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We study the magnetic heat capacity of a series of magnetically ordered Ce-based heavy fermion materi-
als, which show an anomalous T 3 heat capacity in excess of the phonon contribution in many materials. For
compounds for which magnon models have been worked out, we show that the local-moment magnon heat
capacity derived from the measured magnon spectra underestimates the experimental specific heat. The excess
heat capacity reveals increasing density of states with increasing energy, akin to a pseudogap. We show that
this anomalous temperature-dependent term is not associated with proximity to a quantum critical point (QCP),
but is strongly correlated with TN , indicating the anomalous excitations are governed by the magnetic exchange
interaction. This insight may hold key information for understanding magnetically ordered heavy fermions.

First discovered in the 1970’s [1, 2], heavy fermions are a
prototypical problem of strongly correlated electron systems
[3–8]. Deriving their name from an anomalously large effec-
tive electron mass at low temperatures, these materials dis-
play a variety of strongly correlated quantum phases, includ-
ing non-Fermi liquids [8, 9], unconventional superconductiv-
ity [7], volume collapse [10], topological Kondo insulators
[11], and hidden order [12]. Many share similar phenomenol-
ogy of quantum criticality, summarized by the famous Do-
niach phase diagram [13]. It is known that heavy fermion be-
havior arises from the interactions between local and itinerant
electrons. Yet, despite decades of work, there is no micro-
scopic model able to account for their behavior. This signi-
fies key gaps in our understanding of superconductivity, non-
quasiparticle transport, and fundamental many-body quantum
physics.

As the list of heavy fermion materials continues to grow but
theory is still lacking, one route to explaining heavy fermions
is looking for trends across materials families [14, 15]. In this
paper, we focus on heat capacity of magnetically ordered Ce
heavy fermion materials [16]. Beginning with CeIn3, we show
that a common feature of these compounds is an anomalous
density of states at low energies (in addition to T -linear Som-
merfeld coefficient), often taking the form of an approximate
T 3 term in heat capacity. In certain cases, where a rigorous
magnon model has been worked out, we show that the ex-
perimental heat capacity far exceeds the bosonic magnon heat
capacity at low temperatures. Correlation analysis shows this
density of states to be uncorrelated with proximity to quan-
tum criticality but strongly correlated with the ordering tem-
perature. Thus, these anomalous excitations are related to the
magnetic exchange interaction.

By way of introduction, let us begin by examining the
heat capacity of the magnetically ordered heavy fermion sys-
tem CeIn3. This compound magnetically orders at TN =
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10.23(1) K [17], and has superconducting and non-Fermi liq-
uid properties under pressure [18, 19]. We measured its heat
capacity using a Quantum Design Physical Property Measure-
ment System (PPMS) from 0.4 K to 20 K that utilizes a quasi-
adiabatic thermal relaxation method, and the data is shown in
Fig. 1. Plotting the data on a C/T vs T 2 graph shows a nearly
straight line below TN , indicating T 3 heat capacity (slope)
with a T -linear term (y-axis offset). The T -linear term is ex-
plicable (at least phenomenologically) as a Sommerfeld term
from enhanced fermion mass [20]. The T 3 term, however, is
much larger than the phonon heat capacity (approximated by
the nonmagnetic LaIn3 [2]) and is more of a challenge.

In theory, gapless linear dispersive magnons in three dimen-
sions in the low-temperature limit give T 3 heat capacity

cmol = NAv0
4π2

15
kB

(kBT
hv

)3
(1)

where v0 is the volume of the unit cell, h is Planck’s constant,
and v is the velocity of the modes [20]. Recent CeIn3 neu-
tron scattering studies have shown gapless linear dispersive
magnons with a velocity of v ≈ 600 m/s [10]. However, the
calculated heat capacity from such modes via Eq. 1, shown
in Fig. 1(a), underestimates the specific heat by two orders
of magnitude. (The slope of heat capacity suggests a magnon
velocity v ≈ 130 m/s, inconsistent with the neutron results.)
We can improve this calculation by instead integrating over
the full magnon band structure rather than just the bottom of
the dispersion. Taking the CeIn3 magnon dispersion from Ref.
[10], one can more rigorously calculate the heat capacity by
numerically integrating over the entire Brillouin zone,

cv = kB

∑
s

∫
dk
(ℏωs(k)

