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It has been argued? recently that the Joule effect, induced as a by-product of the Meissner effect
in superconductors, contradicts the conventional theory®. Conversely we show that this rationale is
actually mistaken in several respects, in particular because it is at loggerheads with all experimental
results regarding the normal to superconducting transition.

A superconducting sample, taken initially at tempera-
ture T'(t = 0) = Ty (T.,t stand for critical temperature
and time, respectively; there is T} < T, in Refs.}2 but in-
versely T > T, in Ref.2), is cooled! 2, in a constant mag-
netic field Hy, down to T'(tg > 0) = T < T,.. Thence the
superconducting phase grows for T' < T, at the expense
of the normal one, which should give rise to eddy currents
thanks to the Meissner effect. It is concluded that the
associated Joule effect contradicts the BCS theory#:=2.

However, the whole analysist 2 relies on the two-fluid
model® 10, for which the conduction electrons comprise a
homogeneous mixture of superconducting and indepen-
dent electrons. Thus, since the BCS model is known to
be characterised®2 by a many-body variational state at
thermal equilibrium with Bogolyubov-Valatin excitations
which are complex entities, quite unrelated to indepen-
dent electrons, Refs.! 3 are seen to be irrelevant to the
BCS theory. Likewise, several additional issues are ques-
tionable.

I. MEISSNER EFFECT

Although the author! 2 has long favored an interpreta-
tion of the Meissner effect, based on quantum pressurell,
now he embraces quite unrelated an explanation® 2. In
this novel view, the Meissner effect is ascribed to the sus-
ceptibility x, going from paramagnetic (x, > 0) in the
normal (T' > T.) state to diamagnetic (xs < 0) in the su-
perconducting (T' < T,) one. Despite Hy remaining con-
stant allover the cooling process, the magnetic induction
B is indeed altered because of x5 — xn # 0 = ”il—]f # 0,
which gives rise to eddy currents inside the boundary
separating the normal phase from the superconducting
one, owing to the Faraday-Maxwell equation. Due to
the finite conductivity in the superconducting stateS 2,
there is A\py >> A with A\pz, Ap being the width of the
boundary and London’s length, respectively.

This argument is tentatively applied2 in order to as-
cribe % (T <T.) # 0 to )\L(T(Qt)). However, such a
claim runs afoul? at y, o (i‘—;) being T independent
and thence t independent too. This inconsistency has
been corrected in Ref.2 but the width of the boundary has
been assigned mistakenly to Ay instead of Ay >> Ap.

II. JOULE EFFECT

The discussion of the Joule effect, presented in Refs. 22,
is found to contradict repeatedly that of Ref.2, as illus-
trated below:

e the conductivity of superconducting electrons is as-
sumed to be finite in Refs.:2, but conversely in-
finite in Ref3. Likewise the Joule effect is as-
sumed to take place in the superconducting phase
in Refs.1:2, but solely in the normal one in Ref.2.
Despite those contradictions, Ref.2 is purported to
lead to the same conclusion as Refs.1:2;

e the thermal balance, supposed to account for T'(¢)
in Refl, reads (see! Eq.(12)) Q = [ dTC(T),
with @, C(T) being the heat exchanged with the
reservoir at T' = T and the electronic heat capac-
ity of the sample (since a superconductor of type
I with very low T is considered!, the specific heat
is dominated by the conduction electrons). The
right-handed term is correct but unhelpful, because
C(T) depends!? on the superconducting current
and is furthermore spatially inhomogeneous due to
the Meissner effect”19. However, the left-handed
term wviolates the first law of thermodynamics, be-
cause it does not include the heat released through
the Joule effect;

e the thermal balance, describing the reversible nor-
mal to superconducting transition in Ref.3, involves
a latent heat (see? Eq.(1)), although no latent heat
has ever been reported in countless experiments®=2.
Actually, as shown elsewhere!?, the normal to su-
perconducting transition differs from usual first or-
der transitions, such as ice melting into water, be-
cause a latent work, depending from the difference
between the Fermi energy and the chemical poten-
tial of superconducting electrons, plays the role of
the latent heat.

Therefore a clarification is needed. The heat @ s, re-
leased through the Joule effect in a superconductor, has

been shown elsewhere? to read Q; = Oto j2 (L + U%) dt,

Os
with js,0s standing for the density of the supercur-
rent and the finite conductivity, associated with super-
conducting electrons, whereas o; < 0 characterises the
anomalous Joule effect, typical of superconductors.
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In summary, contrarily to what is purported in refs.t 2,
6-8

the theories of the Meissner8 2 and Joule? effects are seen

g W N =

(=)

to be consistent with that of the normal to superconduct-
ing transition!? and the laws of thermodynamics!2.
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