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The complex dielectric constant of a superconductor and the Meissner effect are derived in a manner which
is gauge invariant, from the theory of superconductivity due to Bardeen, Cooper, and Schrieffer. The col-
lective excitations are important in maintaining gauge invariance; the longitudinal collective excitations
ensure that a static vector potential produces no longitudinal current and the transverse collective excitations
contribute to the Meissner current an amount which depends on the angular properties of the two-body
interaction. This contribution is estimated to be small. An earlier calculation of ultrasonic absorption in
superconductors is justified. The whole investigation is based upon the generalized random-phase approxima-
tion introduced by Anderson and applies whether or not the Coulomb interaction between the electrons is
taken into account. The equations of motion are linearized in such a way that the exchange terms are
automatically screened if the Coulomb interaction is, in fact, taken into account. The region of applicability
of most of the results is limited by the approximations to temperatures at or near absolute zero.

1. INTRODUCTION

ANY properties of a superconductor, notably the
thermodynamic properties, can be understood in
terms of independent quasi-particle excitations of the
system. However, the force between one electron and
another which brings about the superconducting transi-
tion also ensures that the system possess certain col-
lective excitations. These collective excitations are
essential for a complete understanding of certain
properties of the superconducting system, particularly
its interaction with external electric and magnetic fields.
In this paper we wish to stress the collective aspects of
the theory of superconductivity of Bardeen, Cooper,
and Schrieffer.! The main contributions of the present
paper are a completely gauge-covariant calculation of
the Meissner effect and of the complex dielectric con-
stant of a superconductor at absolute zero. These calcu-
lations take into account both the longitudinal and
transverse collective excitations of the system.

Using the random-phase approximation, Anderson?
and Bogoliubov, Tolmachov, and Shirkov? studied the
existence and frequencies of the longitudinal collective
excitations. They have found that the plasma frequency
and the collective coordinates are practically unchanged
in the transition to the superconducting state, in the
long-wavelength limit. They have pointed out the
existence of transverse and more complicated oscilla-
tions and BTS have attempted to calculate their fre-
quencies. Anderson has shown that when the longitu-
dinal collective modes are taken into account then, at
least to order (eo/%w)?, the longitudinal sum rules are
satisfied.

* This work was supported in part by the Office of Ordnance
Research, U. S. Army.

T Present address: Nuclear Physics Research Laboratory, Uni-
versity of Liverpool, England.

! Bardeen, Cooper, and Schrieffer, Phys. Rev. 108, 1175 (1957).
This paper is referred to as BCS.

2P. W. Anderson, Phys. Rev. 114, 1002 (1959).

3 Bogoliubov, Tolmachov, and Shirkov, A New Method in the
Theory of Superconductivity (Academy of Sciences of USSR Press,

Moscow, 1958, translated by Consultants Bureau, Inc., New
York, 1959), Chaps. IV and VIL. This book is referred to as BTS.

Already in a normal metal the collective aspects of the
interacting electron system are important. As is well
known, if an external charge interacts with the electrons
of the metal, all the electrons are perturbed in such a
way that each electron is acted upon by the field of the
external charge together with the perturbed fields of all
the other electrons. The result is that every electron is
perturbed by a screened field. (The screened field can be
calculated by a self-consistent Hartree method* or
equivalently by a canonical transformation.®) If the
external charge density is a wave of long wavelength the
screening is practically complete.

Another way of looking at the screening is to note that
a part of the charge density of the electrons is a plasmon
variable and that a low-frequency external field will not
excite the plasmon states. We should like to develop this
viewpoint using some of the ideas of Lipkin.” The system
of electrons possesses longitudinal collective modes of
wave vector k with coordinates Qy, conjugate momenta
Py, and frequency wy. In the long-wavelength limit, Qy is
(4me2)t 3" ; exp(ik-x,;/2) (k-p./nk) exp(ik-x,/2) and Py
is 1(4we?/k%)? Y exp(ik-x;), where the x; are the co-
ordinates of the electrons and p; are their momenta.
There will be other operators, functions of x; and p;,
which, added to Py, Qx, will form a complete set. What
these other variables are we leave aside for the moment.
Now if an external field (say that associated with an
incoming phonon) of wave vector k, frequency @, and
amplitude 7; acts on the system, there is an extra
interaction term in the Hamiltonian,

M Prip—s exp(iﬂt)-}-c.c., P—k= Z i exp(—ik~xi),

where M ,? is the strength of the interaction. The com-
ponent of the charge density p_; can be expanded in
terms of Py, Qk, and the other variables of the complete
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set; it then has the structure

por=arPrtp_r.s
where

—ihar="[p_1,Qr ],

and p_i,, is the residual screened charge density which
vanishes in the long-wavelength limit. (p_r,s is of order
gi? relative to P, where gy is the electron-plasmon
coupling constant.) The first term of p_ can lead to real
transitions only if energies %iw; are involved. In general,
however, wi>Q, so that the only part of p_; that can
cause real transitions is p_z,s, that is, the screened part.

One can eliminate the collective part of p_ from the
Hamiltonian by performing a canonical transformation
with the unitary operator

exp[irre ' M ParQ—r/h—c.c.];

— —A(dme/ ),

as k — 0 this approaches

exp[irre’®t Y ; exp(—3ik-x;)
X p; exp(—3ik-x;)-k/nk*—c.c.]

which is of the form found by Pines and Schrieffer® and
can be interpreted as giving rise to a “dipolar backflow.”
The backflow is calculated in more detail at the end
of Sec. 4.

In a metal the screening and collective coordinates are
also affected by the extra phonon interaction between
electrons which leads to the superconducting state.
However, the contribution to the screening comes from
all electrons within the Fermi sphere, whereas in the
superconducting transition only those electrons within a
small energy range k7', of the Fermi surface are involved.
Thus it is to be expected that in the superconducting
state the screening will be practically the same as in the
normal state. This is confirmed by the calculations of
Anderson and BTS and by that of Sec. IV which is also
based upon the generalized random phase approxi-
mation.

One problem that requires the introduction (explicit
or implicit) of the collective modes for its solution is that
of the Meissner effect. BCS have calculated by pertur-
bation theory the current density produced by a static
transverse vector potential. They made no attempt to
derive the current density produced by a static longi-
tudinal vector potential although it was earlier pointed
out by Bardeen® that it would be necessary to take
account of the longitudinal collective modes to do this.
A static longitudinal vector potential contributes neither
to the electric field nor to the magnetic field; it should,
therefore, have no physical effects and should not give
rise to a current. Because the BCS method, if applied
without modification to the longitudinal vector po-
tential, would give a nonzero (not even small) current,
doubt has been cast on their calculation of the trans-

8 D. Pines and J. R. Schrieffer, Nuovo cimento 10, 496 (1958).
® J. Bardeen, Nuovo cimento 5, 1766 (1957).

G. RICKAYZEN

verse current.’® Anderson’s verification! of the sum rules
shows that the longitudinal current density is of order
(e0/hw)?, but as he does not introduce the wave-
functions explicitly his proof is not a test of the method
of BCS for calculating the transverse current.

Pines and Schrieffer,® by exploiting the smallness of
the electron-plasmon coupling constant, g, have shown
that the longitudinal current density is small. Their
proof introduces the wave functions for the collective
states and depends on the fact that the collective
coordinates are practically unchanged in the supercon-
ducting transition. As we have seen, in the normal state
the long-wavelength components of charge and longi-
tudinal paramagnetic current densities are just col-
lective coordinates (Pj and Qx, respectively) to order g?
and this is still true in the superconducting state. As
Pines and Schrieffer show, the collective part of the
longitudinal paramagnetic current density just cancels
the diamagnetic current density and the total longi-
tudinal current density is at the most of order g An
objection'® has been raised against the argument of
Pines and Schrieffer on the grounds that they use the
controversial subsidiary condition of Bohm and Pines,!2
but in the way we have put the argument the subsidiary
condition does not arise. In Sec. VI of this paper the
corrections to the collective coordinates are taken into
account and from the equations of motion obtained by
Anderson within the generalized random-phase ap-
proximation, the transverse and longitudinal currents
are calculated simultaneously. Because the longitudinal
current is found to be zero it is believed that the
calculation of the transverse current is to be trusted.

