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Abstract We revisit the supercurrent generation mechanism for the type of superconductors
whose superconducting transition temperature is explained by the BCS theory (we call it the
BCS superconductor). This revisit is motivated by the reexamination of the ac Josephson
effect [H. Koizumi, M. Tachiki, J. Supercond. Nov. Magn. (2015) 28:61] that indicates the
charge on the charge carrier for the ac Josephson effect is ¢ = —e (means the electromagnetic
vector potential A°™ couples to each electron in the pairing electrons, separately, as eA®™),
which strongly suggests that the supercurrent generation mechanism is lacking in the BCS
theory since the charge carrier in the BCS theory is the Cooper pair with ¢ = —2e (means
A®™ couples to pairing electrons, together, as 2¢A°™).

We put forward a possible new supercurrent generation mechanism in the BCS super-
conductor; we argue that the origin of the supercurrent generation is the emergence of Dirac
strings with 7 flux (in the units of 7 = 1,e = 1,¢ = 1) inside (we call them n-flux Dirac
strings), where the Dirac string is a nodal singularities of the wave function. It appears if
the Rashba spin-orbit interaction is added to the BCS model due to its stabilization of the
spin-twisting itinerant motion of electrons; then, the 7-flux Dirac string is created as a string
of spin-twisting centers. The n-flux Dirac string generates the cyclotron motion without
external magnetic field, and produces topologically protected loop current. A macroscopic
persistent current is generated as a collection of such loop currents.

The above current generation can be also attributed to the emergence of the U(1) in-
stanton of the Berry connection given by Af¢ = —%V/\/, ofic = %6,/\/, where y is an angular
variable of period 27. In other words, the supercurrent is a collective motion produced by the
instanton that cannot be reduced to the single particle motion. Then, the appearance of the
flux quantum @, = h/2e and the voltage quantum Vj, = hf/2e in the ac Josephson effect (f
is the frequency of the radiation field) are explained as topological effects of this instanton.
The phase of the macroscopic wave function for the Ginzburg-Landau theory or the phase
of the pair potential of the Bogoliubov-de Gennes equations is identified as y.

Since the Rashba interaction is absent in the BCS theory, it may be regarded as a weak
Rashba interaction limit of the present theory as far as the origin of the phase variable of the
macroscopic superconducting wave function is concerned. If the phase variable is treated as
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a phenomenological parameter, the origin of it does not matter; then, the Ginzburg-Landau
theory or the Bogoliubov-de Gennes equations can be used without modification. However,
the new origin requires the Rashba interaction; thus, the internal electric field for the Rashba
interaction is necessary for the occurrence of superconductivity. This may explain the fact
that ideal metals like sodium does not show superconductivity since the screening of the
electric field is efficient in such materials, suppressing the internal electric field too weak to
occur superconductivity.

Keywords Supercurrent generation, Rashba spin-orbit interaction

1 Introduction

In the present work, we call the type of superconductors whose superconducting transition
temperature is explained by the BCS theory the “BCS superconductor” [1]]. In the BCS
superconductor, the superconducting transition temperature is determined by an energy gap
formation temperature, where the energy gap is created by the electron pairing due to an
effective attractive interaction between electrons that arises from the virtual exchange of
phonons. Through the success of the BCS theory, it is now widely-believed that the electron
pair formation is the origin of superconductivity.

As to the practical calculation for phenomena involving supercurrents, the Ginzburg-
Landau theory [2] and the Bogoliubov-de Gennes equations [3]] are usually used. In these
theoreis, the supercurrent generation is due to the appearance of an angular variable ¢ with
period 27 that makes the followings gauge invariant,
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where (¢, A°™) is the electromagnetic gauge potential (¢°™ and A®™ are scalar and vector
potentials, respectively), and the gauge invariance means that the above sums are not af-
fected by the choice of the gauge in ¢*™ and A°™ due to compensational changes in ¢ [41[5].
This mode (Nambu-Goldstone mode) was found by Nambu in an effort to rectify the gauge
invariance problem of the original BCS paper [6] using the generalized Ward-Takahashi
identity [7,/8]. In the BCS superconductors, the required phase ¢ appears when the electron
pairing is established. It is believe to describe a collective mode of charge g = —2e (e is
the absolute value of the electron charge) particle flow [4L5l6.9]; 2e in the flux quantum
@y = h/2e (h is Planck’s constant) and the voltage quantum Vy = hf/2e across the Joseph-
son junction in the presence of a radiation field with frequency f, are regarded as due to the
pairing electron charge. It is also considered that ¢ is a variable conjugate to the Cooper pair
number density p/2 [10] (p is the electron number density).

Although the origin of the superconductivity due to the electron pairing is believed to
be established, the origin of ¢ is not. There are more than one theories for the origin of
it. The most popular one is the gauge symmetry breaking origin (see for example, Table I
and text around it in Ref. [11]]); another competing one is the phase of the Bose-Einstein
condensate wave function origin (see for example, Section 2.4 in Ref. [[12]]). The former
uses a particle number non-conserving state as an essential ingredient; however, it suffers
from the difficulty in application to fixed particle number systems [12}[13]] such as isolated
superconductors and nuclei in the superconducting states (see for example Ref. [14]); note
that it is theoretically inconsistent to used the mixed particle number states as the ground
state of a fixed particle number system since the Hamiltonian commute with the particle
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number (i.e., the particle number is a good quantum number and it is fixed). On the other
hand, the latter theory uses a particle number fixed formalism; however, it does not explain
the persistent current generation in a natural way, but relies on the topological stability of
circular current (or loop current) as an additional requirement [[12].

Now, superconductivity of a different type is known in cuprates [15]. The cuprate super-
conductors show marked differences from the BCS ones. For example, the superconducting
transition temperature is not given by the energy gap formation temperature, but corresponds
to the stabilization temperature of coherent-length-sized loop currents for optimally doped
samples [16]; the coherence-length is in the order of the lattice constant, which is much
smaller than that of the BCS superconductor; the normal state from which the supercon-
ducting state emerges is not an ordinary metallic state described by the Fermi liquid theory
but a doped Mott insulator state; the local magnetic correlation that is a remnant of the
parent Mott insulator still exists in the doped compound, giving rise to the hourglass-shaped
magnetic excitation spectrum [17]; actually, the magnetic excitations persist entire supercon-
ducting hole doping range [18]], thus, a close relationship between the superconductivity and
magnetism is strongly suggested. In spite of all the differences, @y = h/2e and Vy = hf/2e
are observed; thus, it is widely-believed that the origin of the cuprate superconductivity is
still the electron pairing.

The above experiments seem to indicate that the elucidation of the cuprate superconduc-
tivity requires a drastic departure from the standard theory. The present author put forward
a new theory of superconductivity that dose not contain the pairing-electrons [19120121,22]]
(however, it contains the bipolaron with a hole at each polaron [23]; spin-twisting itinerant
motion of electrons occurs around each hole). In this theory, the third theory for the origin
of ¢ is proposed. It uses the Berry phase that was not known during the development of the
BCS theory [24]. The phase ¢ is argued to arise from the singularities of wave functions for
spin-twisting itinerant motion of electrons; the centers of spin-twisting creates Dirac strings
with 7 flux (in the units of # = 1,e = 1,c¢ = 1) inside, and generate U(1) instanton of the
Berry connection given by

A= Ly g Lo,y ©)
2e 2e

where y is an angular variable of period 27 that can be identified as ¢. In this theory, y/2 =

¢/2 is conjugate to the electron number density p, which differs from the standard theory

where ¢ is a variable conjugate to the Cooper pair number density p/2 [10].

In the presence of A, the effective vector potential for electrons becomes A°T =
A°™ + Afc where A®™ is the electromagnetic vector potential. A macroscopic persistent
current is generated as a collection of topologically protected spin-vortex-induced loop cur-
rents. The appearance of the flux quantum @, = h/2e and the voltage quantum Vy = hf/2e
are explained as topological effects of the U(1) instanton given in Eq. ). One of the ad-
vantages of the new theory is that it is formulated in a fixed-particle number formalism,
thus, it can be applied to fixed particle number systems without difficulty. It also yields a
spontaneous feeding current state, namely, the ground state with energy minima at nonzero
values of external current feeding in the situation depicted in Fig. [Tk [23]]; the value of the
spontaneous current depends on the internal state of the superconductor (i.e., the distribu-
tion pattern of the spin-vortices and spin-vortex-induce loop currents), thus, the spontaneous
feeding current changes flexibly depending on the boundary conditions. This state explains
superconductivity, naturally, although such a state has not been obtained by the BCS theory
so far. Actually, the inability to obtain such a state is one of the loose ends of the BCS theory
[26].
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Fig. 1 Schematic set-ups for the supercurrent and Josephson effect measurements. S an / indicate supercon-
ductor and insulator, respectively. Arrows indicate currents. a: Experimental set-up for supercurrent measure-
ment. b: Experimental set-up for Josephson effect measurement. ¢: Set-up for Josephson effect assumed in
the Josephson’s derivation.

