with two nuclear com-
ponents. a. A sketch of the calorimeter, indicating different components. b. Heat flow diagram
of the calorimeter-sample assembly which determines the thermal impedance in equation (S1).

CeColns has two nuclear spin subsystems, that of 115/113In (C1n) and that of 39Co (Ca).

The model described in Section 4 accounts for a single nuclear isotope species coupled to
the electrons via the nuclear spin lattice relaxation rate 1/7;. In CeColns, about 13% of the
nuclear heat capacity comes from *?Co while the rest comes from ''5/13In. The resulting

two-nuclear-component heat circuit is described by a larger (9-parameter) model,

o Cin Con
1 . O w (CS _'_ —iwTh1+1 + —in22+1) kcs
C(w)model = kep — wlo +
2

where T}, and Ty are the spin-lattice relaxation times for In and Co, respectively. We have

: (S1)

—iw (CS + —z'u;CTllNlJrl + —ifﬁiﬂ) + Kcs
assumed that the cross-relaxation rate 1/Ts [32; G1] is zero.

Detailed investigation of the two-component nuclear specific heat as well as effects of
cross-relaxation is beyond the scope of this work. We now show that in TISP measurements,
inclusion of these effects does not affect the magnitude of the electronic specific heat and
the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rates at the level of accuracy necessary for the discussion
in the main text.

The weak sensitivity of the magnitude of Cs and 77 to changes in the nuclear system
is rooted in the fact that in TISP measurements, the nuclear specific heat Cy and the
electronic specific heat Cg are determined independently by the frequency-dependent thermal
impedance. For example, if the calorimeter-sample assembly is described by the single-

isotope thermal impedance (equation (M2) in Section 4), then any changes in the magnitude
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of the nuclear specific heat Cy have zero effect on the magnitude of all other parameters,
including that of Cs and 7.

As a consequence of such "robustness”, even when we modify the nuclear subsystem
in a more significant way, such as the two-isotope (equation (S1)) versus single-isotope
(equation (M2) in Section 4), the differences in the values of Cs and T determined from fits
to the two models are parametrically smaller than the differences in the parameters of the
nuclear subsystem, as long as the latter are relatively small (see Supplementary Note 3 for
mathematical details).

Specifically, for CeColns, the nuclear specific heat consists of 13% 5°Co and 87% %/115In
and the nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate of %°Co is about five times smaller than that
of 19/13[n (Figure S8) [14; 42]. The relatively small, 13% “redistribution” of the nuclear
specific heat components in equation (S1) has much smaller, less than 1%, effect on the
magnitude of the electronic specific heat and 5% to 10% effect on the spin-lattice relaxation

rate.

a ’IOO us T T T pa b 500_' : T : r
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FIG. S8 NMR measurements of 1/777T for 59Co in CeColn; and TISP measurements
of 1/TyT for CeColns. a. Nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate of 5Co in CeColns from NMR
measurements [14] for magnetic fields along the c-axis. b. TISP measurements of 1/T1T for

CeColns from Figure 2 of the main text.

To investigate the effects of two nuclear components, consider a system described by
equation (S1) with a fixed set of 9 parameter. We take the corresponding thermal impedance
spectrum ((w)s and use the single-isotope model (equation (M2) in Section 4) to fit six
parameters, including Cs, Cy, and T7.

This defines the differences 0,(Cs), 0,(Cy), 0,(11) between the values obtained by such
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fit and the corresponding model parameters in equation (S1) of the more realistic model.

To calculate the o,’s we set

Tn =T,

Ty = 5T}

Con = 0.13C

Cix = 0.87Cx (52)

where the left side corresponds to the values in equation (S1) and the right-hand side cor-
responds to the values in the single-isotope model (equation (M2) in Section 4). The errors

,(Cs), 0,(Cn), 0,(T1), evaluated at four different temperatures, are given in table .

T on(Cs)  oy(1/T1T)  oy(Cn)
(K) % % %
0.12 0.2 7 )
0.35 0.03 6 7
1.1 0.001 5 7
3.0 0.001 4 8

TABLE I Errors introduced by 6-parameter model. Errors introduced by the use of a single

nuclear component, evaluated at a magnetic field of 12 T along the ab-plane.

As indicated above, the values of 0,(Cys) at temperatures above 0.3 K are much smaller
than the nominal difference in the nuclear specific heat o, (Cx). Importantly, the difference
in C's remains small at even lower temperatures due to the near perfect orthogonality in the

parameter space (see Section 5.P for further details).
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0. Nuclear heat capacity
The nuclear specific heat is described by a high-temperature tail of a Schottky anomaly,
Cy = (B/T)*c, (S3)

where

co = (1/3) Nakg Z I (T + 1)(gnMN/kB)2 (54)

is the "reduced” nuclear specific heat, i.e., its value at 1 T and 1 K. The sum in equation 54
is over all nuclear species with nuclear spin in the unit cell, a,, is the number of such atoms
in each unit cell. J, and g, are their spin and nuclear g-factors, and pux = 32.5 neV/T
is the nuclear magneton. A small, quadrupolar contribution from In becomes important
only at very small fields (below 100 mT). The value of the reduced nuclear specific heat,
co = 85 uJK/molT?, is determined in CeColns by five ''°In and *3In nuclei (which have the
same nuclear spin and very close values of the nuclear g-factor [62]) and one **Co nuclei in
each unit cell. 3Co accounts for about 13% of the total nuclear specific heat both because
of a smaller number of cobalt atoms and because of its smaller nuclear spin [62].