Because of the properties of the interaction which
leads to the superconducting transition there exist, in a
superconductor, transverse collective modes. (The effect
of these excitations on the Meissner current has already
been reported in a preliminary letter.’¥) In the presence
of a static transverse vector potential they do not con-
tribute to the current in the London limit (where the
penetration depth is much greater than the coherence
distance) ; only the single-particle excitations have to be
considered and the calculation is exactly that of BCS. In
the Pippard limit (where the penetration depth is much
less than coherence distance) there is a contribution from
the transverse modes and this depends on the angular
properties of the two-particle interaction. We have as-
sumed a simple angular dependence for the interaction
to estimate the order of magnitude of the correction and
we conclude that it is, in fact, small.

A simple model for a superconductor that is com-
monly used?®41% is a gas of Fermi particles which do not
interact with each other through the Coulomb inter-
action, but only through the phonons. For this model the

10 G, Wentzel, Phys. Rev. Letters 2, 33 (1959).
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THEORY OF SUPERCONDUCTIVITY

long-wavelength longitudinal excitations are not charge
or current density fluctuations and it is not so easy to
see their part in the Meissner effect and the screening.
The method given below applies to both this case and a
model which is more realistic and the results are formally
the same. Of course if the parameters involved in the
two models were calculated from first principles they
would be different. If the treatment of Bogoliubov is
used and the Meissner effect calculated according to the
method used previously by the author,'® we believe that
to obtain the correct result for the effect of the longi-
tudinal vector potential, it is necessary to sum an
infinite set of graphs. This same set of graphs should
lead to a correction to the transverse current of the kind
calculated in Sec. VI.

If one wishes to compute quantities of order g% for
example the screening of a time-dependent external
field, then the single-particle excitations of the system
must be examined more closely and one must calculate
p—k,s. In the first calculations of the interaction of a
time-dependent longitudinal external field with the
superconducting electrons!6 it was assumed that one
can use the normal form for the interaction with the
same screening as in the normal state. For instance, it
was implicitly assumed in BCS that the interaction be-
tween an acoustic wave and the superconducting elec-
trons is of the form

2 o(dme’/Q)r—_qe™ o f(Q)+c.c., (1.1)

where 7_q exp(iQ¢) is the charge fluctuation associated
with the acoustic wave and f(Q) is the same screening
factor as in the normal state. However, if the theory is
gauge invariant one should be able to describe the
interaction by either a vector potential or a scalar
potential. Thus an equally good choice for the inter-
action would appear to be

2 e(4re/QMr—_ee Q-5 (Q)If(Q)/2+c.c.,

which is also the interaction in the normal state. If this
interaction is actually used, then a result for the
attenuation is obtained very different from that of BCS.
This discrepancy arises because the equivalence of
Egs. (1.1) and (1.2) depends on the equation for the
conservation of charge,

and this equation is not satisfied by the wave functions
of BCS [not even to within (eo/%w)?]. There is no general
principle to show which result is correct. Therefore in
order to ensure that the result be independent of gauge,
it is necessary that the screening be calculated from
improved wave functions, in a way that is gauge in-
variant. This calculation is performed in Sec. ITI, and it
is concluded that for cases of practical importance
(n|pq|m) can be replaced by (1| pq|m)ncsf(Q) so that

(1.2)

16 Bardeen, Tewordt, and Rickayzen, Phys. Rev. 113, 982
(1959).
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one can use the scalar potential screened as in the nor-
mal state. The interaction with a vector potential hasto
be modified so as to produce agreement.

The basis of this paper is the set of linear equations of
motion determined by Anderson?; he used the generalized
random-phase approximation and neglected the ex-
change terms. We solve these equations in Sec. IIT and
obtain wave functions for which the equation governing
the conservation of charge is satisfied. We then find a
simple approximation to the matrix elements. In Sec. IV
we add the effect of an external time-dependent charge
fluctuation to the equations of motion and from the
solution determine the generalized dielectric constant
which depends on the frequency and wave vector of the
external field. A form for the interaction with the
external field is given, which can be used with the wave
functions of BCS. From this interaction it is shown in
Sec. V that corrections to the calculation of ultrasonic
attenuation by BCS are negligible. It is also shown that
the exact wave functions incorporate a backflow around
an external charge. In Sec. VI, the effect of an external
static vector potential is added to the equations of
motion and from the solution the Meissner effect is
calculated in an arbitrary gauge.

As the results of this paper are based upon the
generalized random-phase approximation (RPA), their
region of applicability is limited. The essence of the
RPA is that products of a pair of single-particle
operators are treated as bosons. The approximation
takes account of the transition of a pair of quasi-
particles out of the Fermi sea or into it but neglects the
scattering of a particle outside the sea. This approxima-
tion should be valid as long as the number of single-
particle excitations outside the sea is small, a condition
which restricts the discussion to the region of tempera-
ture near absolute zero. The result for the real part of the
dielectric constant is as accurate as all but the most
recent calculations of the dielectric constant of a free-
electron gas. If we were to include the exchange terms
we should even obtain Hubbard’s result!” but we shall
not enlarge on this here.

One defect of the present analysis is that the two-body
interaction is arbitrarily chosen so that the Hamiltonian
is gauge invariant and still leads to a superconducting
transition. (The two-body interaction used by BCS is
such that their Hamiltonian is not strictly gauge in-
variant.) Most of the results are not sensitive to the
potential used and can be applied directly to the model
of BCS. The physical principles underlying the mathe-
matics are generally so clear that it is easy to see how
the results can be applied. Those corrections which are
sensitive to the form of the interaction cannot be
trusted quantitatively except perhaps so far as the order
of magnitude. In any case our model provides an
example against which calculations of the electromag-
netic properties of superconductors can be tested. To

17 J. Hubbard, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A240, 539 (1957).
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improve upon our method it would be necessary to go
back to the original gauge-covariant Hamiltonian from
which the electron-phonon interaction has not been
eliminated.

An unsatisfactory feature of Anderson’s approach is
the assumption that in the terms of the equations of
motion that lead to the superconductlng transition, the
two-body interactions are screened. This point has been
discussed by Anderson, who suggests that these equa-
tions are the second step in a self-consistent calculation.
It is clear from the work of BCS and BTS that the two-
body interaction in this term is in fact screened, but it
would be more satisfactory to have a justification of
Anderson’s equations of motion which is basic. In
Appendix A we attempt to provide this justification. We
are led to a system of nonlinear equations which can be
approximated by Anderson’s equations in just the way
he suggests. Although we do not take into account the
exchange terms, it is possible to do this by the method of
Appendix A and to obtain a set of linear equations with
the exchange terms properly screened.

2. NOTATION

In this section the notation to be used is summarized.
The operators which create electrons in the states of
momentum k and spin ¢ are denoted by cx,.. The Bloch
energies of the electrons in the normal state are e,
measured from the Fermi level, er. In general ¢, will be
assumed to be (42k%/2m)— er. The velocity at the Fermi
surface is 2. We define

pr®=crrot¥crt, Pre=c_r¥c_r—qu,

bi9=c_r—qicrt, bi9=crpqt¥o_p*.

The operators by, pi corresponding to Q=0 are always
taken as c-numbers, their expectation values in the BCS
ground state,

br={c_rscrt)o="br*,
pr={Crt *ckt)o= pr=Np.