The relevance of the idea presented in the above new theory, supercurrent generation
without electron pairing, to the BCS theory needs to be examined since the origin of the
phase variable that produces supercurrent is not settled in the BCS theory, and the Berry
phase was not known during the development of the BCS theory. It is noteworthy that it plays
a crucial role in explaining the persistent current flow in quantum Hall effects and topologi-
cal insulators. Besides, a serious misfit was recently found in the predicted Josephson effect
and experimentally observed one [19122]], which concerns the boundary conditions for the
ac Josephson effect experiment. The boundary condition assumed in the Josephson’s predi-
cation [27] and that employed in the real experiment are actually different (see Figs.[Ib and
¢). It is also worth noting that the Josephson’s predication assumes a simple appearance of a
dc voltage across the Josephson junction, however, a dc voltage does not appear by a simple
application of a dc voltage; instead, when a dc voltage is applied, a dc Josephson effect takes
over, resulting in a zero voltage across the junction [28]). In the experimental situation where
a finite voltage exists, there usually exist a radiation field in addition to a dc current feeding
from the leads connected to the junction. Since this misfit is the major motivation of the
present work, we shall explain it succinctly, below. The details will be revisited in Section

If we employ the real experimental situation including the current feeding from the leads
(the situation in Fig.[Ib), an extra contribution to ¢; (denoted by the dotted arrows in Fig.[Ib)
arises compared with the Josephson’s derivation (Fig. [Ik), where ¢, is the difference of ¢
across the Josephson junction. The two contributions to ¢, one from the chemical potential
difference between the leads connected to the junction (the dotted arrows in Fig. [[b) and
the other from the electric field in the non-superconducting region between the two super-
conductors in the junction (the solid arrow in Fig.[Ib) are equal due to the balance between
the voltage from the electric field in the non-superconducting region and chemical poten-
tial difference between those of the two leads connected to the junction. Thus, the fact that
¢y = % is observed experimentally, leads to the conclusion that the carrier charge is g = —e
(if we use ¢ = —2e as in the Josephson’s prediction, we have ¢; = 4‘%) [19122]]. Although
Josephson’s predicted relation

. 2eV
b=~ 3)
is valid, it is not due to the electron-pair tunneling in the sense that A°™ couples to pairing
electrons, together, as 2eA°™. Each electron in the pair couples to A*™ as eA®", and the
phase ¢ should be attributed to each electron. In other words, instead of the standard theory
in which ¢ is a variable conjugate to the Cooper pair number density p/2, we need to adopt
the new one where ¢/2 is conjugate to the electron number density p.

Another experiment that suggests the attribution of the phase variable should be to
each electron not to each electron-pair comes from the observation of the Josephson effect
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through the Andreev bound states in the tunneling region with a ring-shaped superconduc-
tor under the application of the magnetic field [29]]. In this experiment, the supercurrent in
the tunneling region are generated by electrons and holes instead of electron pairs, and it
is indicated the phase factors ¢7/? and e/*/? should be attributed to each electron and each
hole, respectively, including the contribution from the magnetic flux enclosed by the ring.
This separate attribution is in accordance with the new theory in which an effective vector
potential AT = Aem — %VX is attributed to each charge carrier.

In the present work, we put forward a new supercurrent generation mechanism in the
BCS superconductor. It is a similar one developed for the cuprate superconductivity by
the present author. In this mechanism, electrons perform spin-twisting itinerant motion sta-
bilized by the Rashba spin-orbit interaction; thus, in order to realize this mechanism, the
Rashba spin-orbit interaction needs to be added to the BCS model. Then, cyclotron motion
occurs around the singularity of the spin-twisting and loop current produced by it becomes
the current element of a macroscopic supercurrent. The line singularities located at the cen-
ters of the spin-twisting (they are also centers of the cyclotron motion) form the n-flux Dirac
strings. The appearance of @y = h/2e and V) = hf/2e are explained as topological effects
of them.

Although the new supercurrent generation mechanism presented here is a drastic change
from the currently-accepted one, it does not affect the theoretical calculations using the
Ginzburg-Landau theory and the Bogoliubov-de Gennes equations if the Rashba interac-
tion is much smaller than the pairing energy gap. In this case, major change is only the
re-definition of the origin of ¢. However, the new theory predicts that superconductivity re-
quires the Rashba interaction. This also means that the internal electric field for the itinerant
electrons is needed. This may explain the fact that superconductivity does not occur in ideal
metals like sodium; in ideal metals, the screening of the internal electric field is efficient,
thus, the internal electric field is suppressed; as a consequence, the Rashba interaction is not
strong enough to stabilize the spin-twisting itinerant motion.

The organization of the present work is as follows: in Section 2] we show that when
spin-twisting itinerant motion of electrons is realized the Berry connection for many-body
wave functions is needed in addition to the electron density to obtain the ground state wave
function. We explain the way to obtain it in the three dimensional system by following the
method developed for the two-dimensional case [25]]. In Section[3] the effective gauge poten-
tial in materials, previously introduced, is re-examined for the use in subsequent sections. In
Section[] a derivation for the formula for current through Josephson junction is given; here,
the number of operator for electrons in the collective mode described by y and the number
changing operators e*3* are introduced. In Section[5] the ac Josephson effect is revisited by
considering the appearance of the Shapiro step [28]; the argument starts with the situation
where no applied radiation field is present, thus, no voltage across the junction exists; next,
a radiation field is applied, and the chemical potential difference appears by the instanton
formation. Finally, the establishment of the plateaus in the /-V plot (i.e., the Shapiro step)
is explained as the consequence of the charging of the junction by treating is as a capacitor.
In Section [ the connection between the new theory and standard theory are discussed by
employing the number changing operators e*¥. In Section [7] the wave packet dynamics of
electrons under the influence of the Rashba spin-orbit interaction and magnetic field is stud-
ied. We show that the cyclotron motion occurs even without external magnetic field due to
the presence of the m-flux Dirac string. In Section [§] the gap equation for the new pairing
under the influence of the Rashba spin-orbit interaction is considered by assuming that the
Rashba interaction is much smaller than the pairing energy gap. We take into account the
influence of the Rashba spin-orbit interaction by modifying the pairing states from the orig-
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inal BCS pairing (k, 1)-(-k, ]) to (k., So(r.))-(~K., —so(r.)) pairing, where k. and r, are the
centers of the wave packet in the momentum and coordinate spaces, respectively, and sy(r.)
is the direction of spin at r.; so(r.) twists along the cyclotron wave packet motion, realiz-
ing the spin-twisting cyclotron motion. In Section [ the modification of the kinetic energy
due to the Rashba interaction is derived and the London equation is obtained. It is shown
that the state with the spin-twisting cyclotron motion pairing (K., so(r.))-(—K., —So(r.)) is
more stable that the ordinary pairing (k, 1)-(=k, |). In Section[I0] the problem of the gauge
invariance in the BCS theory is revisited. Lastly, we conclude the present work in Section

int}

2 Berry Connection for Many-Body Wave Functions and Constraint of the
Single-Valued Requirement of the Ground State Wave Function

Let us consider the wave function of a system with N, electrons,
P(xy, -, XN,, 1) “4)

where X; = (r}, 5;) denotes the coordinate r; and spin s; of the jth electron.
We define a Berry connection associated with this wave function [24]. As will be seen,
later, it serves as part of the U(1) gauge field that includes the electromagnetic field for the

electrons (see Egs. (38) and (39)).
First, we define the parameterized wave function |ny(r)) with the parameter r,

W(rsy X2, 9XN<,a t)

<S, X2, 0, XNglnl[’(ry t)) = 1 (5)
IC(r, D)I2
where |C(r, £)| is the normalization constant given by
IC(r, )| = fdstz coedry, P(rs, X, ) P (X8, X, 00 0) (6)
Using |ny), the Berry Connection for Many-Body Wave Functions is defined as
AMB(r, 1) = —i(nyp(r, 0)|Velnyp (r, 1)) @)

Here, r is regarded as the parameter [24]. In the ordinary Hartree-Fock theory, the effect of
the Coulomb and exchange interactions from the electron density are taken into account in
an average sense; here, we do the same thing for the interaction that affects the phase of the
wave function by including the above Berry connection.

