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We report measurements of the low temperature magnetization M and specific heat C as a
function of temperature and magnetic field of the quasi-one-dimensional spin chain, heavy fermion
compound YbFe5P3, which resides close to a quantum critical point. The results are compared to
the predictions of scaling laws obtained from a generalized free energy function expected near an
antiferromagnetic quantum critical point (AFQCP). The scaling behavior depends on the dimen-
sionality d of the fluctuations, the coherence length exponent ν, and the dynamic exponent z. The
free energy treats the magnetic field as a relevant renormalization group variable, which leads to
a new exponent φ = νzh, where zh is a dynamic exponent expected in the presence of a magnetic
field. When zh = z, T/H scaling is expected, as observed in several compounds close to a QCP;

whereas in YbFe5P3, a T/H3/4 dependence of the scaling is observed. This dependence reflects
the relationship zh = (4z/3) and a field exponent φ = 4/3. A feature of the scaling law is that it
restricts the possible values of the exponents to two cases for YbFe5P3: d=1, ν=1, z=1, and d=2,
ν=1/2, z=2.

I. INTRODUCTION

The investigation of quantum phase transitions and
quantum critical phenomena is important in condensed
matter. A wide array of unusual behavior and in-
teresting ground states are believed to arise from the
strong quantum fluctuations near a quantum critical
point (QCP),1 including: unconventional superconduc-
tivity in f -electron heavy fermion, high-Tc cuprate and
iron-pnictide compounds,2,3 strange-metal behavior in
“twisted” dichalcogenide materials,4 and quantum crit-
ical behavior in paraelectrics near a ferroelectric QCP.5

Of particular interest is the study of quantum criticality
in f -electron metals associated with a magnetic transi-
tion that is tuned to zero temperature by the applica-
tion pressure, magnetic field, or chemical substitution.6–9

The quantum critical behavior of most magnetic heavy
fermion materials is that of a mean-field quantum critical
point (QCP).8,10 As initially pointed out by Hertz,11 for
T = 0 quantum phase transitions, the dynamic exponent
z, which governs the energy scale (ω) of the fluctuations
(i.e., ω ∼ ξ−z, where ξ is the correlation length), enters
the free energy as additional degrees of freedom so that
the effective dimensionality becomes deff = d+z. When
this dimension becomes greater than the upper critical di-
mension dc = 4, the behavior of the system is Gaussian;
for the marginal case with deff =4, the behavior is Gaus-
sian with logarithmic corrections.8,10 The dynamic expo-
nent is generally fixed by dynamical constraints, with z
typically being 2 for antiferromagnets and 3 for ferromag-
netic metals. Because most of the heavy fermion com-
pounds whose QCPs have been studied by neutron scat-
tering are three-dimensional (3D), for z = 2 or 3, we have
deff > dc yielding Gaussian behavior and breakdown of
hyperscaling. Gaussian behavior is not only expected but

is typically observed. For example, alloys of CeRu2Si2
and CeNi2Ge2 exhibit the T 3/2 behavior of the energy
linewidth Γ of the dynamic susceptibility8,12,13 χ′′ pre-
dicted by Hertz, Millis, and Moriya (HMM) for 3D anti-
ferromagnetic QCPs.8,10,11,14 Under these circumstances,
the study of QCPs beyond the classical or Gaussian do-
main requires low-dimensional materials.

One quasi-1D material close to a QCP is YbFe5P3.
15

The orthorhombic structure of YbFe5P3 is comprised of
chains of Yb ions along the b-axis, as shown in the inset of
Fig. 1a with an Yb-Yb distance of dY b−Y b = 3.65 Å, close
to twice the metallic radius (2RY b = 2 ·1.74 Å = 3.48 Å),
which is much smaller than the inter-chain distance of 5.6
Å. This is expected to confer quasi-one-dimensional char-
acter to the magnetic fluctuations in this system, which
is also reflected in the electronic band structure.15 The
large increase in specific heat and magnetic susceptibil-
ity below 10 K, where C/T saturates to a value ∼ 1.4 J
mol−1K−2 below 0.5 K with no magnetic order observed
above 0.08 K, indicates close proximity to a QCP. Above
0.5 K, the electrical resistivity is linear with temperature
but at lower temperatures it approaches T2 behavior.
Under applied pressure (P), YbFe5P3 shows no sign of
magnetic order up to 2.5 GPa and above 0.25 K. The
resistivity follows a linear temperature dependence, ρ(T)
= ρ0+AT

η (η = 1) with an increasing A coefficient with
P , suggesting a QCP near 3 GPa.15 In addition, when
YbFe5P3 is alloyed with Co or Ru, a QCP is observed
at a critical concentration yc beyond which the com-
pound becomes antiferromagnetic.16 Given this behav-
ior, YbFe5P3 is clearly a candidate for low-dimensional,
non-Gaussian behavior near a QCP.

One method for studying the behavior near a QCP
is to examine how the magnetization and specific heat
scale with temperature and magnetic field. This method

http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.19395v1


2

has been used in studies of β-YbAlB4,
17 YFe2Al10,

18,
CeRu4Sn6,

19 and YbAlO3.
20 In this paper, we present an

extensive scaling analysis of this type for YbFe5P3. We
find scaling behavior that is consistent with the magnetic
fluctuations of YbFe5P3 having low-dimensional charac-
ter.

II. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Single crystals of YbFe5P3 were synthesized from Sn
flux.15 The YbFe5P3 single crystals were oriented using a
Laue diffractometer in backscattering geometry. Magne-
tization measurements were performed in a Quantum De-
sign Magnetic Property Measurement System (MPMS)
from 2 K to 40 K and magnetic fields up to 6 T. Specific
heat measurements were performed using a Quantum
Design Physical Property Measurement System (PPMS)
from 0.35 to 20 K and magnetic fields up to 8 T that
utilizes a quasi-adiabatic thermal relaxation method.

III. GENERAL SCALING THEORY FOR
M(H,T) AND C(H,T)

We consider first how a system scales close to an an-
tiferromagnetic quantum critical point. In the presence
of a uniform magnetic field, the scaling is quite distinct
from that of a ferromagnet. In ferromagnets, the uniform
magnetic field H is conjugate to the ferromagnetic order
parameter (the magnetization) and the applied field de-
stroys the phase transition, whereas in an antiferromag-
net the applied uniform magnetic field shifts the quantum
critical point. In Fig. S1 of the Supplemental Material,21

we show a schematic phase diagram of the fixed points
and renormalization group (RG) flows of an antiferro-
magnet in an external uniform magnetic field. For sim-
plicity, we do not consider any tricritical behavior. Notice
that the RG flows in Fig. S1 imply that all finite field
transitions at T = 0 are governed by the AFQCP fixed
point (point 1 in Fig. S1). On the other hand, thermal
phase transitions are governed by the thermal fixed point
3 at TN . The T = 0 critical field Hc (point 2) represents
a fixed point for ferromagnetic polarization of the anti-
ferromagnet. This phase diagram provides the basis for
the more general scaling analysis presented below.