The wave functions are normalized to unit volume. The
Hamiltonian is

H=Hk+Hy+Hec,
where

Hx=73 €lr, o Ck, 0
k,o

Hyv=3% ¥ X v(kK)cr o™iy go*cryqoChor,
k& ,q 0,0’

HC'= Z Z 2762!k—k,[_zck’a’*c—k’+qa*c——k+qvcka’~
k,k’,q 0,0’

For the theory to be gauge invariant, »(k,k’) is taken to
be a function of (k—k’) only, v(k—k’). The direct
interaction is denoted by

V(Q)=4xe’0+2(Q),
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and the interaction which leads to the superconducting
transition is denoted by

V (k)= [v(kk')+4re?| k—k’| ~2]X (screening factor).

The potential V (kk’) is predominantly negative when
k and k’ are near the Fermi surface. If the method of
Appendix A is followed, the screening factor is zero for
|k—k’| <Qmax and unity otherwise. The wave number
Qumax is the cutoff of Sawada ef al.!®

The energy gap parameter, analogous to € of BCS, is
I'x where

Ix=—2 VIKK)b= =2 V(EKK)b:*.

Near the Fermi surface it is a constant which we shall
denote by €. The energy of a single quasi-particle
excitation is

Er=(e24+T2)%

The energy of a pair of particles with momenta —k and
k+Q is
1(Q)=E+Epro.

The coherence distance is £,=7%vo/meo. The ground state
is such that
br=br* =m0 >0, nr=1v.2
where
wd=3(1+4 e/ Ez),

We shall use the operators,

'Uk2=%(1— Ek/Ek)

Yro=UrCrt — VrC—rs ¥,
Vi1 =UrC_k1FVrCrt ¥,
the four coherence factors,
1(k,Q) = upttry @ +vivir
m(k,Q) =urviy g tvathrrq,
n(k,Q) = urstr q—viVk1 0,
p(k,Q) =wivrs @—vithrrg,
and the three collective variables
p(Q) =2k (0x%+ 519
=2 k[ (k,Q) (Yt Qo™ v ™+t 1Yo
+n(k,Q) (vir*Vir a1 +Yireo™vr0) ],
Br(Q)=2r V(Kk) (0:°+b:9)
=21 VKK [2(k,Q) (v @o*vir* +Vir @ryro)
—m(k&,Q) (Vi @o*¥ro+vi i @),
Ag(Q)=2X V(K k) (0:2—b:9)
=—2 VKK [(k,Q) (Vir 0™ Yir* — Vit 017 ko)

+Z>(k;Q) (’Yk+Qo*’Yk0—’Yk1*’Yk+Q1)].

18 gawada, Brueckner, Fukuda, and Brout, Phys. Rev. 108, 507
(1957).
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3. SOLUTION OF THE EQUATIONS OF MOTION

In this section we are concerned with the solution of
the equations of motion derived from the Hamiltonian
H, and establishing the equation of conservation of
charge,

(En—Eo) (T 0,p(Q)¥0)=7(¥,,Q-3(Q)¥0).

Having obtained matrix elements for which the equation
of conservation holds, we find approximate expressions
for them which are valid in the usual physical situations
for which they are required.

The equations of motion that are the basis for this
work are the linear equations derived by Anderson.
They were obtained from the full equations of motion
for pi9, 59, 0:9, b9, by replacing those products of
pairs of operators which have nonzero expectation values
in the ground state by those expectation values, i.e.,
Cho¥Choy C_rsCrt are replaced by the c-numbers 7y, by,
respectively. All remaining terms containing the product
of four operators are neglected. In those terms in which
br appears the potential is screened. Anderson gave
reasons for this screening but since this procedure is not
in the spirit of his approximations we provide a justifica-
tion for his equations in Appendix A. The resultant
linearized equations of motion are

[H,px¥]= (ex+q—ex)pr®—Vp(Q)p(Q) (nxto—1k)

— Ik @b+ Txbr®+bx X Vi@
—brio 2k VB9, (3.2a)

[H,px¥]= (ex—ex+)px®+V p(Q)p(Q) (nxto—nx)
—Ikbr®+ Ik @br®+briq Xk VDi®
—brg 2k V09,

[H,bx¥]=— (ext+ex+@)bx?—V p(Q)p(Q)
X (bx+bki@) —Ixpr®—Ixsqpx®
—(1—nx—nry )2k Vbi¥,

[H,bx?]= (ex+ext@bx®+V p(Q)p(Q)
X (bx+br Q)+ Ikt opr®+Ikpx?
+(—nx—nxiQ) Xk Vbi®.

As the mathematical detail may obscure the essentially
simple steps involved, it will be useful to outline the
procedure beforehand. We first find those linear com-
binations u:*(Q), ux(Q), of the operators p, 5, b, b,
which are the normalized normal modes of the equations
of motion (3.2), and then we define the ground state ¥,
of the problem by

3.1)

(3.2b)

(3.2¢)

(3.2d)

M (Q)\I,O = 07

where the u;(Q) are the destruction operators. Then the
unscreened charge density and current density are
written in terms of the normal modes, and the matrix
elements

@or*(Q),p(Q%0),  (Fou*(Q),Q-3(Q)¥0)
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are calculated. It is shown explicitly that Eq. (3.1)
governing the conservation of charge is satisfied. As
already pointed out, Eq. (3.1) implies that the calcula-
tion of transition probabilities is independent of gauge.
In the succeeding sections the effects of external
electromagnetic fields are added to the equations of
motion. These produce changes in the operators, ux(Q),
from which the complex dielectric constant and the
Meissner effect can be calculated.

It is actually easier to work with the operators v; of
Bogoliubov!? and Valatin.?® In terms of these operators
it is found (after considerable algebraic manipulation)
that

[Hvir@o* ¥ 1= (Ex+Err @) Vit @o™vin™
+Vo(Q)m(k,Q)p(Q)+37(k,Q)

XBi(Q)—=31(k,Q)4:(Q), (3.32)
[Hvereryro]=— (Ex+Err@)Vit+oryro
—Vo(Q)m(k,Q)p(Q) —32(k,Q)

CH Yr+0*Yk0]= (Erro— Ex)Yr+ @0™so,
LHvm*Yere1]l= — (Exre—Er)Yri*Yit+o1-

Evidently, half of the normal modes are given by the
operators s o™Yro, Vi1 Yr+@1, Which have eigenvalues
(Exro—Eyr) and (Er—Eryq), respectively. These are
just the modes called unphysical by Anderson. Since all
the physical states ¥ satisfy

Ver@o* Yeo¥ =Y vir ¥ =0,

these operators may be taken to be zero throughout the
remainder of this section.

In the absence of the collective coordinates p(Q),
Ax(Q), Bx(Q), the other normal modes are vy go*vr:™
and v+ @ryzo Which oscillate with frequencies (Ex+ Exy @)
and — (Ey+ Eryq), respectively. In the presence of the
collective coordinates there will be modes with fre-
quencies = (Ex+ Eryq) and also collective modes with
frequencies outside the range of the &= (Ex+ Ertq). We
shall let u;(Q) denote any collective coordinates. We
shall use wux(Q)* to denote a mode of frequency
(Ex+Errg) and p_r(—Q) to denote the mode of fre-
quency — (Ex+ Eryq). The operator uz*(Q) adds energy
to the system and is, therefore, a creation operator;
ur(— Q) subtracts energy from the system and is, there-
fore, a destruction operator which must satisfy u¥=0.
The notation is consistent because the equations of
motion are invariant under time reversal. The products
YrrQo™¥rr™, Yir@rys, and the collective variables p(Q),
A:(Q), Bi(Q), can be expanded in terms of the u’s and

19 N. N. Bogoliubov, Nuovo cimento 7, 794 (1958).
2 J, G. Valatin, Nuovo cimento 7, 843 (1958).
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written as

Vireo* v * =21 a1(k K, Q)ur*(Q)
+Z k’ Q2 (kak,’Q)”'—k’ (_ Q)

+2 0k Q)ui(Q), (3.4a)
Yiraryro=2_x B1(kK ,Q)ur*(Q)
+2 ok Bo(l K, Q)u_r (— Q)
+22:8:(k,Q)ui(Q), (3.4b)

P(Q) :Zk’ Mk'ﬂk'*(Q)
+terms in u_y (— Q) and u,,

A (Q)=>"4 Luwur*(Q)
+terms in u_p (—Q) and p;,

Bi(Q)=2r Niwpr*(Q)
+terms in u_p(—Q) and u..