We only consider the case where the origin of AMB is not the ordinary magnetic field
one; thus, we have

VxAME =0 ®)
Then, it can be written in the pure gauge form,
AMB = _vg 9)

where 6 is a function which may be multi-valued.
The kinetic energy part of the Hamiltonian is given by

1 N, h 2
Koy = ﬁZ(;Vj) (10)
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where m is the electron mass and V; is the gradient operator with respect to the jth electron
coordinate r;.

Using ¥ and AMB, we can construct a currentless wave function ¥, for the current
operator associated with K

N, T
Po(Xp, -+, XN, 1) = V(X1 -, XN, 1) €Xp [—iz f AVB@ 1) dr’] (11)
=10
In other words, ¥(X, - - -, Xy, t) is expressed as

Ne
P(X1,- 5 XN, 1) = Po(X1, -+, Xp,, 1) EXP (—i Z o(r;, t)] (12)

Jj=1

using the currentless wave function ¥.
Now consider the situation where the electromagnetic field BS™ = V x A*™ (A™ is the
vector potential) is present. In this case, the kinetic energy operator is given by

Ne

em 1 h em :
KIA ]=%;(7Vj—qA (r,»)) (13)

where g = —e is the charge of electron.
For a while, we consider the case where A°™ — 0. The kinetic energy is a functional of
A®™ given by

h
Exin = (VIK[AT]|¥) = <9”0IK[Aem + EVQ] [¥0) (14)

In the right-most equation, the phase factor exp (—i e L 0(r;, t)) in ¥ is transferred to the
j=
Hamiltonian, retaining only ¥, as the wave function.
The total energy is a functional of A®™ and ¢°™ given by

h
Ei = (VIH[A™, ™" ||¥) = (Po|H [Aem + EVG, soem] 1%0) as)

Now, we treat V6 as a parameter to be optimized. Let us optimize it by minimizing the
total energy Ey. This yields

= OEwn = h 6L“:‘ = _Ej (16)
6V0 q 6AE Aem=() q
where the relation
. 6Et0t
=- 17
J= 5K a7

between the current density j and the functional derivative of the total energy with respect
to the vector potential is used.

The equation (I6)) indicates that the energy minimized state is currentless. Thus, if the
optimized one is the exact one, it is actually ¥ if the ground state is not degenerate. We
assume this is the case in the present work. Then, ¥ is obtained by the energy minimization.
The fact that “the energy minimizing ground state is currentless” is sometimes called the
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Bloch theorem [30]. ¥, satisfies this theorem. The theory of superconductivity needs to
upset this theorem [26] to have the current-carrying ground state.

The Bloch theorem can be upset if ¥ is multi-valued since in this situation, ¥} is not
the legitimate wave function (the wave function has to be the single-valued function of the
coordinates [31]]). If ¥, is a real function, only possible multi-valuedness is the sign-change.
We call a line of singularities that cause the sign change of the wave function the “z-flux
Dirac string”, because a Dirac string is a line of singularities of the wave function considered
by Dirac [32]] and the 7 flux through it (in the units of 7 = 1,e = 1,c¢ = 1) causes the sign
change due to the Aharonov-Bohm effect [33].

Now we consider the reconstruction of ¥ using ¥, that is obtained from the energy
minimizing calculation. First, we note that exp(—if) must change sign around the m-flux
Dirac string to have the single-valued function ¥. This condition can be rephrased using y
related to 6,

1
= — 1
6= 5x (18)

that the winding number of y along path C around 7-flux Dirac string

1
wel) = 5 9§CVX'dl' (19)

is an odd integer.
On the other hand, if C does not encircle the 7-flux Dirac string, we should have

1
wc[,y]:ﬂggvxdrzo (20)

We consider the case where the “n-flux Dirac string”, is created by spin-twisting itinerant
motion of electrons. The twisting spin state is expressed using the two-component spin-
function

2
~i361) cog L)
e™'2¢9 cos =5

1
: &) g 4O
e_fT( ¢ @1

where £ and £ are the polar and azimuthal angles of the spin-direction, respectively, and 7 is
an angular variable that is introduced to make the spin-function single valued.
If the Berry connection arise only from this spin-function, we have

1 1
AME = —5Vr -3 Vécoss (22)

However, the spin function is that for the opposite spin to the one given in Eq. 1),

-1
i iel3® cos LD
27 ) 2 23
¢ (—ie"’%fr) sin @ @3)
we have
MB 1 1
A" = —EVT + 5V§cos§ (24)

Thus, if both spin states with All\/[B and AQAB are occupied, the over all Berry connection
becomes

AMP = —%VT (25)
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Actually, the above Berry connection is also obtained in the case with { = /2 only from
either AM® or A)™®, and we have considered this situation in the cuprate superconductivity
[19120121122]. In any case, if we have AMB — _ %VT, we can identify 7 as y, and we consider
this case below.

Now the ground state wave function is equipped with the phase 7. Then, we need to
have 7 to specify the ground state. The necessity to have 7 to construct the ground state
wave function can be viewed as an extension of the Hohenberg-Kohn theorem “the ground
state energy is determined by the electron density alone [34]”. This theorem does not take
into account the presence of Dirac strings. If they exist, we need to know 7 in addition.

We construct y using the information on the winding number in Eqs. (I9) and (20),
and conservation of local charge as will be explained below. We first discretize the three-
dimensional continuous space as a cubic lattice of lattice constant a (the volume of the unit
cube is @), which is in the order of the lattice constant of the material. The electron density
pj’s and spin-density S;’s at the cubic lattice points can be calculated with ¥, using only one
of the spin functions assuming the electron pair formation with opposite spin states. Here,
we need to anticipate the spin-twisting that occurs in the ground state due to the Rashba spin-
orbit interaction in obtaining ¥,. As will be shown later in Section [0 such a ground state
is really possible. However, ¥ is a currentless state, thus, the energy gain from the Rashba
interaction is absent in ¥y even though it exists in ¥. To find an optimal spin-twisting is a
non-trivial problem which we don’t know how to do it at present. We simply assume that
we have an optimal spin-twisting in the following.

The system we consider occupies a region of Nj sites (cubic lattice points) that are
composed of N, cubes (the volume is N.a*). Each unit cube has 8 sites (or vertices), 6
faces (or plaquettes) , and 12 bonds (or edges), and some of them are shared by other cubes
surrounding it. To obtain y means to obtain Vy along all bonds. We denote the total number
of bonds by N,,. The value of Vy along the bond k « j is written as

Thej = Xk — X (26)

To obtain y, we need to know all N, values of 7;;’s. Taking C as circumference of each
face of the cube, the conditions in Eqs. (I9) and 20D provide Ny equations where N is the
number fo faces of the cubes in the lattice.

Next, we consider the conditions arising from the conservation of the local charge. Ac-
cording to Eq. (16)), the current through the bond k « j is given by

_ 2e aElot

== 27
kej 7 aTj«—i ( )
Thus, the conservation of charge at site j is given by
2e OEo EX
0= Z o +J! (28)

where JEX is the current that is fed externally from the jth site. From Eq. @8), we have
(Ng — 1) equations, where N, is the number of sites in the lattice. The subtraction “1” comes
from the fact that the total charge is conserved in the current formalism, thus, the requirement
of the conservation at all sites makes one condition redundant.

We impose the condition that when a n-flux Dirac sting enters a unit cube, it enters
through one of the faces of the cube and exits from another one. Then, we have the following

equation

V-AMB = (29)
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for each cube. This condition makes one of the face conditions is redundant for each cube;
thus, the conditions from Eqgs. (I9) and 20) becomes (N; — N,).

The total number of unknowns is that for 7 ;’s of N, bonds. The equality between the
unknowns and the known conditions is given by

Np = (Ns = 1)+ (Ny = N¢) (30)

Actually, this relation coincides with the Euler’s theorem for a three dimensional object.

In this section, we have assumed that the whole system participates the collective motion
described by y. However, this is not correct in general. We will consider the situation where
some electrons perform individual motions in addition to the collective motion described by
x in Section

3 Effective Gauge Potential in Materials

Let us derive the equations of motion for y and p. We assume that the angular variable y is
related to the Berry connection as AMB = —%V)( without assuming the presence of Cooper
pairs.