Next, we consider a version of the scaling problem that
is not specifically tied to antiferromagnetism or ferromag-
netism. (Further details are described in the Supplemen-
tal Material.21) At the QCP, the free energy is a function
of the scaled variables T/gθ and H/gφ, where g is the
distance of the driving parameter from the critical value,
e.g. g is P − Pc (y − yc) for a pressure (alloy) driven
quantum phase transition. The free energy has the form

f = g2−αF

[

T

gθ
,
H

gφ

]

(1)

where α is the free energy exponent.22 We have assumed
that the uniform magnetic field is a relevant perturba-
tion at the QCP that scales as H ′ = bzhH with an ex-
ponent zh that differs from the dynamical exponent z
that controls the time scaling. The field exponent φ,
which may thus be expressed as φ = νzh, was first intro-
duced in theoretical studies of disordered random field
antiferromagnets,23,24 where a uniform (as opposed to a
staggered) magnetic field becomes a relevant parameter.
We point out that if θ = φ, both field and temperature
scale the same way, so that the free energy will exhibit
T/H scaling. Equation 1 may be written in the form

f = H
2−α
φ F

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

. (2)

Under these assumptions, the magnetization has the form

M =
∂f

∂H
= H

2−α−φ
φ F1

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

. (3)

and the uniform magnetic susceptibility, which in sys-
tems other than ferromagnets will differ from the order
parameter susceptibility, has the form

χ =
∂2f

∂H2
= H

2−α−2φ
φ F2

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

(4)

and

dχ

dT
= H

2−α−θ−2φ
φ F3

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

. (5)

The specific heat coefficient is

C

T
= − ∂2f

∂T 2
= H

2−α−2θ
φ F4

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

. (6)

Assuming that the paramagnetic (non-ordered) state is
achieved for g > 0, we define a field-dependent coherence
temperature as

Tcoh = [g0 −H
1
φ ]θ, (7)

which marks the onset of Fermi liquid behavior. Sim-
ilarly, close to an AFQCP, the zero-temperature, field-
dependent critical line is given by: Hc = gφ. There are
two regimes to consider: In the hyperscaling regime for
d + z ≤ 4, the exponent θ = νz, where ν is the ex-
ponent for the coherence length as a function of g, i.e.,
ξ ∼ |g|−ν . In addition, the hyperscaling relation holds,
2− α = ν(d+ z). In the mean-field/Gaussian regime for
d+ z ≥ 4, Millis10 introduced an exponent ψ to charac-
terize the crossover from a Fermi liquid ground state to a
regime of classical Gaussian fluctuations, i.e. TFL ∼ |g|ψ.
In this case, the exponent θ = ψ = z

d+z−2 . In this regime,
the exponent νT , characterizing the coherence length as
a function of temperature, may be different, i.e., νT 6= ν.
The deff ≥ 4 case has both a Gaussian contribution,
valid for H = 0 and where Tcoh = |g|θ, and a mean-
field contribution. In the absence of a magnetic field, the
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mean-field case shows no fluctuations in the disordered
regime, and Gaussian behavior is expected. It is shown
in the Supplemental Material21 that in the presence of a
magnetic field, the extended mean-field behavior domi-
nates over the Gaussian behavior.

IV. RESULTS

A. Physical Properties

The magnetic susceptibility χ(T) of YbFe5P3 below 40
K in various applied magnetic fields with H ‖ a is shown
in Fig. 1a. At fields below ∼ 0.5 T, χ(T) shows a strong
temperature dependence below 10 K, consistent with
strong quantum fluctuations as observed previously.15

Above 0.5 T, the magnitude of the magnetic suscepti-
bility is suppressed with increasing field and saturates
at the highest field of 6 T. The magnetization M(H) at
various temperatures with H ‖ a is displayed in Fig. 1b.
The M(H) curves have significant curvature for T < 10
K and are linear in field at higher temperatures up to 40
K. The specific heat, plotted as C/T vs T on a semi-log
scale, in various applied magnetic fields up to 8 T for
H ‖ a is shown in Fig. 1c. For H = 0 T, C/T ∼ −ln(T)
below 10 K and is constant for T ≤0.5 K, in agreement
with previous results indicating YbFe5P3 is close to a
quantum critical point.15 The crossover from a quan-
tum critical regime (for T ≫ H), where C/T ∼ −ln(T),

and a Fermi-liquid, field polarized regime (T ≪ H
θ
φ ), in

which C/T ∼ const., moves to higher temperature with
increasing magnetic field (Fig. 1c). The suppression of
the quantum critical fluctuations in C(T )/T with applied
magnetic field is similar to what is found in χ(T ) (Fig.
1a).

To further characterize the non-Fermi liquid behav-
ior, the magnetic Grüneisen parameter Γmag(T ), was
determined for YbFe5P3. The magnetic Grüneisen pa-
rameter is the ratio of ∂M/∂T to specific heat, i.e.,
Γmag(T ) = −(∂M/∂T )/Cp and is expected to diverge
at a quantum critical point with magnetic field as the
control parameter.8,25,26 The magnetic Grüneisen param-
eter has been found to diverge in a number of field-
tuned quantum critical systems, such as YbRh2Si2,

26

CeCu6−xAux,
8, CeRu4Sn6,

19 and YFe2Al10.
18 Figure 1d

shows Γmag(T ) of YbFe5P3 on a log-log plot in which
the data were obtained in a small field of 0.03 T. A fit
of a powerlaw T-dependence from 1.85 K≤ T ≤ 6.9 K,
Γmag = BT−n, yields B = 0.010 (K2.1T−1) and n =
2.1. Γmag(T) tends to saturate with the application of
larger magnetic fields, as displayed in Fig. S2. These
results provide evidence for close proximity to a QCP at
H = 0 for YbFe5P3, consistent with the other physical
properties (Fig. 1).

B. Scaling Analysis of YbFe5P3

In the hyperscaling regime for d+ z ≤ 4, where θ = νz
and (2− α) = ν(d+ z), the experimental scaling data is
analyzed in the form (from Eqs. 3, 5, and 6):

M ·H1− ν(d+z)
φ = F1

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

(8)

dχ

dT
·H2− νd

φ = F3

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

(9)

C

T
·H

ν(d−z)
φ = F4

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

. (10)

In Fig. 2, we present the scaling analysis of the
dχ(H,T )/dT ,M(H,T ) and C(H,T )/T data of YbFe5P3

for H ‖ a. (The scaling results for H ‖ [201] and H ‖ b,
presented in Figs. S3, and S4, respectively, are similar to
the results obtained below for H ‖ a.) ∆C4f (H,T )/T is
defined as C4f (H)/T −C4f (0)/T , where C4f/T is the 4f
contribution to C/T after subtraction of the nonmagnetic
LuFe5P3 contribution.15 From Figs. 2a,b,c and Eqs. 8,
9, and 10, we find that:

νz/φ = 0.76,

2− νd

φ
= 1.25,→ νd

φ
= 0.75,

1− ν(z + d)