If these expressions are substituted into the equations of
motion, the o’s and B’s must be chosen so that the
coefficients of all the u;*(Q) are separately zero. Hence

—[2:(Q) = ri (Q) Jen (I k', Q) = Py, 1 +51(k,Q) L
[2(Q)+21 (Q)181(k k',Q) = — Bs, 1 +31 (K, Q) L,

where

‘I’k/u= VDm(k,Q)Mk'—F%%(k,Q)Nkk'

A set of orthogonal solutions of the equations are given

by
D +31(k,Q) Ly
ay(kk,Q) =06, 1 - , (3.52)
Vi —viptie
By —31(k,Q) Ly
sikk Q= (3.5b)
Vit e

In the Appendix it is shown that these solutions are
normalized. From the definitions of p, 4, and B and
Eqgs. (3.3) for y*y* and vy it is found that

Mk’ = Zk m(k,Q)[oq(k,k',Q)+61(k,k’,Q)], (36&)

Llck':Zk” V(kyk")l(k”:Q)
XL, 0)— Bk Q)T (3.60)

Niwr= T Vg )n(",Q)
X[al(k”)kle)+ﬁl(k”yk’)Q)]‘ (360)

When the o’s and #’s, as given by Egs. (3.5), are
substituted in these equations we have a set of three
linear simultaneous integral equations for the functions
M+, Lz, Nire. The situation is not as bad as it seems,
for in most cases of interest M,  is much greater than
Ly and Ny, and it is necessary to solve only a simple
algebraic equation.

It is at once apparent from the definition of M} and
the fact that the operators are normalized, that

(Tour™(Q),p(Q)¥0)=M:(Q).

G. RICKAYZEN

In the normal state M (Q) is the function [¢, (wg) ] of
Brout.? For the continuity equation it is necessary to

calculate
Tour*(Q), Q-3(Q)¥y),
1(Q)= #/2m) 32 (2k+Q) (02— 5 ?).
[ Note that
Now
7Q-3(Q) =2k (erro— &) (0£?—pr9)

= Zk(GHQ“ Ek)[l(k,Q) (’Yk+Qo*’)’ko—7k1*’)’k+Q1)
—p(k,Q) (Y- @o™ym* —Yir-eryio) .

where

1(N)=203(Q) exp(iQ-1) ].

Hence

R ¥our*(0), Q-1(Q)¥0)
=—2w(erro—er) p(k',Q) Lo (k" k,Q) —B1 (k' k,Q) .
We now use the identity

—p(k,Q) (erro—ex)
=v(Q)m(k,Q)— (I++1119)l(k,Q) (3.7)

to obtain

h(¥oui*(Q), Q-5(Q)¥0)

&y 12v15(Q)
=Z Vk’(Q)m(k,,Q)[ak”,k+%
k! Vk2—Vk’2
L(K,0) Luvii
+LM]—2<IV+M+Q>Z<I(',Q)
V2 — e W
X [on (K J,Q) — 81 (K, Q) .
Now
5 7 @ QK O L
k, Vit —
2 (K, Q)1(K',Q) L
_y OO o e 010,00 e
o P2 — o

and from Eq. (3.6b)
2w m(k,Q)i(k",Q) Lix
=2, (v +u s quirg) V (K K")I(k",Q)
X [ (k" k,Q)—B1(k" k,Q)]
=—2p (I +Try@l(k",Q)
X [e1 (k" k,Q)—B1(k" k,Q)].

Therefore

B (¥our™(Q), Q-3(Q)¥o)

2

28k U(K',Q) Ly v
~n(QF m(K.0) [ak, i ]

vii— vt ViZ— v

=r:(Q)X m(K',Q)Lar (k" k,Q)+5: (k' k,Q) ]

=n(Q)M(Q),
2 R, Brout, Phys. Rev. 108, 515 (1957).
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and

B(Tour*(Q), Q-3(Q)¥0)
=1:(Q) (Fou(Q)*,0(Q)¥0),

and the wave functions are such that our results will be
gauge invariant.

Now that the matrix elements satisfy the equation of
continuity, it is possible to approximate them in a
consistent manner. We shall compute M. In general the
states k and k+Q are close to the Fermi surface, much
closer than 7w, the average spread in energy allowed by
V (k,k’), which in turn is much less than the Fermi
energy. This means that 4:(Q), Bx(Q), Lir, Nyi are
all approximately independent of k and that the states
k’, kK’+Q in the integrals involving L and N will lie
within an energy #w of the Fermi surface. As the
interaction with a longitudinal field is being calculated,
all these variables will be independent of angle, too.? In
this case the set of three integral equations reduces to a
set of three linear algebraic equations which are

3.1)

2 ’
M(Q)=m(kQ)+E m(K,Q)by—
Y ViE— Vi
V}ch
+2 m(k',Q)l(k',Q) )
k' Vk2_— Vi
2
L(Q) = VI(k Q)+ VI(K,Q)yi——
34 ViE— v
kaLk
+2 VK ,Q) ,
v 12— v
v
Ne(Q)=Vn(kQ)+2 Vu(k',Q)Pwx
K’ ViZ— v
VkLk
+Z Vn(k,;Q)l(klaQ) .
L4 Vi2— vy

Normally M1 (Q) is required to obtain the probability of
absorption of a wave of energy »:(Q), for which
eQ>v;, (e.g., acoustic wave). Since the formalism
above applies only for absorption when the system is
initially in the ground state, the condition »;>2¢; must
hold. Therefore 2,Q0>>2¢. In this case it is easy to show
that to order (vi/%v0Q)? and (eo/%w)?, Ly and N can be
neglected. Then

Mk(Q)=m(k,Q)/(2VD(Q)Z M—H)

oyl —vg

<]|P(Q)[k; k Q)BCS/
1”2 k, Q 1472
( ) ) 1)‘

VE'"— Vi

(sz<Q)§

To the same order of accuracy the denominator of this
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expression can be replaced by its value in the normal
state. This shows that to calculate the probability of
absorption of the system at the absolute zero of temper-
ature one can use the interaction term in the
Hamiltonian,

Hi= Y Vp(Q)reei®ic, ,*ci—q, »+complex conj.,
k@

where, if we choose 7q to be the external charge fluctua-
tion screened as in the normal state, we need consider
only the single-particle wave functions of BCS. In the
next section we approach the problem from a slightly
different point of view and see how to generalize this
result so that it applies at all temperatures and takes
into account the corrections to the screening from the
superconducting transition.

4. DIELECTRIC CONSTANT OF
A SUPERCONDUCTOR

The procedure developed by Nozigres and Pines? for
the normal metal is adopted; a time-dependent longi-
tudinal external field (unscreened) is allowed to act on
the system and the polarization it induces is calculated
and related to the complex dielectric constant. Let us
suppose there is an oscillating test charge of wave vector
Q and frequency @ acting on the system. Its charge
density is

rq exp[—i(Q—Q-r)]+c.c.

The interaction of this test charge with the system adds
the term H to the Hamiltonian where

Hi1=Vp(Q)[o(—Q)rqe+c.c.Je.