To obtain the conjugate momentum of y, we use the time-dependent variational principle
using the following Lagrangian [335]],

T h
L= ('P|ih6,—H[Aem,¢pem]|'P):fdr %ﬂ'h( P10/ Po) — Eto [Aem+ZV){,¢em] 31)

where Ey [Aem+%VX,¢em] is given in Eq. (I3). In this section, we assume the situation
where only y and its conjugate variable are important dynamical variables.
From the above Lagrangian, the conjugate momentum of y is obtained as
oL h

5P (32

pX:E_Z

thus, y and p are canonical conjugate variables apart from some constant.
If we follow the canonical quantization procedure [p, (r, ¢), y(r', )] = —ihd(r—r"), where
Py and y are operators corresponding to p, and y respectively, we have

)
2

H, t)] = —id(r —r’) (33)

where p is the operator corresponding to p.
In the standard theory, £ (;’t) is attributed to the Cooper pair number density, and y is
regarded as the canonical conjugate variable to it. However, we consider it as just a relation
between a collective coordinate y and its conjugate variable p.

Actually, we will re-express it as

2ALED) ] = —is(r - ') (34)

[/5(1’, 0, )

and attribute the occurrence of superconductivity as due to the appearance of y/2 conjugate
to p. As shown in Section[3] this interpretation is more in accordance with the ac Josephson
effect.
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For simplicity, we only consider the case where (¥|d,| %) = 0 (this will occur if |¥y) is
time-independent or real) is satisfied, below.
By separating the Coulomb term that is proportional to ¢°™, we define H as

A+ 5V = H[Ae“‘ + 2—qu,¢“‘] _qferm (33)

Then, we define E by

_ ] fi
Eio |[A" + 2_61 X | = Eot [Aem + Z_qVX’ Soem] —-q fdl‘ o™ (36)

Using E [Ae"‘ + %{V)(], L is written as
_ h h
L=-Eyq [Aem + Z—VX] -q f drp(soem - —)’() (37
q 2q

The Lagrangian £ indicates that A°™ and ¢°™ always appear in the combinations,

. i
AT = A 4 — Yy (38)
2q
and
hi
¢l =g -k (39)
q

Thus, we may regard (¢°T, A°T) as the basic field instead of (¢°™, A°™). We call it the effec-
tive gauge potential in materials.
The Hamilton’s equations for y and p are obtained as

PO 117 S @
h op h| op
2 E 2 E

b2y O _ 25 0B @
n oVy h  oVy

The equation (@T]) describes the conservation of the charge
@ +V-j=0 )
with the current density given by

_ _% 5E_tot _ OEo (43)

h 6Vy  SAem

This indicates that the current density is generated by Vy; in other words, y is the collective
coordinate that gives rise to supercurrent.
The equation (40) is rewritten as

E
g = -2 (@4)
6p
This indicates that —g¢®™ = e@®T plays the role of the chemical potential by taking Ei as
the total energy.
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For a stationary and isolated system, we have y = 0 and p = 0. From y = 0 and Eq. (#0),
we have

oF tot

5 =0 (45)

This agrees with the condition for the ground state electron density in the density functional
theory [34].

Let us consider the gauge invariance problem in (¢°T, A°T). In classical theory, the gauge
invariance is the invariance for the electric field E°™ and the magnetic field B*™

ES™ = —9,A™ — V™, B =V x A" (46)

with respect to the following modifications,
em em h em em h
A - A — —Vo; o - "+ — 00 47)
2q 2q

In quantum mechanics, the gauge transformation requires an additional change in the
phase of the wave function for the material interacting with the electromagnetic field

U(x, 1) — e"%—."ﬁzp(x, 1) 48)

This means that we need to adjust the U(1) phase factor of the wave function in response
to the change of the gauge. If this adjustment is not properly done, a surplus whole system
motion appears since the U(1) phase factor also describes a whole system motion.

In the present theory, the gauge invariant A°T is obtained from the single-valuedness of
the wave function, and the conservation of the local charge. Then, by substituting A°" in
Eq. @4), the gauge invariant ¢°T is obtained. Here, the arbitrariness in gauge chosen for
¢°™ is absorbed in the arbitrariness of d;y. Therefore, we can obtain the gauge invariant
(¢°, A°T). This also means that if we stick to (¢°T, A°T), the surplus whole system motion
does not appear since the relation between the gauge of the gauge potential and the phase
factor on the wave function is intact.

Let us see that the phase change in Eq. (48) in the wave function can be obtained as a
particular case for the above mentioned evaluation of y that satisfies the single-valuedness of
the wave function, and the conservation of the local charge. First, we assume ¥ in Eq. (I2))
is the exact solution for the first chosen (¢“™, A°™). Then, the fact that ¥, is optimized
for the first chosen (¢, A*™) means that, for the gauge transformation in Eq. 7)), the
solution y evaluated by the single-valuedness of the wave function, and the conservation
of the local charge yields y = ¢ within an arbitrary constant. This is because the gauge
invariant (¢°T, A°T) is obtained as

_ A I I

AT =A™+ —Vy =A"" - —V¢p+_—Vy (49)
2q 2q 2q
h h h

= QM — — = ¢+ —0ip — =y (50)
2q 2q 2q

and ¥, is optimized for (¢°™, A®™) means (¢, A®T) = (¢°™, A®™); thus, we have V¢ = Vy
and 0,¢ = 0,
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4 A derivation for the formula for current through Josephson junction

In this section we derive the formula for the current flow through the Josephson junction
including the leads connected to it.
Let us construct boson field operators from Eq. (34)
Ao _ raronl/2 iR 2 _ ik oA \N1/2 2 2N .
Yo(r) = (p(r)) """ >, Ye(r) = ()7,  [Ye(r), g (r)] =6(r—1")  (51)

Using the above boson field operators, we construct the number operators for electrons
participating in the collective mode described by y in S, and Sg (N, Ng, respectively),
creation operators (C T, C;,, respectively), and annihilation operators (Cy, Ck, respectively),
as follows

Cl = j; drjir), C;= j; drj, (), N;=Ci¢; j=LS (52)
J J

They satisfy the boson commutation relation
[C), i1 = 6 (53)

Through the creation and annihilation operators, the phase operators f; that are conju-
gate to the number operators N; are defined as

~ A

e, =z, j=LS (54)

Rl—

c] =)

Strictly speaking, y is not a hermitian operator [36]; however, we treat it as hermitian by
neglecting a minor difference.
The important relation for the later discussion is following

[e_%;)?’,]vj] =l (55)

Let us define eigenstates of N; and ¢, as
NjIN) = NjIN)), ¥l = e2ly) (56)

Then, from Egs. (33) and (36), we have
NGy = [Nj£1), iy jIN;) = (¢,IN; + 1) 57

The standard form of the energy operator for the Josephson junction is given by
H; = Ej (CZCR + C;CL) (58)

where E is a constant [37]], but we include the effect of the current feeding from the leads
as

Hy = )" Erg(¢hyc10C Crciy o + locreCiCicy, o) (59

oo’

where CZT, cj(,, czo, and c;(r (Cios Cros CLs» @and cp,) are creation (annihilation) operators of
electrons with spin o in the left lead, right lead, left superconductor, and right superconduc-
tor, respectively.
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We denote the junction state as |yz, xz). From Eq. (37), the matrix elements of C'ZC‘R
and C’;C’ 1 are shown to be diagonal with diagonal elements

O XrICT Crly o xr) = € 20 (v yglChCrlr, xg) = €2 X0 (60)

Actually, physically meaning quantity is the relative phase (y; — yr), thus we may write
the junction state as |y, — xyg). Now we denote the state vector for the (junction + leads)
system as |y — xr,S1,S ), where S; and S, labels for the left-lead state and right-lead state,
respectively.

We also replace %V)( by the gauge invariant —%Aeﬁ, yielding

L
. e
UL = xR S1SHC CrlxL = xR S1,S ) = exp (l£ f Ac. dr) (61)
R

Then, the junction energy is calculated as

E; = (G|H}|G)
. o (L ae
= EY Z (Gleyycrolyr = xR S1,S r)e'n FeAT e — xR, S, S e}y ciorG)
0,818,

+c.c.

e (L
=2E;; cos(£ f AT gr + a/) (62)

R

where « is the phase of the following constant

Cr=Ey . (Glejcrolvr =xr S8 Xxw = xis S1s Srle] |G = ICsle™  (63)

0’818,
and Ej] = |Cj|
From E}, the current through the junction is obtained as
2e¢E;; . e (® .«
Joc = sin|—— A% -dr + a (64)
h hJp

This is the standard form of the Josephson current when the Josephson junction is used as a
circuit element [37]].