At low temperatures and high magnetic fields, the measured nuclear specific heat deviates

from its expected value, through an additional factor (1+ K)? related to the knight shift K,
Cn = (14 K)*(B/T)c, (S5)

describing enhanced — or screened — magnitude of local magnetic field (1 + K)B. Figure 59
shows (1 + K)? for all fields and temperatures in Figure 2 in the main text. At low temper-
atures, the nuclear specific heat deviates away from its nominal value (K = 0) by as much
as a factor of two, corresponding to values of K up to £30% (see Figure S10). We currently
do not exclude that some of the observed effect can arise from measurement errors and the
evaluation errors due to the 6-parameter fit with a single nuclear contribution. We note,
however, that such errors associated with calibration should be independent of the magnetic

field orientation.
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FIG.S9 Measured nuclear specific heat normalized by its nominal value, equation (S3).
a,b,c. Nuclear specific heat (normalized by its nominal value, equation (S3)) for different magnetic
fields and field orientations. The nuclear specific heat approaches its nominal value (K = 0, dashed
line) at high temperatures. The deviations from the nominal value at lower temperatures indicate

a difference between the applied magnetic field and the effective magnetic field at the nucleus.
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FIG. S10 Temperature dependence of the nuclear specific heat in the superconducting
and normal state of CeColns. a,c,e. Temperature dependence of the nuclear specific heat for
fields 4, 6, and 8 T along the ab-plane. The dashed line indicates the nominal (K = 0) value of nu-
clear specific heat. The dotted line indicates the maximum deviation of nuclear specific heat below
the nominal value, more than a factor two smaller. Vertical arrows indicate the superconducting
transition determined from Figure S3. All solid lines are guides for the eye. b,d,f. Nuclear specific

heat in a,c,e plotted as T2Cy. The dashed line indicates the nominal behavior.
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P. Linear algebra of multiple nuclear species

The "orthogonality” of parameter space noted in Section 5.N is based on the following
mathematical analysis. To cast the problem into a linear-space language we denote the
observed thermal impedance spectra as Z(w) and the model as X (w),,. Both are vectors in

the linear space of functions of frequency. We define a scalar product
{(A(w)[B(w)) (S6)
in this vector space via the frequency integrals
/ dwB(w) A(w) Bw). (S7)

where B(w) is a given weight function.The goodness function (Section 4) is represented by

g({Ai}) = (Z(w) = X(w)a,

Z(w) = X(w)x) - (S8)

7

For a perfect fit of Z(w) with X (w),,, the goodness function is at a minimum value equal
to zero for small changes of all \; away from their best fit value \?. Now assume that the
physical behavior Z(w) is different from the one described by the model X (w),,, i.e., it is

described by a different model. Let the observed behavior be Z(w) + an(w), where a is a

small number and 7(w) is a function describing the deviation from the model X (w),,, i.e.,
we assume that Z(w) is fitted by the model X (w),, with best-fit parameters A\{. If we do
the linear regression analysis of Z(w) 4 an(w) using the model X (w),,, we would find best
fit parameters \; = \? + d)\; instead of \? for @ = 0. What is the relation between d\;, a,
and n(w)?

Define the new best-fit parameters from

(2(w) + an(w) = X(),

(Z(w) + an(w) = X(w)x

Z(w) + an(w) — X(w)ki> — min
d
d\;

Z(w) + an(ew) = X(w)y, ) =0 (S9)

We will only consider small values of a, for which we can truncate the expansion at the
linear term,

d\;
da ’

A=\ +a (S10)
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i.e., we assume that d)\; are proportional to a. The problem is to find a set of derivatives

d\;/da. Equation (S9) has a form,

<dX<w>Ai

d\;

Z(w) + an(w) —X(w)Ai> =0. (S11)
If a is zero, the ket in equation (S11) is identically zero for A\; = \?. The set of six functions

Vilw) = (%)H (512)

near )] defines a six-dimensional “tangent” linear space at Z(w) = X (w)y0. Equation (S11)
can only constraint parameters a and d\;/da as long as the function n(w) can be decomposed
into this tangent space. This is because small changes in )\; away from \? produce changes
in the functions X (w),, that lie in tangent space, 0.X (w) = d\;V;(w). Therefore we need to

distinguish two orthogonal components of function n(w),
an(w) = an(w) L + an(w), (S13)
where an(w) is in the tangent space

nw)y = 3 Vilw) m (S14)

with the expansion coefficients 1; whereas n(w), is orthogonal to the tangent space,

<77(w)¢

With this, equation (S11), is only sensitive to the tangent component n(w);.

Vi(w)> =0 for all 7. (S15)

The coefficients 7; in equation S14 are given by

Vi) (316)

Vw). K= ((Vw

n; =K <77(w)

where matrix K;; accounts for non-orthogonality of the basis V;(w) in the tangent space.
Equation (511) now states that the tangent space component of 7(w) must be ”balanced”
by the small changes in the fitting parameters, which immediately results in

o
da M

(S17)

where 7); is given by equation (S16).
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A check of this result is that when the function n(w) coincides with one of the basis
vectors V;(w) (i.e., the modified Z(w) + an(w) is still described exactly by the model X (w)j,

with simple shift in the fitting parameters), only one of d\; must be nonzero, i.e.,

al)\i:(S

d)\j ) (S 8)

This is indeed satisfied because

ZKij <Vz‘(W)

Vi(w)) = b (S19)
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