[In this section the contribution of the phonons to
V5(Q) is neglected so that Vp(Q) is just the Coulomb
interaction. The term neglected is only of the order of
the electron mass divided by the mass of an ion.] The
infinitesimally small quantity 7 is introduced to ensure
that the test charge is switched on adiabatically; in the
mathematics, n indicates which contour to choose for
the integrals that arise.

The interaction H leads to extra terms in the equa-
tions of motion so that these equations become

[Hvis @0y ™ 1= (Q)viroo*ver*+V pm(k,Q)
X[p(Q)+rqet1t4-c.c. J+3n(k,Q)
X B(Q)—3(k,Q)4:(Q), (4.12)
CHvirorvio]= —vi(Q)vir-eryro— Vom(k,Q)
X[p(Q)+rge—i®ttritc.c.]—3in(k,Q)
X Bi(Q)—31(k,Q)4:(Q), (4.1b)
LH vir@o*veo]= (Err-o— Er) Vit @0™so,
CH vi*vir )= (Be— Err @V ™ Vit 1.
2 P, Nozieres and D. Pines, Nuovo cimento 9, 470 (1958).
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As shown by Noziéres and Pines,? only the part of
(0(Q)) that varies as exp(—iQf) is required. Then
[e(Q,2)1—1] is the ratio of this to 7q exp(—1Qf). Now
the effect of the extra terms in the equations of motion is
to change the normal coordinates by adding ¢-numbers,
and since p(Q) is linear in the old normal coordinates it
too is increased only by a ¢-number. The expectation
value of p(Q) in the ground state will be just this ¢-
number. Hence it is necessary to solve the equations of
motion treating the operators as ¢-numbers, remember-
ing that the commutators on the left-hand sides are to
be replaced by time derivatives. Thus as it is necessary
to treat only the part of the test charge that varies as
ettt we find

p(Q) =‘%[VD (0(Q)+ree=*1)m (k,Q)
+3n(k,Q)B(Q) Im(k,Q)

1 1
X —
[—ﬁﬂ—in—Vk(Q) —hﬂ—in+v;c(Q)]
-3 % 1(k,Q)4:(Q)m(k,Q)

X[ ! - ! ] 4.2
—ﬁQ—-—in—ukl —hQ—in+vy , (4.20)
BK(Q)=ZkIVD(p(Q)+fQ€_i“‘)m(k,Q)

3n(k,Q) Bx(Q) 1V (K k) (k,Q)

1 1
o Err— |
—hQ—in—v;, —hQ—in+vx
-3 % 1(k,Q)4:(Q)V (K k)n(k,Q)

1 1
x{ S ] (4.2)
—hQ—in—vr —hQ—intu;
Ax(Q)= —%[Vp(p(Q)-i-er_m‘)m(k,Q)

3n(k,Q)B:(Q) J1(k,Q)V (K k)

1 1
e et
—ﬁﬂ—in~vk —hﬂ—in—l—vk

1 1
X[ — ] (4.2¢)
—hiQ—in—vy —hQ—in+r;

From these three integral equations, p(Q) and hence the
complex dielectric constant can be determined. It is not
difficult to show that the imaginary part of the dielectric
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constant leads to a result for the absorption which is in
agreement with that calculated from the matrix ele-
ments of the previous section.

It is apparent from the structure of the equations of
motion (4.1) that if one wishes to calculate the proba-
bility of a transition caused by an external charge
fluctuation p(Q)e*** (Q<Kv)) one can take as the
interaction term in the Hamiltonian

H'=Vp(p(Q)47e~)pon(—Q) i
+3 28 Be(Q) (0 9+b9)
—1>% Ak(Q)(bk“Q—Bk_Q):

where p(Q), B:(Q), and 4;(Q) are the solutions of
Egs. (4.2) and are ¢-numbers. p, B, and A4 are all
proportional to rge~** and the constants of propor-
tionality need be determined once for all interactions.
The result (4.3) has been proved only for transitions
into and out of the ground state. We guess that it is
correct for all transitions and that p(Q) is hardly altered
by a change of temperature. For temperatures 27T<eo,
A(Q) and B(Q) will also be unchanged. For many
problems A (Q) and B(Q) can be neglected; for these
problems the interaction is Hy even up to 7T'.. As an
example of the use of Eq. (4.3), we shall show in Sec. V
that the corrections to ultrasonic attenuation as calcu-
lated by BCS are of order (u/v,)?, where # is the phase
velocity of the sound wave. Notice that if the corrections
are important then, because the terms involving 4 and
B are not single-particle operators, the interaction
cannot be described as a screened charge acting on each
excitation.

As a check on the formula for ¢(Q,2) we shall investi-
gate its behavior as @ — o . According to Noziéres and
Pines? we should obtain

e(0,)—1— —w,/? as

(4.3)

Q— o0,

(4.4)
If we write

A4x(Q)=Vp(Qar(Q)Lp(Q)+7qe ],

Bx(Q)=V5(Q)B:(Q)[p(Q)+7ee "],
then

—p(Q)

e—l=————
p(Q)+7qei9!

=~7V»% [2m(k,Q)+n(k,Q)8x(Q)]

mk Qe 1k Qm(k Qe (@)
Q2 — )2 Q2 —v;?
~ (Vo/2) A2k, Q)+ DBQ I
+1(k,Q)a(k Q)i m(k,0).

As @ — o both g and « are proportional to 2. There-
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fore 8 can be neglected and
ax(Q)= (1/A2) 2, V(K k) 2m(k,Q)!(k,Q)
=—(2/h®)(Ix+Ix+q)-

Therefore

e—1=—[Vp(Q)/mQ*]3 1, m(k,Q)
X [2m(k,Q)rx(Q) —2(I1+1 14 @)l (k,Q) ]

=[2Vo(Q)/m*2*TLx m(k,Q) p(k,Q) (erro—ex)
=[2Vp(Q)/ WXL (i*vrs @*— 04+ ¢) (€rt-@— €x)
[2V p(Q)/HQ*TE (vir-@*—v4?) (ks — €x)
—[4Vp(Q)/WQ*TL v (h*Q*/2m)
—[Vo(Q)/2*](Q*/m)N

=—(w,Y/2).

Had we neglected o we should have found that (e—1)
behaves like Q2. The proof of Eq. (4.4) is implicitly a
proof of the sum rules

2k ve(Q)M2(Q) = N2/ 2m.

Notice that as Q tends to zero the energy »;(Q) remains
finite but the matrix element M;(Q) is proportional to
Q. In the normal metal it is the matrix element that
remains finite while the energy is proportional to Q2
One can see from this discussion that €(Q,Q) is signifi-
cantly different from its value in the normal metal only
if ’hQ""'h‘l)oQ& €9.

Before leaving the subject of the dielectric constant
we shall consider the connection of this work with the
ideas of backflow.® An external charge fluctuation r ge~ ¢
causes a charge fluctuation p(Q) in the superconducting
system. Therefore there is a current flow given by the
density 2Qp(Q)Q2. If an external point charge moving
with velocity V interacts with the system the external
charge density is

8(r=Vi)=2 ¢ exp[iQ- (r—=V1)],
and the induced current flow is
(1) =220(Q-V)Qp(Q)Q*exp[iQ - (r— V1) J/rq exp(—i2)
1
«(Q,Q-V)
==V(V-v)Xe(l/e=1)Q* exp[iQ- (r— V1) .

When Q—0, €(Q, Q-V)1— 0. Therefore, at large
distances from the moving charge the flow is just that
due to a dipole of strength® (—V/4r) as it is in the
normal metal. If V<<vg or V>>vq, the flow everywhere is

Il

Il

(4.5)

=Z(Q-V)Q( —1)@-2 exp[iQ- (r—V1)]
Q

2 This backflow is analogous to the backflow around a foreign
atom in liquid helium. The strength is the same, see R. P. Feynman
and M. Cohen, Phys. Rev. 102, 1189 (1956).
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as in the normal metal. However, if V'~v, then the flow
in the superconductor is different from that in the
normal metal at distances less than the coherence
distance from the external charge.