φ
= −0.51

ν(z − d)

φ
= 0.01 (11)

The deviation of the scaling, shown in the inset of Fig.
2b, places stringent limits on the scaling parameters. The
main result for YbFe5P3 in the hyperscaling regime is
that d = z. If we associate the logarithmic behavior of
the specific heat displayed in Fig. 1c with a value α = 0
for the free energy exponent, then we have ν(d+ z) = 2,
so that νz = νd = 1; hence, φ = 4/3. At the QCP, the
magnetic susceptibility has the form (in the limit of small
fields):

χ = T−γ , (12)

where γ = 2φ−(2−α)
θ . These values imply that the expo-

nent of the uniform susceptibility has the value:

γ =
2φ

νz
− (d+ z)

z
= 2/3. (13)

In a small magnetic field H=0.03 T, χ(T ) exhibits a pow-
erlaw temperature dependence as shown in Fig. 2d, al-
beit over a small temperature range 1.8 K < T < 4 K and
yields the observed value γ = 0.73, close to the expected
value 2/3.
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FIG. 1. (Color online). a) Magnetic susceptibility χ vs temperature T of YbFe5P3 in various magnetic fields up to H = 6 T
for H ‖ a. b) Magnetization M(H) at various temperatures between 2 K and 40 K with H ‖ a. c) Specific heat coefficient C/T
vs T on a semi-log scale in various applied magnetic fields with H ‖ a. d) Magnetic Grüneisen parameter Γmag vs T. The solid
line is a fit to the data of the form Γmag = BT−n, yielding n = 2.1. See text for details.

Following the scaling results for YFe2Al10 (Ref.18) and
YbAlB4,

17 a simple expression for the scaling function of
the magnetization (Eq. (3)) is given by:

M = H
2−α−φ

φ F1(x)

with F1(x) = c(x2 + a2)−γ/2, (14)

where x = T/Hθ/φ and c and a are constants. This
leads to an explicit expression for the scaling function
for dχ/dT :

dχ

dT
= H

2−α−θ−2φ
φ F3(x)

with F3(x) = −cγx(x2 + a2)−γ/2−1. (15)

A fit of the scaling function in Eq. (15) to the scaled
dχ/dT data, using the experimental values obtained from
the scaling analysis of Eqs. 8, 9, and 10, yields a = 2.05
and c = 0.59. As displayed in Figs. 2a and 2b, the
agreement between the proposed scaling function (red
lines) and the scaled data is excellent over several decades
in x. The result d = z derived from the scaling analysis
leads to a simple form for the field-dependent specific
heat: ∆C4f (H,T )/T = H0 F4(x), where F4(x) is related
to F1(x) by the Maxwell relation ∂S/∂H = ∂M/∂T . The
scaling expression of ∆C4f/T derived from the Maxwell
relation is shown in Fig. 2c and is in good agreement
with the ∆C4f (H,T )/T data (see Ref.21 for details). The
self-consistency among the scaling forms for M , dχ/dT ,
∆C4f/T provide support for the robustness of the scaling
analysis of YbFe5P3.
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FIG. 2. (Color online). a) Scaling collapse of dχ/dT vs T/H0.76 of YbFe5P3 in various applied magnetic fields up to 6 T with
H ‖ a. b) Scaling collapse of M vs T/H0.76 at temperatures between 2 and 40 K with H ‖ a. The inset of b) shows the fit
deviation of the scaling parameters νz/φ with 2 − νd/φ =1.25 fixed in the scaling analysis (blue curve), while the red curve
shows the fit deviation of 2− νd/φ with νz/φ=0.76 fixed. c) Scaling collapse of 4f contribution to the specific heat, ∆C4f/T
vs T/H0.76, in various applied magnetic fields with H ‖ a. The red lines are fits to the data by the simple expressions for the
scaling functions, as discussed in the text. d) Powerlaw fit to χ(T ) = T−γ yielding an exponent γ = 0.73, as discussed in the
text.

The temperature and magnetic field dependence the
magnetic Grüneisen parameter of YbFe5P3 is predicted

to be Γmag ∼ H
θ
φ−1F ′

1(x)/F4(x) from the scaling analy-
sis (Eqs. 3 and 6). This prediction yields a ∼ T−2 tem-
perature dependence, consistent with experiment (Fig.
1d). (Explicitly, Γmag ∼ T−8/3/(−ln(T/TK) with TK =8
K from Eq. (14) (for x ≫ a) and Fig. 1a, as de-
scribed in the Supplemental Material,21 which is in agree-
ment with the observed powerlaw T-dependence). How-
ever, the field-dependent scaling, which is predicted to
be ΓmagH = f(T/H0.76), is only observed for H ≥ 2.5 T
(not shown).

In Fig. 3, we plot the phase diagram for YbFe5P3

as a function of temperature and magnetic field based
upon our scaling results. The color plot in the H − T

plane represents the magnitude of the scaled dχ/dT data
from Fig. 2a. The crossover temperature is defined as
T ⋆ = x⋆H0.76, shown in Fig. 3, is determined from
the maxima in the scaled dχ/dT and ∆C4f/T data (see
Figs. 2a,c); T ⋆(H) represents the crossover from the
low-dimensional quantum critical (QC) state (red region)
to a 3D Fermi liquid state (blue region), which we be-
lieve to be the ultimate ground state. As pointed out
above, fluctuations in a 1D or 2D system cross over to a
Fermi liquid ground state with renormalized parameters
for T ≪ T ⋆(H). The equation for this line in the case
of YbFe5P3, which is not exactly at the QCP (g > 0), is
given by:

T ⋆ = [T0 − x⋆H
1
φ ]θ (16)
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Figure 3 shows a fit of this equation, with θ = νz = 1
(fixed), φ = 4/3 (fixed), and T0 = 0.47 K and x⋆=1.63.
The fit is in good agreement with the experimental data
and with the Fermi liquid state below 0.5 K (Fig. 1c). In
Fig. S5, we present two possible scenarios for an AFQCP,
accessed either by pressure or chemical substitution. Pre-
vious measurements of YbFe5P3 under pressure indicate
a QCP at a critical pressure Pc ∼ 3 GPa, with an ex-
tended range of T -linear electrical resistivity.15 While
pressure is a clean tuning variable, which does not intro-
duce disorder, chemical substitution may significantly in-
fluence the nature of the QCP. Indeed, preliminary mea-
surements on Yb(Fe1−yCoy)5P3, in which Co compresses
the lattice, revealsH/T scaling at a critical concentration
yc ∼ 0.06; for y > 0.06, antiferromagnetic order appears
with QN=(0,0,0) AFM state.16