kBT

)2 eℏωs(k)/kBT

(eℏωs(k)/kBT − 1)2 (2)

summing over s magnon modes where ωs(k) are the mode
dispersions [20]. The result of these calculations are shown
in Fig. 1(b), where Ce is the electronic (phonon-subtracted)
specific heat. The calculated heat capacity comes close to
the Ce(T )/T data near 5 K (where the validity of theory is
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FIG. 1. CeIn3 heat capacity compared to magnon models. Panel
(a) shows the simplistic heat capacity from Eq. 1, with the low-
energy velocity from the neutron-derived magnon model v ≈ 600 m/s
[10]. This is two orders of magnitude smaller than experiment. Also
shown in heat capacity of nonmagnetic analogue LaIn3 from Ref.
[2]. Panel (b) shows the calculated heat capacity from a more so-
phisticated model, integrating over the whole Brillouin zone for the
magnon band structure (blue) and the electron band structure (green).
Both significantly underestimate the low-energy density of states
compared to the electronic specific heat Ce. Panel (c) shows the [001]
field dependent heat capacity, with (d) as a closer view of the low-T
behavior. Application of a 9 T field makes almost no difference to
the T 3 heat capacity, contrary to expected magnon behavior.

questionable: the expansion is only valid when the moment
size is near saturation, likely T ≲ TN

2 ), but the calculated heat
capacity is far too small below ∼ 3 K. Clearly, the anoma-
lously large T 3 heat capacity cannot be explained by the de-
rived local-moment magnon model.

Further evidence against the T 3 heat capacity being
magnons is found in the field-dependent data, shown in Fig.
1(c)-(d). Ordinarily, a magnetic field shifts magnon bands up
in energy, decreasing the low energy density of states and sup-
pressing the low-temperature Eq. 2 heat capacity. However,
the heat capacity below TN is barely affected by a magnetic
field, indicating this density of states is not from local mo-
ment magnons.

As a final attempt to explain the CeIn3 T 3 heat capacity, we
calculate the electron band structure with density functional
theory (DFT). Using the CeIn3 experimental crystal structure,
we performed DFT calculations by using a full-potential lin-
earized augmented plane wave (FP-LAPW) as implemented
in the WIEN2k code [23]. On top of the generalized gradi-
ent approximation (GGA) [24] for the exchange-correlation
functional, we used a value of Hubbard Ue f f = 6.0 eV on Ce-
4f electrons for a G-type antiferromagnetically ordered state
with the magnetization imposed along (111) direction. The
spin-orbit coupling was included in a second variational way.

A plane wave cutoff RKmax = 8 were taken with a 12×12×12
k-points. The resulting heat capacity, calculated via Eq. 2
but with fermionic statistics, are shown as the green line in
Fig. 1(b). Not only does it vastly underestimate the Som-
merfeld γ term (γ = 9.88 mJ/mol·K2), it has virtually no T 3

dependence with a T 3 prefactor 2.37(3) × 10−5 J/mol·K4 for
T 2 < 50 K2, six orders of magnitude smaller than CeIn3’s fit-
ted T 3 prefactor 10.31(11) J/mol·K4. (If we renormalize the
DFT band structure energy to yield larger DOS near the Fermi
energy and match the empirical γ = 130 mJ/mol·K2, this still
falls far short with T 3 prefactor 1.76(2) × 10−2 J/mol·K4 for
T 2 < 10 K2, still three orders of magnitude too small.) Thus,
DFT electronic band structures are unable to explain the T 3

heat capacity. This is not so surprising, as DFT often strug-
gles to capture strong correlations between electrons.

Clearly, there is some significant density of states at low en-
ergy that pure magnon and pure electron band theory fails to
capture. The strong correlations in CeIn3 produce a substan-
tial energy-dependent density of states (i.e., T 3 specific heat),
not merely an enhanced electron mass (which would give T -
linear specific heat).

Having observed such behavior in one magnetically or-
dered heavy fermion material, a natural question is how gen-
eral is this behavior. In Fig. S1, we compare experimental
lattice-subtracted heat capacity to magnon heat capacity for
five magnetically ordered heavy fermion materials for which a
magnon model exists: CeRhIn5 [26], CePd2Si2 [8], CeCu2Ge2
[28], and CePt3Si [29]. The data from these compounds, and
the calculated magnon specific heat (Eq. 2), are shown in Fig.
S1(a)-(e). (For CeCu2Ge2 a proper magnon model does not
exist, and the calculated magnon heat capacity is from an Ein-
stein mode with the energy of the flat band measured in Ref.
[28].)