5 Revisiting ac Josephson effect

We revisit the ac Josephson effect problem in this section. This is a modified and enlarged
version of our previous work [22]].

Let us denote two superconductors in the Josephson junctions as S; and Sg. The angular
variable y is assumed to be continuous along the line connecting Sy, and S (we take it in
the x-direction); values of y on S; and Sg are denoted as y; and yg, respectively. Then,
according to Eq. (I7) the current-flow through the junction is a function of

R R h
f Aeff.dr:f A dr + —(xr — x1L) (65)
L L 2q

This formula may be regarded as a sum of the phase due to the Peierls substitution of the
transfer integral between S; and Sg, and the phase from the wave functions (Eq. (I2) with
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0 = %)(L on S; and 6 = %)(R on Sg). The important point is that the gauge invariant A°T
appears instead of A“™.

Since the change of yg — yg + 47n (n is an integer) or y;, — Yy + 4nn (n is an integer)
does not change the wave functions on the superconductors, the current is a function of the
angular variable

q R
q f AT gr (66)
nJy

with period 27 [5]. The current through the junction is often approximated as

Joe = Jesin (] (67)
where ¢, is given by
g (*
¢,:—f AT dr + @ (68)
hJL

as is given in Eq. (64), but we do not assume the above form in the following unless other-
wise stated.
According to Eq. (#4), the chemical potential y is obtained as

u=—q¢" (69)

It is assumed to be continuous along the junction.
From Eq. (39), the difference of the chemical potential on S, and on Sg is given by

R R 5 (R
pr-dr:—qf Vt,oe"‘-dr+—fV)'(-dr:;1R—,uL (70)
L L 2 Jr

where y;, and ug are chemical potentials of S;, and Sg, respectively. When the radiation field
is absent, we have y;, = ug and the dc Josephson effect occurs.

Let us apply a radiation field with frequency f. Then, V™ arises from this radiation
field, which oscillates with frequency f; thus, its time average over the interval ! is zero.
Since the current is dc we have §,A°" = 0 from Eqgs. (66) and (7). Then, using §,A°T = 0
and the fact that A°™ oscillates with frequency f, the time average of 9,Vy over the interval
f~!is calculated to be zero.

Then, using Eq. (ZQ) and the fact that the time average of d,Vy over the interval ! is
zero, the chemical potential difference averaged over time interval 0 < ¢ < f~! is calculated

as
nf (R nf (R h

HR — ML = —ff dtf 0,0 xdx = —ff dtf (0:0; — 0,0, )xydx = —fn 71)
2 Jo L 2 Jo L 2

where 0,0,y is added in going from the left of the second equality to the right since its
time-average is zero.
When a singularity of y (“instanton”) is created, nonzero n arises, where n is

-1
1 R 1

n=— f dt f (0,0; — 8,0, )ydx = — dy (72)
2r Jo L 27 Joqi0,f-11xILR))

the winding number of y along boundary of integration. This indicates that the chemical
potential difference % 1 arises due to the creation of the “instanton”. This instanton may be

2
viewed as a flow of a vortex in the interface region of the two superconductors.
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Next we consider the situation where a chemical potential difference appears due to the
instanton creation. Due to the fact that the junction is a capacitor, the chemical potential
difference is balanced by the electric field E°™ in the insulator region generated by charging
of the capacitor.

Let us calculate ¢; for this state. We take the time derivative of ¢; in Eq. (66),

. q R 1 R
1) —f Aem~dr——f Vy - dr
T 2 ),

R R
—ﬂf Ee"‘-dr—gf N
hJp hJy

R
q em MR — ML
=21 E™ . d —_ 73
hfL P+ = (73)

where the relation E*™ = —9,A*™ — V" is used.
The balance of the chemical potential difference and the electric field in the insulator
region of the junction requires

R
MR = Hr = —qf E®™ - dr =4V (74)
L

where V is the voltage across the junction.
Thus, we have

py=—V=-" (75)

using ¢ = —e. This is the Josephson relation. Actually, E°™ contains a contribution from the
radiation field with frequency f; however, it does not change the average voltage V. Thus,
this relation is valid in this averaged sense.

The fact that the Josephson relation is obtained using ¢ = —e means that A®*™ couples
to each electron in the pairing electrons, separately, as eA®™. This contradicts the standard
theory in which A®™ couples to pairing electrons, together, as 2eA°™ [27]. Note that, for the
Bogoliubov quasiparticle, g = —e means A®™ couples to the electron and hole parts of it
as eA®™ and —eA°®™, respectively. This smoothly connects to the coupling observed in the
Andreev bound state in the tunneling region of the ring shaped Josephson junction [29].

The presence of the radiation field with frequency f enables the flow of dc current if the
resonance condition
% V =2rfn (76)
is satisfied, where n is an integer. This relation is equal to the one in Eq. (ZI), and gives rise
to the voltage quantization

_nf

V=
2e

7
observed as “Shapiro steps” [28]].

Let us examine this Shapiro step problem by adopting the approximate current expres-
sion in Eq. (€7). By setting V in Eq. [Z3) as Vy + V| cos wt, w = 2xf, we have

2qVy  2qV
y = qho +%coswt. (78)
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Then, ¢; is calculated as

2 24V
= 2aVo, 29V G ey (79)
/] w

(o]

Substituting the above ¢; in Eq. (@Z), we obtain the following well-known current ex-
pression

"“ 2qV 29V,
Je=Je Yy J,l(%)sin(%t+nwt+y) (80)

n=-—co

where J,(x) is the Bessel function.
The dc current J,. flow occurs when the condition

24V,
2470 4 =0 (81)

is fulfilled [38]. This is equivalent to the condition in Eq. (Z6).
When an oscillating electric field with frequency w = 2’;1;/"
the voltage

(n is an integer) is applied,

Vo=—=—n=—n (82)

appears.
Let us consider the charging of the junction. We denote the capacitance of the junction
as C. Then, the charge +(Q stored in the junction is given by

Q=CyVa. (83)

We consider the case where the junction is not a perfect capacitor. Then, the tunneling
causes the discharging by the recombination of the opposite charges across the insulator.
The equation for this process is described by

dQ
— = —a,40, 84
o - @ (84)
where a is the discharging rate. By including the current flow due to the tunneling J,. and
the current fed from the lead 7, the conservation of the charge is given by
dQ -
E =1 = Jac — @40. (35)

From the stationary condition ‘3—? = 0 and Eqs. @0), 1)), and &3) with —1 < siny < 1,

we have
2eV, 2eV
@aCyVy = Jedy (ﬂ) << @CyVy+ o, (Q) (86)
hw hw
where n > 0 is assumed. The above I — V characteristic is the Shapiro step observed in the
experiment [39].

Note that the applied radiation field actually plays two roles; one is the creation of the
instanton that generates the chemical potential difference given in Eq. (ZI), and the other is
the maintenance of the dc voltage by the resonance condition in Eq. (Z6).
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6 The number changing operator e~¥ and the BCS theory

In this section, we explore a connection between the new theory and standard theory.
Let us briefly review the BCS theory [1]]. The model Hamiltonian is given by Hyi, + Hint,
where Hyi, is the kinetic energy given by

Hiin = " &)}, Cre (87)
ko

&(K) is the energy measured from the Fermi energy &f given by
&o(k) = &(k) - Ep (88)

and Hj, is the interaction energy given by

Hin = Z VkeC;TCik ([C-e1Cer- (89)
77

The electron pairing occurs between electrons near the Fermi surface since attractive Vg
only exists in that region. In the BCS interaction, Vi, is nonzero (V¢ = —g) only when
[€o(K)I, [£0()| < fiwp (wp is the Debye frequency) is satisfied. Then, 4x becomes indepen-
dent of k, and we express it as 4.
The superconducting state is given by the following state vector,
IBCS) = ]—[(uk + vcgyely Ivac). (90)
Kk

This state exploits the attractive interaction between electron pairs (k T) and (=k |) and the
following energy gap equation is obtained,

A=g > upwe 1)