V. DISCUSSION

The scaling results for YbFe5P3 narrow the down the
possible types of quantum fluctuations that arise near the
QCP. First, we consider the mean-field / Gaussian regime
for d + z ≥ 4: as ψ/φ ≈3/4 and (ψ + 2φ − 2)/φ ≈ 5/4
(assuming the free energy exponent α = 0 in mean-field),
we must have φ = 4/3 and ψ = 1. The expression for
ψ = z/(d+z−2) will automatically be satisfied for d = 2
and for any value of z. Assuming z = 3 represents fer-
romagnetic behavior8, the case d = 2, z = 3 is ruled
out because φ = β + γ = 3/2 for a mean-field ferromag-
net as described in the Supplemental Material21, which
is contrary to our result φ = 4/3. The scaling results for
YbFe5P3 are appropriate for a two-dimensional quantum
critical antiferromagnet with d = z = 2 at the upper
critical dimension, deff = d + z = 4. The −log(T ) de-
pendence of the specific heat coefficient is in agreement
with prediction for an AFQCP with d = z = 2. How-
ever, the Yb chains are separated by distances greater
than or equal to 5.61 Å so that when viewed down the
chain b-axis, 2D layers of Yb atoms can be seen with
inter-chain distances at least 1.5 times greater than the
intra-chain distance. This suggests that the layers would
be coupled more strongly along the chain direction than
within the planes, which would tend to create a pseudo-
1D magnetic environment. We rule out that the fluctu-
ations are three dimensional because for d = 3, we have
ψ = z/(z + 1) 6= 1. If the fluctuations are indeed 1D, as
the presence of Yb chains along the b-axis in YbFe5P3

and the predicted 1D Fermi surface sheets in YbFe5P3

suggest,15 then in the hyperscaling regime for d+ z ≤ 4
(as discussed above), the scaling conditions lead to the
conclusion that z = 1 and also ν = 1. A dynamic expo-
nent z = 1 would be unusual for an antiferromagnet, but
according to Millis,10 this can occur if the critical fluctu-
ations lie outside of the particle-hole continuum. For the
1D system YbAlO3, this value of the dynamic exponent
z = 1, which has been observed in the vicinity of the po-
larization transition in high magnetic field, has been at-

tributed to exchange anisotropy.20 Reference27 points out
that a 1D S = 1/2 Heisenberg chain coupled by a Kondo
interaction to a 2D-electron gas exhibits a crossover from
z = 1 to z = 2 as the AFQCP is approached, so that a re-
gion of d = 1, z = 1 behavior is possible. Physically, the
relevance of the uniform magnetic at the zero tempera-
ture Kondo-lattice fixed point is related to a competition
between fully screened and magnetic polarized ground
states.

In both cases presented for YbFe5P3, we expect E/T
scaling of the dynamic susceptibility: For the hyperscal-
ing case (d = z = ν = 1), the energy scale varies as E ∼
T νz ∼ T . For the mean-field/Gaussian case (d = z = 2),
where νT = ν/ψ, E ∼ T νT z ∼ T , because ψ = 1. We in-
terpret the T−linear resistivity seen above 0.5 K as non-
Fermi liquid behavior associated with low-dimensionality
in YbFe5P3. However, the rollover towards Fermi liquid
T 2 behavior at lower temperatures than 0.5 K at ambient
pressure suggests a crossover to 3D physics at the lowest
temperatures. This 3D state might be the precursor of
the AFM structure seen in Yb(Fe1−yCoy)5P3,

16 which
is clearly 3D. Because the scaling behavior that we have
observed was determined at temperatures above 0.35 K,
the implied low-dimensionality would not be affected by
the crossover into a 3D Fermi liquid state. Hence, the 1D
quantum critical behavior must be confined to the spin
chains, with weak interchain coupling above T ⋆ 0.5 K.
Importantly, the fact that the material appears to enter
a Fermi liquid phase below 0.5 K also implies that the
material does not become a Luttinger liquid.28,29 There-
fore, the scaling results leave only two scenarios: If the
fluctuations are one-dimensional, then ν = z = 1. If they
are two-dimensional, then under hyperscaling (valid at
z = d = 2, so that d+ z = 4) in order to satisfy νz = 1,
we must have ν = 1/2, the mean-field exponent. We
conclude that the fluctuations responsible for the scaling
behavior are in reduced dimensions (d < 3).

In most f -electron materials where the scaling of
the magnetization and specific heat has been measured
as a function of both temperature and magnetic field,
T/H scaling is observed. These materials include the
oxide YbAlO3,

20 the mixed-valent metal β-YbAlB4,
17

and the heavy fermion compounds CeCu6−xAux and
YbRh2(Ge1−xSix)2.

30,31 We have also observed T/H
scaling at the QCP in alloys of YbFe5P3 with Co and
Ru.16 Two exceptions to T/H scaling are YFe2Al10
(Ref.18) and CeRu4Sn6.

19 In YFe2Al10, the values
νz/φ = 3/5 and 2 − νd/φ = 7/5 observed when Eqs. 5
and 6 are applied, also satisfy the condition z = d that is
found in YbFe5P3. Other than the difference that φ=5/3,
the same scaling analysis of YFe2Al10 yields identical re-
sults: ψ=1 and the possible scenarios are restricted to
d = z = ν = 1, and d = z = 2 with ν = 1/2. The
orthorhombic YFe2Al10 structure is layered and, hence,
possibly two-dimensional, consistent with z = d = 2.
Magnetic dynamics exhibit E/T scaling in this system,32

as expected for the ν = 1/2, z = 2 case. The measured
exponent for the uniform susceptibility is γ = 1.4, close
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FIG. 3. (Color online). Temperature-Magnetic Field (T −H) phase diagram of YbFe5P3. The T −H contour plot of dχ/dT
shows the crossover from quantum critical to a Fermi liquid state. The squares (circles) represent T ⋆(H), taken from the
maximum in the scaled ∆C4f/T (scaled dχ/dT data) at various magnetic fields (see Fig. 2c). The light blue line is a fit to the
data to Eq. (16), as discussed in the text.

to the value 4/3 expected from the Eq. (13). Originally
for YFe2Al10,

18 it was assumed that this exponent meant
that the material is near to a ferromagnetic QCP, but a
diverging uniform susceptibility is possible close to an
antiferromagnetic QCP (see Supplemental Material21),
and the value of the exponent φ = 5/3 is not equal to
the expected value φ = β + γ = 3/2 for a 2D ferro-
magnetic QCP.33 In subsequent inelastic neutron scat-
tering measurements of YFe2Al10,