In every case, there is a large temperature-dependent spe-
cific heat term in the experimental data that can be not ac-
counted for by the magnon model. This is made more evi-
dent by the lower row (f)-(j) of Fig. S1, where the magnon
calculated specific heat has been subtracted from the experi-
mental heat capacity. In all compounds, the residual specific
heat has a peak at low temperatures, which vaguely resembles
a Schottky anomaly (indicated by the red lines). This is true
even for CeRhIn5, which has the smallest γ value of the five
compounds. This suggests some kind of (pseudo)gap in the
density of states, wherein the density of states increases with
increasing energy. In each compound, the excess heat capac-
ity rises to 20-50% of the γ value (T → 0 K), by no means
a small contribution. Furthermore, the pseudogap energy is
consistently the same order as TN (see the Supplemental Ma-
terials [30]), suggesting an energy scale governed by the mag-
netic order.

The five compounds in Fig. S1 had the luxury of a fitted
magnon model, but we gain more insight by extending this
analysis to a broader set of compounds. In Table I we exam-
ine 17 different magnetically ordered Ce-based heavy fermion
materials. Taking their heat capacities below TN from the lit-
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FIG. 2. Electronic heat capacity of five different magnetically ordered heavy fermion materials for which a magnon model is available. (a)-(e)
shows the raw data, which has had the lattice contribution subtracted (red) compared to the calculated magnon heat capacity (green). The
bottom row (f)-(j) shows the data with the magnon model subtracted (Ce−m), compared to a Schottky anomaly offset by a γ term. In each case
the extra density of states has the character of a (pseudo)gapped density of states. Contrast this with the Kondo effect heat capacity, where C/T
monotonically decreases with temperature [25].

erature, we fit the lowest temperature data to

c = γT + NakB

( T
Tβ

)3
(3)

where Na is Avagadro’s number and Tβ serves as a magnetic
analogue of the Debye temperature. (This is not meant to im-
ply that the true non-magnon specific heat is T 3 over many
decades, but is meant to capture the lowest temperature be-
havior which, as Fig. S1 shows, is mainly preserved when the
local-moment magnon contribution is subtracted.) The fits are
shown in the Supplemental Materials [30], and the fitted val-
ues are listed in Table I.

Interestingly, we find many Ce-based heavy fermion ma-
terials with large low temperature T 3 heat capacity. In some
cases this exists over a full decade in temperature. One might
wonder if this is correlated with how “close” the system is
to quantum criticality. If we take the critical pressure Pc (at
which magnetic ordering temperature goes to T = 0) as a
measure of this, we can answer this question empirically.

Figure 3 plots the γ and Tβ terms of the various compounds
against Pc. For γ, there is a clear trend: the closer to criti-
cality, the larger the γ (with one outlier, CeRh2Si2 which has
also an anomalously large TN). This is as expected for mass
renormalization driven by quantum criticality. For Tβ how-
ever, there is no apparent trend: the T 3 specific heat appears
to be uncorrelated with Pc.

We can be more precise about these trends by using Pear-
son’s R correlation coefficient. Applying this to the logarithm
of the data (to account for nonlinear trends) in Table I yields
a correlation matrix, plotted in Fig. 4. This reveals a very
strong correlation between Tβ and TN , weak correlation be-
tween Tβ and γ, and virtually no correlation between Tβ and
Pc. Therefore, the T 3 heat capacity is not dependent on prox-
imity to quantum criticality, but instead seems to be closely

TABLE I. Experimental properties of various magnetically ordered
Ce heavy fermion materials. γ (Sommerfeld coefficient), Pc (critical
pressure), and TN (Neel temperature) are taken from the literature,
but Tβ is fitted to the data found in the reference indicated.

compound γ ( mJ
mol·K2 ) Pc (GPa) TN (K) Tβ (K)