160 (&)|<hwp

and uy and vi are parameters given using 4 and &(k)g as

1/2
1 k
u=—|1+ b 92)
V2 é k) + 42
and
1/2
1 k
o=z f1- =8| ©3)
V2 Jgw
respectively.
The total energy by the formation of the energy gap is given by
1
EJS = B} = SNO# (94)

where EBCS is the normal state energy, and N(0) is the density of states at the Fermi energy[[1]].
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For the BCS theory, we can obtain the relation in Eq. (32)) as follows; let us express the
BCS state for the coarse-grained cell (its volume is unity) with the center position r as

[Pacs(r, ) = ]_[ (sin Gi(r) + e ¥ cos B (r)cf | ) Ivac) (95)
k

Then, the Lagrangian corresponding to Eq. (31)) is given by

Lpcs= de’W’BCS(I‘ D|ihd, — Hpcs| Pes(r, 1)) = fdl' ——fdl’<9’Bcs(l', H|Hgcs|¥PBes(r, 1))
(96)

where Hpgcs is Hyin + Hiy in the corse-grained cell centered at r, and the relation

p(r) =2 cos® B (r) 97)
k

is used.
From Eq. (96), we obtain p, = fip/2 as in Eq. (32)). Thus, we may construct the following
boson field operators

1/2 ~ 1/2
O (p x )) e, %e(r):e"f(’?) , [ae), @, ()] = 6(r —1') (98)

It is tempting to associate y,(r) to the electron-pair field operator 4 (r)f(r) (Jy(r)
is the electron field operator with spin o) since 2~ (r) can be considered as the electron-pair

number density; however, such an association is mvalid since the latter field operator dose
not satisfy the boson commutation relation,

[J3(0)fy (0), 4] ()1 ()] # 6(x = 1) (99)

Actually, we should use the field operators in Eq. (31)) instead of Eq. (98) since the misfit
in the ac Josephson effect indicates that the collective motion for the supercurrent are those

give in Eq. (31).
As in Eqgs. (52), and (54), we introduce C(r;), C'(r;), N(r)), and ¥(r;),

Cr)) = f drf(r) = O R@wpT; Cry) = f drijo(r) = N> (100)
\4 \%4

J J

where V; is the jth coarse-grained cell.

The eigenvalue of the number operator N(r ;) can be interpreted as the number of elec-
trons in the collective mode for the supercurrent in the jth cell. The phase factor operators
e*2%) change the eigenstate as

HEDIN(r)) = IN(r)) + 1) (101)
Using e/, the interaction part of the Hamiltonian at the jth cell can be written as

Hin = ) Viepycly e ey ey (102)
ke
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which can be transformed to a mean-field version

T —ik(r;) ¢ ik (x;)
int K16—k| L G I Y

1

HMF = Z ng[(f el @RIV RED ey ey 4 c; K
ke

_ <CltTC—kle_ E/\/(rj)><e EX(r’)C_uCgT)

=, [Ak<r,«)c;cikle—'f“f> AN ey ey =M eggely )| (103)
k

where

Ax(rj) = - Z Vi c_y cxr) (104)
z

Note that the expectation values used to obtained the mean-field Hamiltonian can be
calculated with a particle number conserved state as in the usual Hartree-Fock method since
the operators ¢ ¢’ e”5¥®) and e3¥Tc_g cgy conserve the number of electrons. This is a
marked contrast to the standard theory in which the expectation values are calculated for
c;iTcik , and c_gjcgy that do not conserve the number of electrons.

If we replace the operators e* 34 by their eigenvalues e* 3X(T) and calculate the expec-
tation values using the BCS state vector, we have

AR (@) = = > Vi sina(r;) cos 0y () (105)
£

This is the formula for the energy gap in the standard theory of superconductivity.
We may use the following modified Bogoliubov transformation,

Yo(r)) = uc(xp)ery = vi(r e’y e HD

Y (ry) = u(r))exg + (e e 5 (106)
whf:re the operator uy(r;) vk(r;) are real parameters that satisfy uﬁ(r i)+ vﬁ(r ;) = 1, and
e~} is the operator that annihilate two electrons. Such an operator was introduced previ-
ously [271[381/40.141]]; however, they are absent in the standard theory now.

Using the above operators, and assuming that ¢~ commute with ¢y, and c;io the
Hamiltonian in the jth cell is cast in the form

HYE(5) = " By o) + i (6ma )]
k

+ > (6000 = Ei(r)) + A(r)Xcp el e 7)) (107)
k

where Ex(r;) is the Bogoliubov quasi-particle energy; Ex(r;), ux(r;),vk(r;), and dx(r;) are
self-consistently obtained from the relations,

1 k
Ex(r)) = [4i(r) + @12, up(r)) = 5(1 + gzgrj)))

Vi) = 1—ug(r)), A(r)) = - Z Viceti (r v (r ) (108)
z
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The ground state is the vacuum of yy(r;) and i (r;). It is given by

gy, 0) = | ] () + e ™9 e "y ) lend(ry)) (109)
k

where |cnd(r;)) is the state vector for the condensate state that has N(r;) electrons in the
collective mode described by y. We may construct |cnd(rj)) from ¥ in Eq. (I2): N(r;) is
identified as the number of electrons in the jth cell calculated with ¥; y(r;) may be obtained
as the value of y(r) at the center of the jth cell, r;. Note that x(r;)’s are not physically
meaningful values, but phase differences y(r;) — x(r)’s between nearby cells are.

The original BCS formulae are obtained by replacing y(r;) with a scalar y(r;), and
|cnd(r;)) by |vac). In the new theory, the existence of |cnd(r;)) is needed prior to the electron-
pairing gap formation to have superconducting states. In other words, the origin of y must
be sought separately from identifying the interaction for the energy gap formation.

7 Wave-Packet Dynamics of Bloch Electrons in the Presence of Rashba Spin-Orbit
Interaction and Magnetic Field

The normal state of the BCS superconductors is a band metal. It exhibits quantum oscilla-
tions when a magnetic field is applied. This oscillation is due to the reorganization of elec-
tronic states near the Fermi surface. In this section, we examine this reorganization in the
presence of the weak Rashba spin-orbit coupling compared to the electron-pairing energy
gap.

In order to include the effect of the magnetic field B™ = V x A®™ that gives rise to the
cyclotron motion, we use the wave-packet dynamics formalism [42]]. We consider electrons
in a single band and denote its Bloch wave as

lrq) = €4 lugq) (110)

where q is the wave vector and |ug) is the periodic part of the Bloch wave.
It satisfies the Schrodinger equation,

Holqllug) = E(Qlug), (111)

where H) is the zeroth order single-particle Hamiltonian for an electron in a periodic poten-
tial.
According to the wave packet dynamics formalism, Hy[q] is modified as

Holq] — Ho [q + %Ae"‘(r)] . (112)

in the presence of the magnetic field B = V x A®™.
Using the Bloch waves, a wave-packet centered at coordinate r. and with central wave
vector (. is constructed as

71140 cos L0 (113)

€360 gin &0 )
2

(rl(ge, r.)) = fd3q a(q, t)(r|lpq)e—i%)((r)(

where a(q) is a distribution function, and the spin function is the one given in Eq. (ZI). The
wave packet with the spin function in Eq. (23)) can be constructed, analogously.
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The distribution function a(q, ) satisfies the normalization

f dqla(q, 1) =1 (114)

and the localization condition in k space,

f d’qqla(q. DI’ = q. (115)

The distribution of |a(q, #)|* is assumed to be narrow compared with the Brillouin zone size
so that q. can be regarded as the central wave vector of the wave packet.
The wave packet is also localized in r space around the central position r.,

re = <(qc’ rc)|r|(qc’ rc)>- (1 16)

The crucial ingredient for realizing the spin-twisting itinerant motion is the Rashba spin-
orbit interaction. We include the following Rashba interaction term in the Hamiltonian

h
Hay = A0 - = X (b~ gA" (1), (117
where A(r) is the spin-orbit coupling vector (its direction is the internal electric field di-
rection), r is the spatial coordinates, p = —iAV is the momentum operator, and g = —e is
electron charge [43]].
Let us construct the Lagrangian L'(r, ¥, q., q.) using the time-dependent variational
principle,
, . 0
L ={qc, rc)llha - Hl(qc,r.)). (118)
For convenience sake, we introduce another Lagrangian L that is related to L as
, d
L=L _hE [Y(qc’t)_rc'qc]’ (119)
where v is the phase of a(q, 1) = |a(q, )|e~"(@".