32 fluctuations of the
Fe moments were found to have no Q-dependence be-
yond that of the calculated form factor. This lack of
Q-dependence implies that the magnetic fluctuations are
local. A problem that arises with scenario is that for
fluctuations that satisfy hyperscaling, Eq. (2) takes the
form f ∼ Hν(d+z)/φ F (T/Hνz/φ). For d = 0, this im-
plies that the exponent of H of the left-hand side of
Eqns. 8 and 9 has the same value as θ/φ in F3 and
F4, in violation of the experimental scaling results. In

addition, the scaling analysis, which gives d = 1 or 2,
is also inconsistent with d = 0 fluctuations. The val-
ues of d = z = 1 or 2 for these two cases are also
contrary to the expectation that the dispersion of either
magnons or the overdamped critical fluctuations should
have the form ω ∼ (Q − QN)

z , where QN is the or-
dering wavevector.8 We note that the authors of Ref.32

argue that the quantum transition is not associated with
suppression of a magnetic transition, but instead results
from an orbital selective Mott transition,34–36 which may
require a different scaling analysis. It is often the case
for heavy Fermion compounds near a QCP that experi-
mentally observed scaling behavior may correspond to a
fluctuation that does not ultimately become critical. An
example of this situation is the CeCu6−xAgx system,37

where the scaling law is dominated by a Q=(1,0,0) fluc-
tuation that exhibits ω/T scaling, but the actual critical
point occurs for QN = (0.65, 0, 0.3), for which the scaling
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is of the form ω/T 3/2 expected for Hertz-Millis-Moriya
systems.8 However, because the experimentally observed
scaling laws reflect the behavior of the Fe magnetization
in YFe2Al10,

32 and the observation of a local fluctuations
of the Fe atoms appears to violate the scaling behavior,18

it is a current dilemma how to reconcile the observed
scaling parameters with the zero-dimensional magnetic
fluctuations and the E/T scaling in YFe2Al10.

18,32 The
tetragonal compound CeRu4Sn6 is another example of
a material that does not exhibit H/T scaling.19 In the
Supplemental Material, we apply Eq. (9) to the data
to show that in the hyperscaling regime, small values of
z ∼ 0.3 − 0.8 are obtained for d = 1, 2, or 3. These val-
ues are quite unusual. The authors interpret the neutron
scattering results as a signature of local Kondo break-
down criticality.19 This leads to contradictions between
the scaling results and the expectations for the behavior
of a local (d = 0) system, similar to those discussed above
for YFe2Al10.
Without neutron scattering results for YbFe5P3, it is

not known whether this compound also has localized fluc-
tuations as observed in YFe2Al10. Nevertheless, it is pos-
sible that a more unusual scenario than an AFQCP may
apply to YbFe5P3, such as the suggested selective orbital
Mott transition proposed for YFe2Al10.

32 While our gen-
eral scaling analysis yields the exponents z, ν, ψ, and φ,
without microscopic verification, the nature of the QCP
remains “undisclosed.”

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We measured the low temperature behavior of the
magnetization and specific heat of the quasi-one dimen-
sional spin chain system YbFe5P3. We compared the be-
havior to the predictions of scaling laws that are based on
very general considerations about the temperature and
magnetic field dependence of an antiferromagnetic sys-
tem close to a quantum critical point. In this approach,
the free energy depends on the parameters d, ν, and z.

For the case where the uniform magnetic field is a rel-
evant operator for an AFQCP, a fourth exponent φ is
included in the free energy; this exponent is related to a
new dynamic exponent zh via φ = νzh. When z 6= zh, it
results in scaling behavior that does not depend simply
on H/T . An advantage of this approach is that it can
limit the behavior to a restricted set of values of the above
parameters. We have found excellent agreement between
the data and the scaling laws and find that for YbFe5P3,
there are only two possible cases: d = 1, ν = 1, z = 1, and
d = 2, ν = 1/2, and z = 2, both with φ = 4/3. While
this approach successfully determines these exponents,
and restricts the possible underlying physics, it cannot
determine the latter without some form of microscopic
verification, such as inelastic neutron scattering. In sys-
tems such as YFe2Al10 and CeRu4Sn6 where critical scal-
ing is observed that is distinct from ”H/T ” scaling, neu-
tron scattering indicates ω/T scaling that is interpreted
as being associated with an orbital-selective Mott transi-
tion or a local QCP.19,32 It is currently a conundrum of
how to relate the thermodynamic scaling results to the
neutron scattering in these materials. We hope that re-
sults in the quantum critical system YbFe5P3, as well as
YFe2Al10 and CeRu4Sn6, will stimulate further theoret-
ical and experimental work to understand the unusual
critical scaling of these materials.
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Supplemental Material: Quantum Critical Scal-

ing in Quasi-One-Dimensional YbFe5P3

Appendix A: Schematic phase diagram of an
antiferromagnet close to an AFQCP in a uniform

magnetic field

In Fig. S1 we show a schematic phase diagram of the
fixed points and renormalization group (RG) flows of an
antiferromagnet in an external uniform magnetic field.
(For simplicity we do not consider any tricritical behav-
ior.) The arrows illustrate the flow of the RG equations.
The fully unstable fixed point 1 is associated with an an-
tiferromagnetic quantum critical point (AFQCP), driven
by pressure or alloying, that separates a magnetic phase
from a disordered magnetic phase with no long range or-
der. Close to this fixed point, temperature is a relevant
field in the RG sense that scales as, T ′ = bzT , where
z is the usual dynamic exponent and b the length scale
transformation of the RG procedure. This implies that
all finite temperature, zero field transitions are governed
by the thermal fixed point 3, and consequently are in a
different universality class of the quantum phase transi-
tions. The flow away from T = 0 on the temperature axis
implies that temperature is relevant at the QCP. In the
paramagnetic side of the phase diagram, the crossover
line in the T − g plane marks the onset of the Fermi
liquid regime is governed by the equation:

Tcoh = gνz (A1)

(not shown). For d+z > 4, there is additional line in this
paramagnetic side, with exponent ψ = z/(z + d− 2), as
described by Millis,10 above which the critical exponents
are renormalized by thermal fluctuations (not shown).
At T = 0, in the H − g plane the arrow implies that the
magnetic field is a relevant perturbation at the AFQCP.
The T = 0 phase transitions in magnetic field are gov-
erned by fixed point 2 and are in a different universality
class than that of the zero field AFQCP. The crossover
exponent in the H − g plane is φ = νzh, where zh (or φ)
is a new critical exponent. For zh = z, we recover T/H
scaling.

Appendix B: Magnetic Grüneisen Parameter
Γmag(H,T )

In Fig. S2, the magnetic Grüneisen parameter
Γmag(H,T ) of YbFe5P3 is displayed for H ‖ a on a semi-
log plot for fields up to 4 T. Γmag(H,T) tends to saturate
with the application of larger magnetic fields.
Considering the leading temperature dependence of

Γmag, we start with the explicit form of the magneti-
zation:

M = H
2−α−φ

φ F1

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

,with F1(x) = c(x2 + a2)−γ/2,

(B1)

where x = T/Hθ/φ. Taking a derivative, we have:

dM

dT
=
dM

dx

dx

dT
= −cγxH

2−α−θ−2φ
φ (x2 + a2)−γ/2−1.

(B2)

− 1

T

dM

dT
= −cγH−θ/φH

2−α−θ−2φ
φ (x2 + a2)−γ/2−1. (B3)

With

C

T
= H

2−α−2θ
φ F4

[

T

H
θ
φ

]

, (B4)

we have

Γmag =
− 1
T
dM
dT

C
T

= −cγHθ/φ−1(x2 + a2)−γ/2−1. (B5)

For x ≫ a (in the quantum critical regime), γ = 2/3,
and C/T ∼ −ln(T/TK) for H → 0, we have

Γmag =
(T 2)−4/3

−ln(T/TK)
. (B6)

Using TK =8 K, which is in agreement with the C4f/T
data, the expression above reproduces the 1/T 2 depen-
dence of Γmag.