5. ULTRASONIC ABSORPTION

The interaction (4.3) will be used to show that the
correction to the ultrasonic absorption calculated by
BCS is (at least at the lowest temperatures) of order
(u#/v0)?, where u is the velocity of sound in the metal.
Near absolute zero, kT <e(T), 7Q<KhvQ<ey for the
acoustic waves of interest. If the integrands of Egs. (4.2)
are expanded in powers of (@/vQ) and (fveQ/eo), it is
found that

A= — (80/17)V p[ror®+p(Q)Jes2fiveQ) 2
=aqVp[ree " +p(Q)]=aoV pree ¥,
B=$£V p[ree4-p(Q) JAvsQ/ €0
=BqVlree ¥ +p(Q) J=BV pree it .

The correction to p(Q) is of order (Q/%v,Q)*? and
(hvoQ/€0)?. As only the order of magnitude of the
correction is being estimated, these corrections to p(Q)
can be ignored. (BCS have already ignored corrections
of this order of magnitude.) Hence, the absorption is
proportional to

f PE(Ex— Ery q-+120) frro— f){ [0k, Q)-Ham (k,Q)
Faop(,Q) T+ (k,Q)+Bom(k,Q) —aqp(k,0) 1)

=Zfd3k 8(Exr—Ertq+120) (frro— 1)

62 4 e(hon) 16 thQ 2 5 92 604
x{—+~ +——( )+— —1
E* 5 E 25\ E 4 (hvyQ)? E*

The first term in the curly brackets gives the result of
BCS. The corrections are evidently no bigger than terms
already neglected. Since the term involving p(Q) is the
only important one, this result will be valid for tempera-
tures up to T',.

6. MEISSNER EFFECT

We shall calculate the current within the supercon-
ductor due to an external static magnetic field. The
connection between this current and the existence of a
Meissner effect and the calculation of the penetration
depth has been discussed sufficiently elsewhere? for it
to be omitted here. If the static magnetic field is
described by the vector potential a(Q) exp(:Q-r), the
extra perturbing term in the Hamiltonian is H;, given

2 J. Bardeen, Handbuch der Physik (Springer-Verlag, Berlin,
1956), Vol. 19. This review article contains further references on
this topic.
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by
Hy=—a 31 a(Q)- 2k+Q) (px?—p19)*
=—aXa(Q)- (2k+Q)[1(k,Q) (ver oo™ ro—Yi1*Vrr 1)
—p(k&,Q) (vir@o*vm* —vrrervi) IF,  (6.1)
a=-eh/2me.

A straightforward way of calculating the paramagnetic
part of the current to first order in a(Q) would be to use
first-order perturbation theory and obtain

(Oljzz,ﬂpl”)("[Hl[O) .
Eo—E, '

c.C.,

Q=2

where the states |#) are the states u*|0) of Sec. ITI. To
obtain the result explicitly (i.e., without invoking sum
rules) it would be necessary to obtain all the solutions
w*. In order to avoid the excessive computation involved
we use the following quicker method which involves no
extra assumptions.

The equations of motion when H; is added to the
Hamiltonian are

CH v i-@o*via™]
=:(Q)7 3+ @™ rx*+Vp(Q)p(Q)m (k,Q)
3n(k,Q)Bx(Q) —31(k,Q)4:(Q)

+ap(k,Q)a(Q)- (2k+Q), (6.2a)
[H,'YIH-QI’Yko]
= —1:(Q)Virervro— Vo (Q)p(Q)m(k,Q)
—3n(k,Q)B(Q)—3/(k,Q)4:(Q)
+ap(k,Q)a(Q)- 2k+Q). (6.2b)

[These and the following equations still apply if the
Coulomb term is omitted. We then have to omit the
Coulomb contributions to Vp(Q) and V(k’)k).] As in
Sec. IV, we look only for the steady-state solution of
these equations. Because the external field is static the
left-hand side of the equations is zero. Subtracting the
two equations, one quickly finds

p(Q)=B:(Q)=0.

From the sum of the two equations

—21(Q) (Y @™ Vi1 * — Vit @r50)
=—1(k,Q)4:(Q)+2ap(k,Q)a- (2k+Q).

It follows from this equation and the definition of 4 x(Q),
Ax(Q)=—221 V(KK)I(k,Q) (vt 0o*vir* — Vit @rvo),
that

Ag(Q)=—>: VIKK)[1(k,Q)4:(Q)
—2ap(k,Q)a- (2k+Q)Jvi 11 (k,Q).

The paramagnetic part of the current density j(Q) is

(6.3)
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given by

(2m/ej(Q)
=54 (2K+Q) (i~ 5+9)

=21 (2k+Q)[—1(k,Q)4:(Q)
+2ap(k,Q)a- (2k+Q) Jp(k,Q)vi .

The second term on the right is the one that is calculated
from the BCS wave functions alone. As the result is
linear in a(Q), one can calculate the effects of longi-
tudinal and transverse fields separately. This we proceed
to do.

(6.4)

(1) Longitudinal Field

As pointed out in the Introduction, a longitudinal
static vector potential cannot give rise to any current.
It will now be shown that the effect of including the
collective term A4,(Q) is to ensure that this result is
satisfied. If a(Q) is a longitudinal potential, one can

write
a(Q)=Q#/2m)¢(Q).
Then the solution of the integral equation for 4;(Q) is
A:(Q)=2(T1+1110)ag(Q). (6.5)

This can be checked directly. If the formula (6.5) is
substituted into the right-hand side of Eq. (6.3), that
side becomes [ when Eq. (3.7) is used]

—2a¢ 22 VIKK)[(k,Q) (Tx+T1t0)

— (erre—er)p(k,Q) L (k, Q)i
=—2a¢ 221 V(K K)m(k,Q)(k,Q)
=2a¢(Ix+TIx+q)
=A4x(Q).

Therefore the two sides of Eq. (6.3) are equal. If one
substitutes for 4,(Q) in the current density it is found
that

(2m/en)j »(Q)=~+20¢ 31 (2k+Q)[ (erso—ex) p(k,Q)

— Ik +Ti)l(k,Q) Jp(k,Q) v
=—2a¢ 2 +(2k+Q)m(k,Q)p(k,Q)
=—2a¢ 2 1(2k+Q) (us*ves @*—vi*ur1.¢?)
=—20¢ 2 (2k+Q) (vi1.¢—vi2)
=2a¢2 3 (2k+Q)v)*
=20¢pQN
= (4m/*)aNa(Q),

15(Q) = (ne?/me)a(Q).

Hence the paramagnetic current density just cancels the
diamagnetic current density, the total longitudinal
current being zero.
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(2) Transverse Field
If a is transverse and V (K k) is independent of angle,

then
a2 V(KK) (2k+Q)i(k,Q)p (k,Q)ri™

is zero because the sum must be proportional to Q, and
a-Q=0. In this case 4;(Q) is zero and there are no
corrections to the result of BCS. In general, however,
V(Kk) is a function of angle and there will be a
contribution from the transverse excitations. In the
London limit, Q— 0, p(k,Q) — 0 and as there is no
singularity in the solution one finds no contribution to
i»in the limit. Thus the London equation is obtained as
Q — 0. We have tried to estimate the order of magnitude
of the correction in the Pippard limit, Q&>>1, by
treating a specific example. The dependence of V on | 2|
and [K| is not important provided we cut off the
integrals appropriately. Because the phonon interaction
tends to zero as the angle, 6, between k and K tends to
zero we have chosen a V(K)k) that possesses this
property. The simplest potential that gives a nonzero
contribution is

V(Kk)=—32V(1—cosd)2 (6.6)
Then

—(VE KW=V
is the same parameter as used by BCS. With this form
for V(K k), it is found that

Zlc V (K;k) a- (2k+Q) Vk~1? (kr().)l (k)Q)
=—34V > i(a-2k)(1—cosd)?v;teo(e— ') /2EE/,
€=¢rrq.