By following procedures for calculating expectation values for operators by the wave
packet [42]], L is obtained as
duqg
dt

+ AAR) - [s(rc) x (qc + %Aeff (rc))], (120)

L=-& (qc + %Aeﬁ(rc)) +hq, - ¥, + ih <uq

where s(r.) is the expectation value of spin for the wave packet centered at r. given by

h
$(re) = 5{(@e- To)lol(e- Te))- 121
We introduce the following wave vector K.,
k. =qc+ %Ae“(rc) (122)

and change the dynamical variables from q_., §. to k., k. [42]].
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Then, the Lagrangian with dynamical variables r., ¥., k, Kk, is given by

L(rc, | 2 kc’ kc) = _S(kc) + hA(rc) . [S(rc) X kc]

. 0
+ 1|k - EAeff(rc)] E, + Tk, - <uq|ﬂ> (123)
h 8(] q=k.
Using the above Lagrangian L, the following equations of motion are obtained,
1 0& )
I, = 7 7K. + A(r.) X s(re) — k. x £2, (124)
6 €. eff
c = [A(rc) X S(rc) ‘K] = =Fc x BT, (125)
or, h

where {2 is the Berry curvature in k space defined by
2 = ihVy x (uqVglug) (126)

and B is the effective magnetic field,

/]
Beff:Verfszem+2—VxVX (127)
q
In the following, we consider the case where £2 = 0. Then, Eq. (124) becomes
1 0&(Kk,)
. = %aTCC + A(re) X s(r.). (128)

Using Eq. (128), and (123) becomes,
0 ( 1 9&(k,)

e . -
)-kc]—#CxBe”

N | T
- —%rcheﬁ' (129)

Egs. (I28) and (I29) indicate that the wave packet exhibits cyclotron motion for the
electron in the band with energy

&E(K) + aA(r) x s(r) - k (130)

By following the Onsager’s argument, let us quantize the cyclotron orbit [44]. From
Eq. (123), the Bohr-Sommerfeld relation becomes

9§(hkc—eAeff)-drc :27rh(n+%) (131)
C

where n is an integer and C is the closed loop that corresponds to the section of Fermi surface
enclosed by the cyclotron motion.
From Eq. (129), we have

9§hkc-drc:—eggdrc-rcheffzeggBeff-rcxdrc (132)
C C C

We consider the situation where a singularity of y exists within C, and the magnetic field
B°™ is uniform. Then, the above equation becomes

é‘hkc -dr. = eB*" - 9§ r. Xdr. = 2e§Aem -dr, (133)
c C C
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Thus, the Lh.s. of Eq. (I3T)) is calculated as

h
2€§Aem -dr, — eé‘Ae"‘ Te+ = 9§Vrc)( -dr, = eggAe"‘ -dr, + hnwely]l  (134)
c c 2 Jc c

This leads to the quantization of the cyclotron motion given by
1
eggAem -dr. + hnwelx] = 2nh (n + 5) (135)
c

The important point is that above condition is satisfied even the magnetic field is absent.
In this case, the first term in the Lh.s. is zero; still, the relation holds for we[y] = 1,n =0
and we[y] = —1,n = —1. This will be interpreted that the 7-flux Dirac string provides a
magnetic flux for the zero-point cyclotron motion.

8 The pairing energy gap

Instead of the pairing between single particle states (k, T) and (-k, |), we consider the pair-

ing between (K, so(r.)) and (K., —so(r.)). We will obtain the pairing energy gap at r. by

treating the wave packets (K., r.) as basis states in each corse-gained cell centered at r..
The single-particle energy for the states (K., So(r.)) and (—k., —so(r.)) are given by

ke, 1) = E(Ke) + AA(r) X K - so(re) (136)
where E(k.) = E(-K.) is assumed.
Another pairing of states (k., —so(r.)) and (K., So(r.)) are possible. Their single-particle
energy is
E_(ke,re) = E(k) — hA(r) X K, - so(r.) (137)
Now, we come back to the pairing of (k., so(r.)) and (—k., —so(r.)), and also (k., —so(r.))

and (=K., so(r.)). The parameters for the pairing and energy gap are now functions of k. and
r.; ux and vg are replaced by u..(k.,r.) and v.(k., r.) given by

1/2
ui(kc’rc) = L [1 + fi(k("rc) ] ’
V2 E2(ke, 1) + A (r,)
(138)
1 é: (k l‘) 1/2
ikC’c:—l_ + B¢, I ’
\% ( r ) \/§ [ fi(kc,rc) +A2(rc)]
(139)

where

&:(K) = E.(K) — EF = &o(Ke) = AA(re) x K - so(re) (140)
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and the gap function 4(r,) is the solution of the gap equation given by

A(r,) = § § {upg(be, v v (be,ve)+u_(Le, re)v_(€e, 1)}
2
[€0(&)l<hwp

 gd(r,) { 1 N 1 }
4 bt VEEKL ) + L) VE KT+ L(x)
_ gAr) 2 2

|§0(2)2|<1th ’é“(z)(kc, r.) + A2(r,) [fé(kc, r.) + A%(r.)]3/?

_ 8A(r)N(O;r.) f fn J 2 _ 2
N 4 o\ Ve Py €+ PP

2wy A2 }

Q

(141)

gA(rc)N(O;rc){log YR

where N(0; r.) is the density of states at the Fermi energy in the corse grained cell of center
r..
From the above relation, we have

1 A2

A(re) ~ 2h —
(re) wp exp( NOT) 22

); Ao(r,) = 2hwp exp (— (142)

1
gN(0; l‘c))
where we assume that fiwp > 4. The gap 4 is reduced by the spin-orbit interaction, gener-

ally. If the spin-orbit interaction parameter A is significantly smaller that 4, the gap becomes
the original one.

9 The Kinetic Energy with Rashba Interaction and London Equation

The kinetic energy density including the Rashba interaction is given by

2 Z &k, 2k, ) +2 Z £k o2k, 1) (143)
k k

For simplicity, we approximate it using the Fermi distribution functions f(e) = (1 +
e/*sT)y~1 (kp is Boltzmann’s constant) and density of states N(e; r.) as

f @{[6 + () X Ke - 8o(ro)1f(€ + IA(T) X ke - So(re)

+ [6 - h)\(rc) X kc : SO(rC)]f(e - h)\(rc) X kc : SO(rC))}df

< [ FEE el mAm) Xk so(r) + fle - AT XK, - su(r)
A X ke sl L€+ ANR) K - 50(E) = S~ PG X K, - sotro)] e

~ f —N(Ez; ro) {Zef(e) + 21A(r,) X k. - so(re)] —82(6)} de (144)

€
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At temperature 7 = 0, % = —0d(¢€); thus, the above becomes,

f deN(e;ro)ef(€)de — N(0;r.) [RA(r.) X K - so(ro) (145)
The first term may be approximated as

hZ 2 hZ 2 .
f deN(ex)ef()x » | = [q+ fAeff] ~ S CPED s (46
2m /] 2m 2m
&o(@)<0 q<qr

assuming that the term linear in q cancels out.
The second term may be approximated as

2
“N(O; 1) () X K - so(r) ~ =
So(q)=0
xS X @ Sorl = ENO; T AR X so(x) - AT (147)
So(@)=0

AT x|a-+ 24 |- so(r)

assuming that the term linear in q cancels out.
To minimize the kinetic energy, sy is so chosen to satisfy

A(r) x so(r) || A" (r) (148)
Then, the current density is given by

jo(r) = = /% = N(O; DIA®) X so(0)f* | A% (r) (149)

where the contribution from the energy gap term is neglected by assuming it is very small.
This is the London equation, and the system should exhibit the Meissner effect.

When the magnetic field is absent we replace A°T by ;’—qV)(. Then, the kinetic energy
increase given in Eq. is calculated as (taking the volume of the coarse-grained cell
unity)

2 h2 h2
[ PR s oo [@rwer =T [ asiqvo aso
2m 8m 8m Surface

where we assume that p is constant in the bulk (o = po), and the relation V2y = 0 is used.
This surface term is negligibly small compared to the bulk energy if the system is sufficiently
large. The energy gain in Eq. (I47) is in the order of A% and the energy deficit from the
decrease of the gap in Eq. (I42) is in the order of ¢4’ , thus, the system gain energy by
changing the electron pairing states. Actually, the creation of the lines of singularities costs
the core energies. Therefore, the density of them will be determined by the competition
between the energy gain by Eq. (I47)) and the energy cost by the creation of the singularities.
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10 Critical look at the gauge invariance problem in the BCS theory

In the original BCS calculation, the Meissner effect is explained as a linear response to an
applied magnetic field by treating A°™ # 0 as a perturbation for the wave function obtained
for the gauge A°™ = 0 [1].