Appendix C: Scaling Results for H ‖[201]

In Fig. S3, we present the scaling analysis of the
dχ(H,T )/dT and C(H,T )/T data of YbFe5P3 for H
‖ [201]. Following the same analysis used for H ‖ a de-
scribed in the main text, we obtain identical results for
H ‖ [201]:

νz/φ = 0.76,

2− νd

φ
= 1.25,→ νd

φ
= 0.75,

ν(z − d)

φ
= 0.01 (C1)

The scaling analysis yields d = z, as for H ‖ a. At the
QCP, the magnetic susceptibility has the form (in the
limit of small fields):

χ = T−γ , (C2)

where γ = 2φ−(2−α)
θ . The specific heat scaling of ∆C4f/T

vs T/H0.76 is shown in Fig. S3c, where ∆C4f/T =

H0F4(T/H
θ/φ), similar to the results for H ‖ a. These

values imply that the exponent of the uniform suscepti-
bility has the value:

γ =
2φ

νz
− (d+ z)

z
= 2/3. (C3)

In a small magnetic field H=0.03 T, χ(T ) exhibits a pow-
erlaw temperature dependence as shown in Fig. S3c, al-
beit over a small temperature range 1.8 K < T < 4.5
K and yields the observed value γ = 0.75, close to the
expected value 2/3.
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Fig. S1. Schematic phase diagram for an antiferromagnet close to a quantum critical point. Fixed point 1 is the usual AFQCP.
Fixed point 3 controls the thermal phase transitions in the absence of a magnetic field since temperature is also relevant. The
QCP at fixed point 2 governs the zero-temperature transitions in the presence of a magnetic field.

Appendix D: Scaling Results for H ‖b

In Fig. S4, we present the scaling analysis of the
dχ(H,T )/dT and C(H,T )/T data of YbFe5P3 for H ‖ b.
Following the same analysis used for H ‖ a described in
the main text, we obtain similar results for H ‖ b:

νz/φ = 0.76,

2− νd

φ
= 0.85,→ νd

φ
= 1.15,

(D1)

The scaling analysis yields z = 0.66d. For both the d=1
and d=2 cases, the system remains in the hyperscaling
regime. At the QCP, the magnetic susceptibility has the
form:

χ = T−γ, (D2)

where γ = 2φ−(2−α)
θ . These values imply that the expo-

nent of the uniform susceptibility has the value:

γ =
2φ

νz
− (d+ z)

z
= 0.12. (D3)

In a small magnetic field H=0.03 T, χ(T ) exhibits a pow-
erlaw temperature dependence as shown in Fig. S4b, over
a small temperature range 1.8 K < T < 4.5 K, and yields
the observed value γ = 0.25, close to the expected value
of 0.12.

Appendix E: Explicit Scaling of specific heat from
Maxwell relation

From the Maxwell relation ∂S
∂H = ∂M

∂T , we integrate
with respect to field to give:

∫ H

0

∂S

∂H
dH =

∫ H

0

∂M

∂T
dH. (E1)

Taking a temperature derivative on both sides, this sim-
plifies to:

∆C4f

T
=

∂2

∂T 2

∫ H

0

M(H,T ) dH. (E2)

Using the explicit form of the scaling function for the
magnetization

M = H
2−α−φ

φ F1(x) = c(x2 + a2)−γ/2,

we obtain the scaling form of the specific heat coefficient:

∆C4f

T
=

∂2

∂T 2

∫ H

0

H
2−α−φ

φ F1(x) dH =

∫ H

0

F ′′
1 (x)

H
dH,

(E3)

where F ′′
1 =

∂2F1(x)

∂T 2
= −cγ(x2+a2)−γ/2−1

[

1−(2+γ)
x2

x2 + a2

]

.

This expression is used to obtain the scaling curve (red
line) for the specific heat coefficient displayed in Fig. 2c.
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Fig. S2. Magnetic Grüneisen parameter Γmag vs T in various magnetic fields with H ‖ a.

Appendix F: Phase Diagram near an AFMQCP

In Fig. S5, we plot the phase diagram for YbFe5P3 as
a function of pressure, temperature, and magnetic field.
The color plot in the H − T plane represents the magni-
tude of the specific heat ∆C4f/T . The grey squares are
taken from Fig. 2d, and represent the crossover T ⋆(H)
from the low-dimensional quantum critical (QC) state to
the 3D Fermi liquid state (blue), which we believe to be
the ultimate ground state in the disordered phases. The
color data in the P−T plane represents the power law ex-
ponent of the resistivity η = dln(ρ−ρ0)/dln(T ),15 Down
to the lowest temperatures measured ( 0.25 K), the resis-
tivity is nearly linear (η =1), a reflection of the quantum
critical behavior. The black circles represent TU , which is
the upper bound of the T-linear fit range. Extrapolating
TU → 0, a QCP is expected at a critical pressure Pc ∼3
GPa, beyond which magnetic order is expected (red re-
gion). A Fermi liquid state may exist below 0.25 K at
low pressure, consistent with the FL state below ∼0.5 K
at P = 0 (Fig. 1b), and is eventually suppressed at Pc.
Replacing P by alloy concentration y, such magnetic or-
der is observed in the alloy Yb(Fe1−yCoy)5P3, where the
QCP occurs at yc=0.06; the transition is to a k=(0,0,0)
AFM state.16

Appendix G: Extended Mean-Field versus Gaussian
behavior near a QCP

We write the free energy of our system as a sum of
two contributions: a mean-field part and a Gaussian

one. The Gaussian part includes thermal and quantum
fluctuations in the region of the phase diagram without
long-range order. In mean field there are no fluctuations
in this disordered (paramagnetic) phase, in the absence
of a magnetic field.

1. The extended mean-field approach

a. Ferromagnet (d = 1, 2, 3 and z = 3)

The scaling form of the free energy of a ferromagnet
close to a quantum critical point in the extended mean-
field approximation (EMFA) for d+z ≥ 4 in the presence
of a uniform magnetic field is written as,

f =

( |g|2−α
u

)

FM

[

H

|g|β+γ
]

, (G1)

with

g = g0 − uT 1/ψ, (G2)

and

ψ = z/(d+ z − 2) (G3)

where g0 = 0 is the value of the driving parameter at
the QCP. All exponents in Eq. G1 are the mean field
ones, i.e., α = 0, β = 1/2, γ = 1, and FM (H = 0) = 1.
Eq. G1 considers the existence of a critical line at finite
temperatures and zero external magnetic field, described
by a shift exponent ψ, that we take as that obtained by
the renormalization group procedure of Millis,10 In this
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Fig. S3. a) Scaling collapse of dχ/dT vs T/H0.76 of YbFe5P3 in various applied magnetic fields up to 6 T with H ‖ [201]. b)
Scaling collapse of 4f contribution to the specific heat, ∆C4f/T vs T/H0.76, in various applied magnetic fields with H ‖ [201].
c) Powerlaw fit to χ(T ) = T−γ yielding an exponent γ = 0.75, as discussed in the text.