CeIn3 130 2.65 [19] 10.23(1) [17] 9.31(3)
CeRhIn5 70 [31] 2.3 [32] 3.8 [33] 7.41(7) [3]
Ce2RhIn8 400 [35] 1.36 [36] 2.8 [35] 4.445(14) [3]
CePt2In7 50 [37] 3.5 [37] 5.5 [37] 7.02(7) [37]
CePd5Al2 56 [38] 10.8 [38] 2.87 [38] 3.274 [39]
CeCu2Si2 1000 [40] 0 [40] 0 [40]
CePd2Si2 131 [4] 2.87 [42] 9.3 [4] 8.072(15) [4]
CeRh2Si2 22.8 [43] 0.97 [42] 36 [44] 56(5) [45]
CeCu2Ge2 77 [46] 7.7 [47] 4.15(5) [46] 3.51(2) [46]
Ce2Ni3Ge5 90 [48] 3.9 [49] 4.3 [48] 3.551(7) [48]
CeNiGe3 76 [50] 5.5 [51] 5 [50] 5.166(9) [50]
CePt3Si 335 [1] 0.6 [1] 2.25 [1] 3.659(9) [1]
CeRhSi3 110 [53] 2.36 [54] 1.6 [53] 3.44(2) [53]
CeIrSi3 105 [55] 2.63 [56] 5 [55] 9.5(3) [55]

CeCoGe3 32 [57] 5.5 [57] 21 [58] 28.0(9) [58]
CePdAl 250 [59] 0.92 [60] 2.7 [59] 2.862(7) [59]

CeRh6Ge4 250 [61] 0.85 [62] 2.5 [61] 4.19(5) [61]

related to TN (indeed, in the Supplemental Materials [30], we
show this relationship is essentially linear). Thus, this excess
density of states seems to be governed by magnetic exchange
interactions.

This is consistent with behavior of CeRhIn5 under hydro-
static pressure: as this compound approaches the QCP, the γ
value grows but Tβ shrinks as TN is suppressed [31]. This was
interpreted as “decreasing spin wave stiffness,” but our results
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FIG. 3. Correlations between physical properties for various magnet-
ically ordered heavy fermion materials. (a) Sommerfeld coefficient
γ vs critical pressure Pc, showing a clear trend of increasing γ as Pc

decreases. (b) T 3 term β vs Pc, showing no clear correlation. Colors
indicate families of materials. Data for this plot is shown in Table I.
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FIG. 4. Correlation matrix between physical properties as indicated
by the Pearson R coefficient. Red indicates positive correlation, blue
indicates negative correlation. Tβ is strongly correlated only with
TN , and weakly correlated with γ, but essentially uncorrelated with
Pc, indicating that it is not a function of proximity to a QCP.

here indicate that it is not spin waves at all, but of some other
origin.

One weakness of the above correlation analysis is that it
does not consider how much of the T 3 heat capacity comes
from magnons alone. However, the examples of CeIn3 and
other compounds in Fig. S1 show the local-moment magnons
come nowhere near explaining the heat capacity in the mag-
netically ordered state, suggesting it holds across the heavy

fermion family.
One additional example, not included in Fig. S1, is

CeRh6Ge4. This material is a ferromagnet [61], which should
have T 3/2 heat capacity at low temperatures because of its
quadratic magnon dispersion [20], but the magnetic specific
heat is also definitively T 3 below TN (see the Supplemental
Materials [30]). This alone signals a significant discrepancy,
but because there is no magnon model it is difficult to say how
severe is the difference between the measured and magnon
heat capacity.

At this point, we are left with a quandary. We have shown
that a large number of magnetically ordered Ce heavy fermion
materials have an anomalous temperature-dependent heat ca-
pacity which often approximates T 3 as T → 0, and this term is
not related to QCP proximity. It is tempting to invoke hereto-
fore unobserved Dirac fermions to explain these density of
states. After all, a Dirac cone dispersion (linear dispersing
bands) generically produces T 3 specific heat, and proposed
Weyl-Kondo semimetal states in heavy fermions predict pre-
cisely such density of states at the Fermi energy [6, 63, 65]. If
this explanation is correct, it indicates that such behavior is far
more common in the heavy fermions than previously thought.
However, this explanation does not readily explain the corre-
lation with TN . Furthermore, because the velocity would have
to be very small, it constrains the linear crossing to be close to
the Fermi energy, for which no mechanism is known.