If the x axis is chosen along Q and the z axis along a, the
sum is (neglecting terms of order Q/k)

3Va szz szz
k

2 EK | RK

ik Q o/ m
ExErpo(E+E)

If we substitute (—k,—Q,) for k., we find that the
integrand, apart from the term in square brackets, is an
odd function of &, (to order Q/ko). Hence the sum is

Va KK, 1 k2k2 «
2 K mT B ExEro(ExtErio)
3V(aK(QK _kiF—F) ald—d
2 k% 2T, EE/(E+E)

(a-K)(Q-K)
KQ k°f

=IN(O)V

€

Xf e

L2 EE/(E+E)
=3N(0)VE w]( ) ’
=3 0 K0 Q) (say).
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This result suggests that we try

(a-K)(Q-K) _

AxQ=—— 4.

In that case

2k V(KK 4:(Q)1(k, Q). (Q)

NCCEO (: s “2)”(0)—1

k? 2 EE'
- 2k 2K k2K, L Lee’—f—eoz o
AT = a0t (14 @
_ (a-K)(Q-K)
=—iNOVAQ)——
K2
o dp p2(1—p) 1 €€’ + o
Xf def— —(1+ )
0 2 E-+E 2 -EE’

After some calculation it is found that if %90 <#w and
€eKhvoQ, the sum is

—(3/20)N (0)VAk(Q) In(27s/AsQ)
>~ (3/2004x(Q)[1—N(0)V In(FveQ/ o) ].

Then the equation for 4;(Q) is
3 3

[1 ——+—N(0)V In(AveQ/ €0) ]AK(Q)
20 20

=3aN (0) Vo

(@ RQ1 )2( 1.

As we are only estimating the order of magnitude of the
correction, we shall keep only the first term of the
square brackets. Hence

A(Q)=%(a/9N )V (Q).

The correction to the current density is given by

(%)jz @ =—> N O VEI©)
4

eh q
eo(e—¢€)  aQk.k.
¥ EE(E+E) &
=3aN (0)2VkoJ (Q)a
Ldu e(e—e)
fief B D
12 2EE' (E+E)

=25aalV (0)2V kT (Q)2.



806

J(Q) has been evaluated and is
16

 Mn (o0 e)— 1.
oQ

v
Therefore, the total transverse current density is
—3c 16
= 1— In(wQ%o)
16QEN2(0) U 7°Qé
SNV

3r%Qé&

71(Q)

[In(mQ%) — § 1 1a.(0).

The first two terms are those given by BCS while the
third is the new correction. As the formula is valid only
for Q£o>1, it is reasonable to test the correction using
wQ%o=10. If we also choose N (0)V =0.3, the ratio of the
third term to the second is 0.02, which suggests that the
correction is small. It 4s possible to choose a potential
that makes the correction large by making the potential
vary considerably with angle and change sign. For
example, if one chooses

V(KK =Vi—3V,(1—cosf)2, Vi—V,<0,

the correction is enhanced by the factor Vo/(V1—V5)
which can be made as large as one pleases by making
(V1— V) sufficiently small. But, although ¥V (Kk) may
oscillate widely over small angles because of the con-
tribution of the umklapp processes, we expect that on
the average it will not vary widely enough over 180° to
make the correction large. As the correction is sensitive
to the dependence of the potential on angle the argu-
ment is not conclusive.

One can see the connection with the work of Pines and
Schrieffer® in the following way. The operator which
creates a plasmon is

upr*(Q) =2 1La(k,Q)virer* v ko™ —B(K,Q) Y it ooverl,

where

a(k;Q) = [(I)k_l_%l(kaQ)Lk]/ (ﬁwpl— Vk) )
B(k,Q)=—[®x—31(k,Q) Li]/ (hosp1+i),

and w1 is the plasma frequency. ®; and L; satisfy Eqgs.
(3.6) without the inhomogeneous terms and with v,
replaced by #iw,1. Hence

pp1*(Q) —pp1 (— Q) =2 i [a(k,Q)+8(k,Q) ]
X[Vrror v o™ —Yrr@ove ]

If terms of second order in the electron-plasmon
coupling constant are neglected,

a(k,Q)+8(k,Q)
= [ 2+ Fhwpil (k,Q) Li] (Fwp) ™2

=2M 1V p(Q)[mivi— (L1 x4 )1 (k,Q) ] (Frewp) 2
=—2M 1V p(Q) (e o— e) p (k,Q) (heop)) 2
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Hence
ﬂpl* (Q) _.U'pl(_ Q)
2M 1V p(Q)
B —_(h_—)z_zk: (erre—€r) (Yir 1™V ro™ —YirQovr1),

which is proportional to j,(Q). M, has to be chosen so
that the creation operators are properly normalized.
Then the analysis follows that of Pines and Schrieffer.

Note added in proof—Since this paper was submitted
a number of papers and preprints have appeared on
the theory of the Meissner effect. The reader is referred
to K. Yosida [Prog. Theoret. Phys. (Kyoto) 21, 731
(1959)7, Blatt, Matsubara, and May [Prog. Theoret.
Phys. (Kyoto) 21, 745 (1959)], N. N. Bogoliubov
(preprint) and Y. Nambu (preprint).
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APPENDIX A

In this Appendix, Anderson’s linear equations of
motion are derived and the screening of the exchange
terms justified. It is apparent from a comparison of the
treatments of Nakajima® and of Bardeen and Pines® of
the electron-phonon interaction, that in order to obtain
the interaction properly screened it is necessary to
separate out the plasma degrees of freedom. Accord-
ingly, let us try to separate out these degrees of freedom.
We will suppose at first that the operators uo* which
create plasma oscillations of wave vector Q in the
superconductor are known. For these modes the RPA
is certainly a good approximation; one can write

ne*=2 iLa(k,Q)pr?+B(k,Q)5:°

Ultimately the coefficients «, 8, v, ¢ will have to be

determined.
The “intrinsic” Hamiltonian, Hjys, is introduced by

2 hoquoug;

Q<Qmax

Hint:H—

Hins is a function of operators w:(Q) and u;(Q)* which
commute with ug and ue* and which destroy and create
states in which a pair of particles are excited. We can
find these operators from the equations of motion
derived from Hi,. Let us consider just one of these
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equations, the one for px?. One finds

[Hintpx?]
=[H—-% hoqro™re, px?]
=[H,px%]— 2 o hoqro™ ke rx?]
—2 o hoglre*pxIre
=[Hpx¥]—L ¢ hogpe™* Li{a(k,Q")
X [Ck't*ckt5kf+o', k+q—0k+m*6k'+q'15k', k]
—v(K,Q") kst ¥e—r—q s *ow, ]+ (K, Q")
XLe—wscrtdrr,mrel} — 2o g Zi{a(k’,Q')
X Lerrt-@t ¥cerdir, by @— Crrt *crrt0r4qr, k]
+y (K, QN e—r—qrsCrtdr, kra
—¢(K,Q")crr ot s g uer
=[H,px?]— X ¢ hogpe*{a(k+Q-Q’, Q)
X [orre-at*ort —a(k,Q )crtot*crr 1]
—v(&,Q")cryor¥e_r_qi*
+o(k+Q—Q’, Q")c_ir—qrqicit}
—2 ¢ hwg{a(k+Q, Q')crrorat¥crt
—Ot(k—Q', Q’)Ck+QT*Ck—Q't
+v(k+Q, Q)c_i—o-qscrt
—¢(k—Q’, Q)crrot*c_ryo 1 *Iug
To linearize this equation, products of pairs are replaced
by their expectation values in the ground state. The
first term when linearized looks just like the right-hand
side of Eq. (3.1a) but the potential appearing in it is

unscreened. This term will be written as [H,px9]r.
Then (omitting the exchange terms to save space)

[Hint,px?]
=[H,0x?]1+2 o hoo{—re [pa,px?])