The BCS employed the following gauge,

VA" =0; A®" =0 if the magnetic field is zero. (151)

The obtained current was not gauge invariant, and the validity of using the gauge V -
A®™ = 0 was intensively studied by a number of researchers [6,/451/46./47./481/49150], and be-
lieved to be solved. Most notably, Nambu using the Ward-Takahashi identity [6] performed
the gauge invariant Meissner effect calculation. This lead to discover the collective mode
of paired-electrons that restores the gauge invariance, and generates supercurrent. Actually,
the Nambu’s argument depends on the existence of the BCS-type particle-number mixed
state, thus, if such a state is not physically allowed [13lI51], the gauge invariance in the
Meissner effect must be explained, differently. The new theory indicates that the BCS-type
particle-number mixed state should be considered to be a mathematical tool to facilitate the
calculation involving the electron pairing; the true superconducting state is actually given as
a particle number fixed state.

In this section, we reexamine the gauge invariance problem in the BCS theory from the
view point of the new theory. In the new theory, the gauge invariance in the Meissner effect
is achieved by utilizing the gauge invariant gauge potential (¢°T, A°T).

First, we consider the gauge choice V - A*™ = 0 in Eq. (I31). In the new theory, the
vector potential A°T appears in physical observables instead of A°™ and the choice of the
gauge V - A = 0 is compensated by the choice of Vy in A®%, thus, this condition can be
used in the new theory as well.

Second, we take up the assumption, ‘A°™ =0 if the magnetic field is zero’, in Eq. (I31).
This condition must be modified in the new theory since it is directly related to the observ-
able current density. The condition V - A*™ = 0 still leaves arbitrariness of the gauge for the
zero magnetic field case. For example,

A®™ = Aj = const. (152)

also fulfills the zero magnetic field and V - A*™ = 0. However, if this vector potential is
employed, it yields the Meissner current for zero magnetic field.

This problem is a very serious one in the calculation of the q = 0 Fourier component of
the current density j. In the BCS theory, if ¢ — 0 limit is taken, we have the following q = 0
Fourier component of the current

i(0) = Aa°™(0) (153)

where A is a parameter, and i(0) and a®"(0) are q = 0 Fourier components of j and A®™,
respectively. This corresponds to Eq. (5.26) in the BCS paper [1]. If we use a different
gauge, this a®™(0) can be removed. Thus, this current carrying state becomes a currentless
state.

The problem here is related to the fact that the gauge degree-of-freedom may provide
with a surplus whole system motion if the relation of the gauge of the gauge potential and
the phase factor on the wave function are not intact as give in Eqs. @7) and @8). If a
surplus whole system motion exists, the conservation of the local charge may be violated.
The removal of the surplus whole system motion is achieved in the process of obtaining Vy
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in the new theory. On the other hand, the Ward-Takahashi relation is utilized in the standard
theory.
Actually, if the condition in Eq. (I31)) is replaced by

V-A™=0; A°T =0 if the magnetic field is zero. (154)

the above-mentioned problem is lifted. In this case, the constant vector potential is removed
by adjusting x as %VX =—-A"" = —A,.

A similar problem arises if we consider the situation where the magnetic flux quantiza-
tion occurs. In this case, the vector potential in the magnetic field expelled region is given

by

h
A" = —-—Vg (155)
2e
where g is an angular variable with period 2n. In this case, we have y = —g from the

condition A°T = 0; thus, zero current is obtained in the magnetic field expelled region with
non-zero pure gauge.

11 Concluding Remarks

When Schrodinger solved the Schrodinger equation for hydrogen atom, he required the wave
function to be a single-valued function of the electron coordinate [31]. The single-valued
requirement of the wave function is a postulate that can be rephrased as the existence of the
basis {|r)} for the coordinate operator f that satisfies

Fr) =rfr), (156)

where r is the eigenvalue uniquely determined by [r). With this basis, the wave function for a
state vector |¢) is given by (r|e), which must be single-valued with respect to the coordinate
since r is uniquely determined by |r) [52].

Before the Schrodinger equation was put forward by Schrodinger, quantum mechanics
was formulated as the Matrix mechanics by Heisenberg [53]]. Schrodinger showed that his
version of quantum mechanics can be transformed into the Heisenberg’s Matrix version by
expressing the linear operators by matrices using the basis functions; then, the Schrodinger’s
differential equation can be transformed into the matrix equation or the integral equation if
the indices of the matrix elements are continuous [54]].

However, von Neumann argued that these two forms are not equivalent; there are situa-
tions where differential equations cannot be simply transformed into integral equations, but
require Dirac delta functions [S3]). In this respect, the 7-flux Dirac string is such an object.
Actually, Dirac noticed the possible appearance of a phase factor in the displacement oper-
ator [56], and also considered the possibile appearance of the singular phase factor in the
wave function [32]. The Berry phase factor in the present work can be viewed as an example
of such a phase factor.

Hohenberg and Kohn argued that the ground state can be obtained from the electron
density alone [34]. However, their argument tacitly assumes the absence of singularities
that might arise from many-body interactions and affect the phase of the wave function.
When such singularities exist, we need to specify how to handle them. We assume that the
basis satisfying Eq. (I36) exists, and require that the wave function to be a single-valued
function around the singularities. Then, the situation arises where the ground state cannot be
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obtained solely by the electron density alone, but requires the Berry connection. The present
work indicates that one way to obtain it is to require the conservation of the local charge in
addition to the single-valuedness of the wave function. Then, the so-called *Bloch theorem’
is violated, making it possible to generate supercurrent.

The BCS theory uses the particle-number mixed state. There have been conflicting views
on the use of such a state. Some researchers argue that it is unphysical thus should be con-
sidered as a mathematical tool to facilitate the inclusion of the electron pairing effects [12,
13]]; some consider that it is the essential ingredient of the theory to have the U(1) gauge
symmetry breaking [L1]. In the present theory, the superconducting state is given as the
particle-number fixed state in accordance with the former view. It is worth noting that the
relation in Eq. (30) contains the subtraction of “1”, which arises from the condition of the
fixed total charge. This subtraction of “1” is also related to the topological structure of the
real three dimensional space since the same relation holds as the Euler’s theorem for a three
dimensional object. This may mean that the local charge conservation is the condition to be
imposed under the fixed total-charge constraint. If this is the case, requiring the conservation
of the local charge using the particle number non-fixed formalism, which is employed in the
U(1) gauge symmetry breaking theory of superconductivity, is invalid.

In the new theory, the -flux Dirac string is the necessary ingredient for the supercurrent
generation. This can be considered as the U(1) instanton, Al = —%V){, ofic = %8,)(, of
Polyakov [S7]. In this respect, the superconductivity can be regarded as an instanton effect
as in the chiral U(1) gauge problem [58.[36]. In other words, the U(1) gauge symmetry
breaking in the standard theory is replaced by the appearance of the U(1) instanton in the
present theory.

There is a connection between the Berry phase considered in the present work and the
change of the U(1) phase factor on the wave function when the gauge transformation is
performed. This change is conveniently incorporated by using the effective gauge potential
in materials (¢°", A°T) since it is gauge invariant with respect to the choice of the gauge
adopted in (¢°™, A°™) due to the fact that the arbitrariness in the gauge is absorbed in the
Berry connection. It is note worthy that an explanation is given to the long-standing puzzling
problem of the ‘flux rule’, the Faraday’s induction formula is consist of one of the Maxwell
equations and the Lorentz force calculation [59], by using the effective gauge potential in
materials [60].

As far as the Rashba interaction is much smaller than the pairing energy and the phase
variable is treated as a phenomenological parameter, the Ginzburg-Landau theory or the
Bogoliubov-de Gennes equations will be used without modification. However, the new ori-
gin requires the internal electric field of the Rashba interaction for the occurrence of super-
conductivity. This may explain the fact that ideal metals like sodium does not show super-
conductivity since the screening of the electric field is efficient in such materials, suppressing
the internal electric field too weak to occur superconductivity.

It is also possible that the nontrivial Berry connection for many-body functions may
arise from other degree-of-freedom than spin; for example, orbital degree-of-freedom may
give rise to it. In this respect, it is noteworthy that the band crossings or Lifshitz transitions
are argued to be relevant to the superconductivity in the pressurized sulfur hydride [61,162].
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