Generically, coupling to bosonic fluctuations (e.g electron-
hole pairs, magnons, or phonons) will also create a T 3 ln T
contribution to the specific heat of a Fermi liquid [66]. How-
ever, such a Fermi liquid correction from electron-hole pairs
can be ruled out because the correction is the wrong sign
from that which is observed. A correction due to coupling
to magnons can also be ruled out on the basis that a mag-
netic field will gap out the magnons, while the CeIn3 experi-
mental heat capacity is essentially unchanged up to 9 T [Fig.
1(c)] (similar low-field-independence is observed in the other
Fig. S1 compounds [1, 4, 46, 67]). Finally, a correction from
coupling to phonons appears inconsistent with the observed
correlation between Tβ and TN , which suggests a magnetic
origin; and the size of the excess heat capacity relative to the
electronic term implies something beyond a perturbative cor-
rection to the Sommerfeld term.

This observation of a pseudogapped density of states in
magnetically ordered heavy fermions begs for an explanation.
As it cannot be explained by electrons, magnons, or phonons
alone, it suggests an entanglement between various degrees
of freedom. For instance, it could be that the excess T 3 heat
capacity arises from coherent spin waves in the itinerant elec-
tron bands that lie below the particle-hole continuum [68]. If
such physics could be produced by a staggered field of mag-
netic order (which remains to be seen), one could have density
of states governed by magnetic exchange but in the itinerant
electron bands—but this is speculation at this point.

An interesting question, but beyond the scope of this study,
is how common the pseudogap feature is in other types
of compounds. A similar pseudogapped density of states
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has been observed in non-magnetically-ordered Ce3Bi4Pd3
[7] and elemental plutonium [70], indicating generic heavy
fermion behavior even beyond magnetically ordered systems.
Another interesting question which may be addressed with a
broader survey of compounds is whether the pseudogapped
density of states correlates with the sharpness of the magnetic
transition.

In summary, we have shown that a large number of mag-
netically ordered Ce heavy fermions display anomalous, sub-
stantial T 3 specific heat inside their magnetic ordered phases.
Comparison to the few materials for which magnon models
exist shows that this heat capacity is not due to local-moment
magnons. The T 3 term is not correlated with the critical pres-
sure, indicating this effect is not due to QCP proximity; but
is strongly correlated with the ordering temperature TN , indi-
cating the effect is governed by the magnetic exchange inter-
action. These results highlight a previously unobserved be-
havior: a Sommerfeld ∼ γT term is insufficient to capture
the density of states of the magnetically ordered Ce materi-
als. Although it is perhaps not surprising that simplistic local-
moment models fail to describe strongly correlated systems
like magnetically ordered heavy fermions, this study high-
lights exactly how such models fail, and shows the fruitfulness
of examining correlations across materials families. More im-
portantly, the identified pseudogap will hopefully sharpen the
theoretical studies of this fascinating class of strongly corre-
lated materials.
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S1

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR EXCESS HEAT
CAPACITY IN MAGNETICALLY ORDERED CE HEAVY

FERMION METALS

HEAT CAPACITY FITS

The magnetic heat capacities and c = γT + NakB
( T

Tβ

)3 fits
used to populate Table I of the main text are shown in Fig. S1.
For each compound, we fitted the lowest temperature section
of data to estimate the T 3 behavior. There are two excep-
tions to this: CeCu2Ge2 (panel h) and CePt3Si (panel k). For
CeCu2Ge2, there is some ambiguity as to the fitted region: fit-
ting the data below 0.1 K (shown with a dashed line) gives
Tβ = 2.08(6) K, whereas fitting the data above 0.2 K (where a
T 3 region is more apparent) gives Tβ = 3.51(2) K (as shown in
Fig. S2, neither choice gives any overall correlation between
Pc, which is the key result of this exercise). For CePt3Si, there
is an additional superconducting transition at Tc = 0.46 K [1],
and we discard the data below this as it no longer represents
magnon specific heat. For the five compounds plotted in main
text Fig. 2, we subtracted the specific heat of a nonmagnetic
La analogue: LaIn3 [2], LaRhIn5 [3], LaPd2Si2 [4], LaCu2Ge2
[5], and LaPt3Si [1].

As is immediately obvious, not all of these compounds dis-
play clear T 3 behavior. However, all of them do have some
significant slope at the lowest temperature, indicating more
than just a constant Sommerfeld offset. Although the choice
of where to fit Tβ is somewhat arbitrary, it is clear that excess
temperature dependent heat capacity is a common feature in
the heavy fermion magnets.