EMFA, the effects of the dynamics and dimensionality
are implicitly considered in the shift exponent ψ. This
exponent determines the shape of the critical line at finite
temperatures close to the QCP, i.e., TC = (|(g0−g)/u|)ψ,
and arises due to the dangerous irrelevant character of
the quartic interaction u for d + z ≥ 4, as obtained by
Millis.10 Here, we consider the effect of u also at T = 0.
The EMFA does not include fluctuations in the disor-
dered, paramagnetic phase in the absence of an external
magnetic field, where the order parameter vanishes, as
shown in Fig. S6. Consequently, the specific heat in this
approximation is zero in the disordered phase for H = 0.
The scaling form of the free energy, Eq. G1 is consistent
with the truncated Landau free energy expansion,18

F = χ−1
0 +M2 + uM4 −HM, (G4)

with χ−1
0 = g = g0 − uT 1/ψ.

In EMFA, the magnetization is given by,

M = |g|βF1

[

H

|g|β+γ
]

, (G5)

At criticality (g0 = 0), using Eqs. G1 and G2, we get

M = H1/δF2

[

T

|H |2ψ/3
]

(G6)

where δ = 1+ γ/β = 3 and α+2β+ γ = 2. The uniform

susceptibility is

χ = |g|−γF3

[

H

|g|β+γ
]

, (G7)

At criticality (g0 = 0),

χ = |T |−γ/ψF3

[

T

|H |2ψ/3
]

(G8)

where we used α+2β+ γ = 2, and the mean field values
of the critical exponents. We then have (for z = 3):

χ1D = |T |−2/3F1D

[

T

H

]

(G9)

χ2D = |T |−1F2D

[

T

H2/3

]

(G10)

χ3D = |T |−4/3F3D

[

T√
H

]

. (G11)

(G12)

For the variation of the uniform susceptibility with tem-
perature, we get at the QCP

dχ

dT
= H−(2/3)(1+ψ)F4

[

T

|H |2ψ/3
]

(G13)

The scaling variable in the scaling functions for a ferro-
magnet with z = 3 is given by

H

|T |(β+γ)/ψ =
H

|T |3/2ψ =

(

T

H2/3

)−3/2ψ

, (G14)
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Powerlaw fit to χ(T ) = T−γ yielding an exponent γ = 0.25, as discussed in the text.

or










T
H , d = 1
T

H2/3 , d = 2
T√
H
, d = 3

(G15)

The breakdown of H/T scaling in two- and three-
dimensions in a ferromagnet arises because the uniform
magnetic field couples to the order parameter.
Although the specific heat in the EMFA is zero in the

disordered phase, there are fluctuations of the order pa-
rameter in the presence of a magnetic field and a con-
tribution to the specific heat appears even in mean field.
Following Ref. 22, and using the fact that the free energy
of a ferromagnet for a fixed finite field and temperature
is a smooth function of g (the QCP is at H = T = 0),
we write this free energy (Eq. G1) as,

F = F0(H) + F1(H)g + ..., (G16)

Consistency with the scaling yields

F0(H) = H4/δ (G17)

F1(H) = H2/δ (G18)

with the mean field exponent δ = 3. The next term
in this expansion is field independent and corresponds
to the mean-field energy in zero field. The specific heat
obtained from the free energy expansion above is given
by,

CH/T = F1(H)T
1
ψ−2. (G19)

For the ferromagnet with z = 3, in d = 3, we get,
CH/T = (H)2/3T−2/3 = (H/T )2/3. If ψ = 1/2, as in
the usual mean field case, we get a linear temperature
dependent specific heat with a field dependent coefficient.

b. Antiferromagnet, (z = 2, d+ z > 4)

In this case, the uniform magnetic field is not conjugate
to the order parameter, and we need to introduce a new
exponent φ in the free energy:

f =
(

|g|2
)

F5

[

H

|g|φ
]

, (G20)

where g = g0 − uT 1/ψ, and the shift exponent ψ =
z/(d+ z − 2) is different from that of the ferromagnetic
case (z=3). If the uniform magnetic field is a relevant
perturbation in the RG sense, then we refer to φ as a
crossover exponent. At quantum criticality (g0 = 0),

f =
(

uT 1/ψ
)2

F6

[

H
(

uT 1/ψ
)φ

]

. (G21)

The uniform susceptibility for H → 0, is given by

χ =
(

u2T 2/ψ
)

(

(1/u)T−2φ
)

= (1/u)T
2(1−φ)
ψ . (G22)

Because the uniform susceptibility does not vanish or di-
verge at the Néel transition of the antiferromagnet along
g = 0, we have φ = 1 in this mean-field approach. This
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Fig. S5. Temperature-Pressure-Magnetic Field (T −P −H) phase diagram of YbFe5P3. The T −H contour plot of ∆C4f/T T
shows the crossover from quantum critical to a Fermi liquid state. The grey squares represent T ⋆(H), taken from the maximum
in ∆C4f/T at various magnetic fields (see Fig. 2d). The T − P contour plot is the powerlaw exponent η of the electrical
resistivity (see text for details). The grey circles represent TU , which is the upper bound of the T-linear fit range. The red
circle at Pc=3 GPa is the quantum critical point. Magnetic order is expected beyond Pc (red region), for which the P − H
phase boundary is associated with the exponent φ. A similar phase diagram is expected for alloys of YbFe5P3 with Co and
Ru, where the pressure axis is replaced by the solute concentration y.

yields for the magnetization and magnetic susceptibility
at criticality,

M = HF7

[

H

Tψ

]

(G23)

χ = F8

[

H

Tψ

]

(G24)

Notice that the relevant scaling variable is,

H(T−φ/ψ) =
(

T/Hψ/φ
)−ψ/φ

. (G25)

that yields

{

T/H, d = 2

T/H2/3, d = 3
(G26)

where we used φ = 1, and ψ = z/(d+ z − 2), with z = 2
for an antiferromagnet.