Hee*pxDue—B(K,Q)a(k+Q—-Q’, Q')
X [0w0k, k- @@ C—kr—Q 4 Cht
— i ¥ i@t ¥t 1bi JHB(K,Q")a(k,Q’)
X[bk'5k'. I+ QC—k'— Q' 4 Ch4-Q 1 “bk'+QfC—k'¢*6k+QT*5k, k':]
—a(k+Q, Q)8 Q") —br+acitciibisqr
Fbicitorert *emp—@i ¥k 1w 1 Ha(k—Q’, Q)B(K,Q")
KL= brtr@Prte k@ Croq 1kt

Fbr_q@8k—q, kCrt @t e —qs ¥ ]+ terms iny and §,

where {[uo,0x?]) is the expectation value of the
commutator in the ground state, i.e.,

([ra,px9]) =8¢, o {a(k,Q")[nr—1nr1q]
—v(k,Q")bry o +¢(k,Q")bi},

and

([re*px?])=08¢,_o{a(k+Q, Q") (nx—nisq)
+v(k+Q, Q)br—¢(k+Q, Q")bii o}
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One now has a set of equations (not all independent)
from which to determine the single-particle excitations.
Since the coefficients «, B3, v, and ¢ are also unknown,
these equations together with

[Hintuo* 1= [Hint,uq]=0

determine these coefficients and also the cutoff on Q’.
The equations are not linear in the coefficients.

In order to see the connection with the Egs. (3.1) we
first make what appears to be a reasonable approxima-
tion and replace a, B, v, ¢ by the values we should

‘obtain in the normal state (neglecting second-order

terms in the electron-plasmon coupling constant), that
is, we take

v=¢=0, B(kQ)=akQ)=[V(Q)/2we]}, (Al)

where V(Q) is the sum of the Coulomb and phonon
interactions. V(Q) is unscreened, the phonon part
corresponds to the interaction obtained by Nakajima,
not that of Bardeen and Pines. This approximation can
be made the first step of a self-consistent calculation. It
follows that

[Hint,PkQ]
=[H,p:?]—2 ¢ V(Q)
X [bry @-@br®+birbi—q @—Dbiy @biy @ @—bito01?]
—hwo{ke™([ka,pr? )+{[u—e*p? Dua}

=[H,p1%]a—hwo{ue™([nae,pr?])
+([u—o*0:%Du—o},

where [ H,0:9]4 stands symbolically for the commutator
written down by Anderson. This equation and the
corresponding equations for p, b, and b are together
equivalent to those of Anderson. This can be seen in the
following way. The equations for the coefficients
a(k,Q), 8, v, and ¢ are found from the equation for ug*.
From Egs. (A2) and the corresponding equations for
b, b, and j one obtains

[(Hinto*]=[Huo*Ja—two{uo™([uome*])
+((u—e*me* Duq} .

(A2)

Since pg* commutes with Hing,

[H pe* Ja=hwaeue™,

which is the equation one obtains from Anderson. For
the single-particle excitations, u,*(Q), one finds in the
same way

(H,u*(Q)Ja=[Hint,ur™(Q)]=[H,u*(Q)],

since ux*(Q) commutes with ug and ue*. This proves
that Egs. (A2) are equivalent to Egs. (3.1). The reason
the terms that lead to the superconducting transition
appear screened is that as far as these terms are con-
cerned Hing is

H— 3  hoeque*po~H—3%
Q'<Qmax

> V(QNp—gpe-

Q'<Qmax
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In this Hamiltonian the two-body interaction is screened.
For the same reason, had the exchange terms been kept
we should have found that these, too, are screened.

It would seem possible to generalize the equations by
supposing all the operators w;* to be known linear
combinations of p;?, 519, 5,9, and b;9. Then one would
obtain a set of nonlinear integral equations for the
coefficients by making the equations

LH— X howjpi*uj, pi*]=hou™
=i

linear in the operators. Of course, Egs. (A1) would only
be a first approximation to the plasmon operators.

APPENDIX B

In this appendix it will be shown that the operators,
ur* defined by Egs. (3.4) and (3.5) form an orthonormal
set. The plan is to show that the operators X ,*(Q),
defined by
X (Q)=X k’[al*(k',k; Q)vrrrer*ywro®

—Bl*(k,,k,Q)’Yk’+Q0’Yk’l:],
form an orthonormal set. It then will follow that the
coefficients of X;*(Q) in the expansions of vy 1*yro*
and vrrqoyr: in terms of the X’s are, respectively,
a1(kk’,Q) and B:(k,k’,Q). By direct substitution it can
be seen that X;*(Q) satisfies the equations of motion
with eigenvalue »;(Q). Hence X;(Q) can be identified
with 42(Q) and the result will be proved. Now

(X (Q),Xw (Q)*]
=2 Lar(l k", Q)au(k k’,Q)* — 81k k", Q)81 (k k', Q) *]
By ¥ 31K, Q) Ly i *
Vit — Vi — 1€
| Py 30K, Q) L
: virr—virie

(@rr* 451k, Q) Liwr™) (Prrrr+31(k, Q) L)

=0+

k (vk—vku—ie) (Vk—"VkI-FiG)
(®rrr*— 51 (K, Q) Liwr™) (Prarr — 34 (Kk,Q) L)
k (i) (vatvr)
= l%ék'ku-l- - [‘huk'*-l—%l(k”,Q)Lk”k'*
Vit — Virr— 1€

[®rr*+31(k, Q) Lir * [ Prrr+3(k,Q) Ly
-x( :
k (ve—vr+ie)
. [Prer*— 51 (k, Q) Ligr * J[Prrrr— él(k,Q)ka”])] I
N (vitver)

+{kl > k//}*
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- [ FOw i+ ; [Pra*+30(K",Q) Ly i

Vi — Vg —1€

1 1
_Z @kk”[q)kk'*(——‘“”_‘* )
k Vk—~vkz+ze Vk‘l-Vkl

1 1
+%l<k,Q>ka:*( + )]
Vi—Vitie vptve

1 1
= %Z(k,Q>ka~[¢kk,*( : )
k v

r— Vi tie  vitvp

1 1
+HKQ)L, ( - )]}
vi—vptie vptup

+{K o K’}

1
B HK,Q) Ly

Vi — v —ie

— 2k P [ar (k K',Q) *+61(k k', Q) *— 81 ]

=2k 50 (k,Q) Ly Lo (k K, Q) *
—B1(k K, Q) *— 8 )+ (K > K’} *,

= {0t

Now

2k 31(K,Q) Ly Lo (k K',Q) *— 1 (kK,Q)*]
= 2 3OV (kK")i(k",Q)

kR
X[ (k" K",Q)—p1 (K" k"”,Q)]
X Lo (kK Q) *—B1(k,k’',Q) *].

This remains unchanged when k’ and k” are inter-
changed and the complex conjugate is taken [V (k%)
=V (k',k)*]. Hence this sum disappears from the final
result. Similarly, the term

2ok P [on (K, Q) *48:(k,k',Q)*]
does not confribute. Hence

(X% (Q),Xw (Q)*]

1
———— [ ®w* 5 (K",Q) Ly *

Vi — Vygrr—1€

- { Lot

F @i +3(K,Q) Ly ]t 4-{k' > K} ¥ =511,

as was to be proved.