Figure S3 shows the compounds in main text Table I with
Tβ plotted against TN , along with a power law and linear fit.
These two temperature scales have a nearly linear relation-
ship, and are even of the same order of magnitude. This is a
strong indication that the magnetic exchange energy is the key
to explaining the anomalous low temperature density of states
in Ce heavy fermions.

For the five compounds in main text Fig. 2, the residual heat
capacity resembles a gapped density of states at the lowest
energies. In Table S2, we enumerate various characteristics
of this (pseudo)gap: the entropy, rise in heat capacity, and
estimated gap. These estimates provide a rough picture of the
excess density of states across the five materials. Interestingly,
the pseudogap ∆ is of the same order as TN for these materials,
ranging from 0.7TNkB for CeCu2Ge2 to 2.9TNkB for CePt3Si.
This is consistent with the energy scale being governed by
magnetic exchange interactions.

CORRELATION ANALYSIS

Figure S4 shows the correlation plots used to create the cor-
relation matrix in main text Fig. 3. As can be seen, some vari-
ables (like β and TN) are strongly correlated, while others are
not.

TABLE S2. Characteristics of the magnon-model-subtracted specific
heat of the five compounds in main text Fig. 2. We show entropy to
TN/2 (∆S ), the magnitude rise in C/T above γ (Pseudogap Ce/T ),
and the gap from a Schottky comparison (Pseudogap ∆).

Compound ∆S to TN/2 Pseudogap Ce/T Pseudogap ∆
(J/mol·K) (J/mol·K2) (meV)

CeIn3 0.857 0.098 0.88
CeRhIn5 0.113 0.012 0.41
CePd2Si2 0.503 0.080 1.15
CeCu2Ge2 0.605 0.174 0.25

CePt3Si 0.494 0.264 0.57

TABLE S3. Residual variances of fits to Eq. S.1 (linear) and Eq. S.2
(nonlinear). The variance explained is the ratio between the residual
variance of the fit and the raw variance of Tβ. For both the linear and
nonlinear fits, the variance is almost entirely accounted for by TN ,
and adding other variables to the fit decreases the variance by less
than a percent.

variables % var. explained (linear) % var. explained (nonlinear)
γ 15.84 40.95
Pc 2.60 2.60
TN 96.51 98.65
γ,Pc 35.12 78.81
γ,TN 96.88 98.67
Pc,TN 96.61 98.77
γ,Pc,TN 96.88 99.18

We can take this correlation analysis a step further by ex-
plicitly analyzing the variance in Tβ which can be accounted
for by the other variables. We do this by fitting the equation

T calc
β = a1γ + a2Pc + a3TN (S.1)

to the experimental Tβ, and then systematically eliminating
variables from Eq. S.1 and refitting the ai parameters. We
then computing the residual variance var(T calc

β − Tβ), which
reveals what fraction of the variance can be explained by var-
ious combinations of variables. To account for nonlinear cor-
relations, we also fit a nonlinear equation allowing for power
law correlations

T calc
β = a1γ

b1 + a2Pb2
c + a3T b3

N (S.2)

where ai and bi are fitted freely. The results of both sets of fits
are shown in Table S3.

The fits in Table S3 reveal that more than 96% of the Tβ
variance can be accounted for by TN (more than 98% with a
nonlinear fit). Although there is nonzero variance explained
by γ in isolation, combining this with TN reveals a negligi-
ble difference in residual variance as compared to TN alone,
which means that the variance explained independent of TN is
< 0.4 % for γ and < 0.1 % for Pc. Therefore, despite nonzero
Pearson R correlations in the matrix in the main text Fig. 4,
the variance in Tβ is almost entirely due to TN .
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FIG. S1. Heat capacity of 16 magnetically ordered heavy fermion materials. The data plotted in red have a T 3 behavior below TN over a
sizeable region. The black line is the T 3 fit, and the green lines show the heat capacity from the fitted magnon model (where available).
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FIG. S2. (a) Correlation plot between Tβ and Pc assuming the larger
CeCu2Ge2 β = 0.93(8) mJ/mol·K4. Panel (b) shows the recalculated
correlation matrix, which is little changed from the main text Fig. 3.