2. Gaussian Approximation

a. Ferromagnet, d +z > 4

The extended mean field approach discussed above
does not consider fluctuations in the disordered phase
in the absence of a magnetic field. The reason is that the
order parameter is zero in this phase and consequently
the mean field Landau free energy vanishes. The next
approximation that includes fluctuations is the Gaussian
free energy with quartic corrections. Notice that this is
the correct approach for d+z >4, as the quartic interac-
tion u becomes dangerously irrelevant. In the case of a
ferromagnet, the free energy in this Gaussian case is

fG = |gν(d+z)|FG
[

T

|g|νz ,
H

|g|β+γ
]

, (G27)

where g = g0 −uT 1/ψ. The other critical exponents take
mean field values. Notice that at criticality, with g0 = 0,



16

Fig. S6. Phase diagram of the ferromagnet in the extended mean field approximation for H = 0. In the absence of a magnetic
field, the specific heat is zero in the paramagnetic phase because there are no fluctuations in the system.

we can write

T

|g|νz = Tξz (G28)

where the correlation length ξ = [(uT 1/ψ]−ν , or ξ−2 =
uT 1/ψ (Ref. 10, Eq. 3.11)). In the Gaussian approxi-
mation, for a nearly ferromagnetic metal, a Fermi liquid
regime appears below the coherence line, Tcoh = |g|νz.38
The coefficient of the linear term in the specific heat at
zero field is enhanced as

C/T = |g0|ν(d−z), (G29)

and at criticality the dominant Gaussian contribution
yields,

C/T = T (d−z)/z. (G30)

The field-dependent contributions in the Gaussian ap-
proximation are less singular than those obtained within
the extended mean-field. To see that, consider the limit
T → 0, and at quantum criticality (g0 = 0). In this case,
for d+ z > 4, all physical quantities obtained from field
derivatives of the free energy are more singular in the
extended mean field case than in the Gaussian case. For
example, the zero-field uniform susceptibility of the 3D
ferromagnet obtained from EMFA (Eq. G1), at quantum
criticality is given by,

χMF = T−γ/ψ, (G31)

with γ = 1 and ψ = 3/4. In the Gaussian case, we get

χG = T ν(d−z)−2(β+γ)/ψ, (G32)

where ν(d− z)− 2(β + γ)/ψ = 0, such that χG does not
diverge. The reason the mean field result is more singular
is the breakdown of hyperscaling [2 − α = ν(d + z)] for
d+z > 4. In the mean field approximation, the exponent
α = 0 for any d + z ≥ 4, while in the Gaussian case
α = 2− ν(d+ z) < 0.

Appendix H: Other Possibilities for the QCP in
YbFe5P3

1. Local Quantum Critical Point

The Gaussian free energy for a nearly antiferromag-
netic system can be written as (Ref. 14):

f =
−3

π

∑

q

∫ ∞

0

dω

eω/T − 1
tan−1

[

ω +H

|g|+ (JQ+q − Jq)

]

,

(H1)
where Jq is the Fourier transform of the interactions be-
tween moments. Expanding JQ+q − Jq = Aq2 + ..., we
rewrite f as,

f =
−3

π

∑

q

∫ ∞

0

dω

eω/T − 1
tan−1

[

λ(T/Tcoh) + (H/Tcoh)

(1 + (qξ)2)

]

,

(H2)
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with Tcoh = |g|νz , ξ =
√

A/|g|, and ν = 1/2 and
z = 2, for an AFMQCP. It is easy to see that below
the coherence temperature (T ≪ Tcoh), the free energy
is quadratic in temperature signaling that the system is
in the Fermi liquid regime. The local quantum critical
regime satisfies the condition,38 q2c ξ

2 ≪ 1, or |g| ≫ Aq2c ,
where qc is a cut-off in momentum space. Notice that
when the stiffness A → 0, the local regime may extend
arbitrarily close to the AFQCP. In this local regime, we
have a single parameter scaling, namely, the coherence
temperature Tcoh. This is different from the Kondo im-
purity problem, as the characteristic temperature here is
a collective property that depends on the distance to the
QCP.
The scaling form of the free energy in the local regime

is given by

fG = |gν(d+z)|F
[

T

Tcoh
,
H

Tcoh

]

, (H3)

with d=0. Notice that this obeys T/H scaling. The
magnetization, M = F [T/H ] and the uniform suscep-
tibility increases with decreasing temperature as χ =
(1/T )F [T/H ].

2. Lifschitz Quantum Criticality

This case has been discussed in Refs. 39 and 40. When
the stiffness A = 0, we must go to the next term in the
expansion of JQ+q − Jq. The Gaussian free energy is
given by,

f =
−3

π

∑

q

∫ ∞

0

dλ

eλ − 1
tan−1

[

λ(T/Tcoh) + (H/Tcoh)

(1 + (BqξL)4)

]

,

(H4)
where Tcoh = |g|νLzL and ξL = |g|−νL with νL = 1/4 and
zL=4. This free energy obeys the scaling form,

f = |g|νL(d+zL)F
[

T

Tcoh
,
H

Tcoh

]

. (H5)

In d = 2, we get

f = |g|3/2F
[

T

Tcoh
,
H

Tcoh

]

. (H6)

or

f = |H |3/2F
[

T

H

]

. (H7)

Again, we have T/H scaling. Notice that this is exactly
the scaling form of the free energy in β-YbAlB4 (Ref. 17,
Eq. (2)), from which results all the scaling properties of
the field dependent data in this compound.

Appendix I: Scaling Results for CeRu6Sn4

We use the scaling results of CeRu6Sn4 presented in
Fig. 2D forH ||c.19 In the hyperscaling regime (d+z < 4),
the application of Eq. 9 in the main text leads to the
conclusion:

νz/φ = 0.43,

2− νd

φ
= 0.78. (I1)

This implies that z/d = 0.35 and ν/φ = 0.43/z. This
gives the scaling parameter predictions list in Table I.
We note that only the ratio ν/φ is determined; with-
out further information, ν and φ cannot be separately
determined. We note that the values of z for d=1 and
d=2 are quite unusual, but for d=3, z is nearly equal to
unity. Assuming z = 1 gives z + d = 4, where the mean
field equations should also apply. For H = 0, we have
θ = ψ = z/(d + z − 2) and α = 0. Using Eq. 5 in the
main text, we have ψ/φ= 0.43, and 2+[(ψ−2)/φ] = 0.78.
Solving these equations gives ψ = 0.52 and φ = 1.21.
With ψ ≈ 1/2, then for d=3, where ψ = z/(z + 1), we
have z = 1. We note that ψ/φ is essentially identical
to the exponent νz/φ for the hyperscaling case with d
= 3. Similarly, z = 1 in both cases; we have discussed
the possibility that z = 1 in the main text. Also, the
value of φ is very similar to those reported for random
antiferromagnets.23,24

z ν/φ

d=1 0.35 1.43

d=2 0.71 0.61

d=3 1.06 0.41

TABLE I. Scaling parameters (z and ν/φ) of CeRu6Sn4, taken
from results presented in Fig. 2D of Ref. 19, for the d=1,2,
and 3 cases.

Finally, we point out that in the mean field regime
where ν = 1/2, given z = 1, we also have νz = 1/2. Ac-
cording to Millis,10 the thermal evolution of the system
in the quantum critical regime is governed by the expo-
nent νT = ν/ψ. Because ψ = 1/2, we obtain νT = 1.
The exponent νT z, which is unity here, governs the evo-
lution of the energy scale ω ∼ T νT z. Hence, this analysis
is consistent with the observed ω/T scaling in the neu-
tron scattering experiment on CeRu6Sn4.

19 Thus, these
scaling results suggest that a QCP with 3D fluctuations
with z = 1 is possible.