DIRAC CONE SPECIFIC HEAT

As mentioned in the main text, a common explanation for
a T 3 specific heat is a linear Dirac cone dispersion where the
crossing is near the Fermi energy. (In this context, ”Dirac

Cone” simply means a linear dispersing mode as in the Dirac
equation, and does not imply nontrivial topology.) Generi-
cally, the integral

cv = kB

∑
s

∫
dk
(ℏωs(k)

kBT

)2 eℏωs(k)/kBT

(eℏωs(k)/kBT + 1)2

can equivalently be written as an energy integral over the den-
sity of states D(ϵ)

cv =
1

kBT 2

∫
dϵ D(ϵ)

( ϵ

eϵ/kBT + 1

)2
eϵ/kBT . (S.3)

Assuming two fermionic ω = ck bands yields the density of
states D(ϵ) =

∫
dk δ
(
ϵ − ω(k)

)
= ϵ2

π2(ℏc)3 and specific heat

cv =
7k4

Bπ
2T 3

30(ℏc)3 (S.4)

[6]. However, if we allow the Fermi surface to deviate from
the Dirac crossing such that ω = ck − ϵ f , the corresponding
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FIG. S3. Correlation plot between Tβ and TN , along with a power
law fit (solid line) and a linear fit (dashed line). The fitted power law
is nearly 1, and the linear fit matches the data reasonably well.
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FIG. S4. Correlation plots used to generate main text Fig. 3, plotted
on a log-log scale.

three-dimensional density of states is D(ϵ) = 1
π2

(ϵ−ϵ f )2

(ℏc)3 and the
derived equation is

cv =
k2

B

30(ℏc)3π2

(
5ϵ2f π

2T − 270ϵ f kBζ(3)T 2 + 7k2
Bπ

4T 3) (S.5)

where ζ(3) is the Riemann zeta function. In this case, a
nonzero ϵ f yields a finite cv/T as T → 0 and a T 2 term, but the
T 3 term is unchanged as ϵ f deviates from the crossing energy.
Thus approximate T 3 behavior will be preserved if ϵ f is small.
However, this hypothesis has two difficulties when it comes to
CeIn3 and related compounds: (i) there is no clear reason why
the velocity should correlate with TN , and (ii) it assumes that
every compound studied here happens to have a linear cross-
ing close to the Fermi energy, for which no mechanism has
been proposed.

Pseudogap model

In the main text we compare the psudogap behavior to a
Schottky anomaly, but this is by no means the only density
of states one could postulate. For instance, a gapped Schotte-
Schotte curve [7] would also resemble the data, as would a
variety of gapped distributions. However, we stress that phe-
nomenological fits to a single heat capacity curve is insuffi-
cient for precisely determining the underlying model. Our aim
is to point out the need for a microscopic model.

CePd2Si2 MAGNON MODEL

Although the magnon model for CePd2Si2 has been fitted
to neutron scattering data in Ref. [8], there is room for skep-
ticism because the experiments were performed by triple axis
neutron scattering. As the example of CeIn3 shows, triple axis
measurements may indicate a gapped magnon spectrum [9]
whereas higher-resolution measurements show a gapless spec-
trum [10]. We would therefore not be surprised if CePd2Si2 is
like CeIn3 in that it is actually gapless but its steep dispersion
was simply not resolvable in the experiments performed.

To account for this, we take the model presented in Ref.
[8], set the spin gap to zero, and recalculate the heat capac-
ity as shown in Fig. S5. Because the bottom of the mode
takes up only a small fraction of the Brillouin zone and the
magnon bandwidth is small, this make very little difference
in the calculated heat capacity. Indeed, the only difference is
a slight increase of slope at the lowest temperatures, but this
slope is still smaller than experiment by a factor of 2.8. There-
fore the discrepancy between experimental heat capacity and
the magnon modeled heat capacity for CePd2Si2 cannot be re-
solved by assuming gapless modes.
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FIG. S5. Heat capacity computed from magnon models for CePd2Si2. (a) Gapped magnon model from Ref. [8] (dashed blue) and the same
model modified to have zero anisotropy and thus gapless (green). (b) CePd2Si2 heat capacity from Ref. [4] compared with the magnon specific
heat of the two models. Besides marginally more density of states at low temperature, the two curves are identical, and do not match the slope
of the experimental specific heat as T → 0.
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