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Very recently, by separately using Eilenberger equation
and diagrammatic formalism, Silaev1 studied the Higgs-
mode excitation (i.e., amplitude fluctuation δ|∆| of the
order parameter ∆) in the presence of the scattering.
This is the paper that for the first time the scattering
influence on the optical properties is calculated within
the Eilenberger equation.2 Unfortunately, in that paper,
the main conclusions that the Higgs-mode generation is
zero without impurity and the Higgs mode is not sensitive
to disorder, are not correct. The former arises from an
error in the calculation, while the latter is due to the
improper approximation of the used approach. In the
following, we address the reasons in detail.
Firstly, in the paper by Silaev, the claimed conclusion

that the Higgs-mode generation is zero without impurity
is incorrect. This can be easily seen from the Ginzburg-
Landau theory3,4 which is established in the clean limit.
Specifically, in consideration of the vector potential alone,
the Ginzburg-Landau Lagrangian is given by4

L = c|i∂tΨ|2−
[

a|Ψ|2+b

2
|Ψ|4+ 1

4m
|(−i∇−2eA)Ψ|2

]

, (1)

with a, b and c being the expansion parameters in the
Ginzburg-Landau theory. Then, in the long-wave limit,
under the expansion of the Landau order parameter Ψ =
Ψ0 + δ|Ψ(t)|, one finds the equation of motion

(c∂2
t − 2a)δ|Ψ| = − (2eA)2Ψ0

4m
, (2)

exactly telling the finite second-order electromagnetic re-
sponse of the Higgs mode in the clean limit. Hence, the
claimed conclusion above by Silaev is incorrect.
The study using Eilenberger equation should have re-

covered this finite response, since the Eilenberger equa-
tion can reduce to Ginzburg-Landau equation near the
critical temperature (refer to Appendix A). However,
Silaev in Ref. 1 overlooked the lower limit of the summa-
tion for the Matsubara frequency (i.e., ωn > 0). Such an
error leads to the vanishing electromagnetic effect in the
derivation of the Ginzburg-Landau equation from Eilen-
berger equation (refer to Appendix A), and this is exactly
the reason that Silaev in his paper reported the vanish-
ing second-order electromagnetic response of the Higgs
mode in the clean limit. In fact, considering the lower
limit of the summation for the Matsubara frequency (i.e.,

ωn > 0), Eq. (60) in Ref. 1, i.e., the second-order electro-
magnetic response of the Higgs mode, is finite.
Furthermore, it is also noted that the electromagnetic

effect in the Eilenberger equation is incomplete. Specif-
ically, the Eilenberger equation with vector potential A
alone is not gauge invariant.5,6 It is well known that the
gauge invariance is the basic character of the electromag-
netic field. The absence of the gauge invariance indicates
incomplete electromagnetic effect. This incompleteness
in Eilenberger equation can be clearly seen as follows.
In the electromagnetic response, it is established that

the superconductors directly respond to vector potential
A (Meissner and Ginzburg-Landau effects) in addition to
electric field E = −∂Rφ−∂TA, differing from the normal
metals that respond to E solely. Therefore, to elucidate
complete picture for optical response of superconductors,
both effects by E and directly by A must be included.
In the non-gauge-invariant Eilenberger1,2 equation, al-
though the paramagnetic effect ofA (i.e., Hp = p·eA/m)
on anomalous Green function is involved, making this
equation well tailored to handle stationary magnetic
response7,8 and derive the Ginzburg-Landau equation,9

the diamagnetic effect ofA [i.e., Hd = e2A2/(2m)] and in
particular, the drive effect by electric field E are absent.
Without the drive effect from E, the Eilenberger equa-
tion can not reduce to the well-known Boltzmann equa-
tion for normal metals when the order parameter tends
to zero from T < Tc to T > Tc. More seriously, in the
Eilenberger equation [Eq. (10) in Ref. 1], all electromag-
netic effects vanish as the order parameter (i.e., anoma-
lous Green function) becomes zero from superconducting
to normal states. This apparently is unphysical.10

Secondly, the conclusion that the Higgs mode is not
sensitive to disorder in Ref. 1, is incorrect. This can be
easily seen by the following simple analysis through the
general physics. In Nambu space,5,6 the Bogoliubov-de
Gennes Hamiltonian in the presence of the Higgs-mode
excitation δ|∆| is written as HBdG = ξp̂τ3 + ∆0(r)τ1 +
δ|∆(r)|τ1 in the real space, and the electron-impurity
interaction is given by V (r)τ3. Then, due to the non-
commutation relation

[δ|∆(r)|τ1, V (r)τ3] 6= 0, (3)

the Higgs mode must be sensitive to the disorder.
In Ref. 1, Silaev1 claimed that the impurity scatter-
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ing of the isotropic part vanishes and then concluded
that the Higgs mode is insensitive to disorder. Never-
theless, in both his diagrammatic formalism and Eilen-
berger equation, the quasiclassical approximation with
an integration over the energy variable on Green func-
tion was applied.1 However,the scattering effect in the
approach with this approximation is incomplete. Only
the scattering influence on the anisotropic part of the
Green function (i.e., anisotropic excitation by the para-
magnetic effect) is included, whereas the influence on the
isotropic part of the Green function which determines the
Higgs mode is dropped out.
Specifically, the Eilenberger equation2 originates from

the basic Gorkov equation4 by using τ3-Green function.
In the Gorkov equation, the impurity self-energy of the
nonequilibrium τ3-Green function reads4

Σk = ni

∫

dq|Vk−q|2δG(ω,q). (4)

Due to Eq. (4), the solved nonequilibrium Green function
from the Gorkov equation is written as

δG = δGcl + δGsc, (5)

which consists of clean-limit part δGcl and scattering cor-
rection δGsc. It is noted that Eq. (4) is finite whether
δG(ω,q) is isotropic or anisotropic in the momentum
space. For the anomalous Green function δf in δG, one
finds a finite isotropic part in the off-diagonal component
of Σk:

Σk|fs = ni

∫

dΩq

∫

dq|Vk−q|2δf(ω,q)

≈ ni

∫

dΩk

∫

dq|VkF−qF
|2δf(ω,q)

= Γ0

∫

dξq〈δf(ω,q)〉, (6)

where Γ0 = niD
∫
dΩk|VkF−qF

|2 with D representing the
density of states and 〈 〉 denotes the angle average. This
finite self-energy Σk|fs determines a finite isotropic part of
anomalous Green function δfsc(ω,k) and hence leads to
a nonzero scattering influence on the Higgs mode through
the BCS gap equation.

In the derivation of the Eilenberger equation from
Gorkov equation,2,11 the impurity collision integral
comes from the commutation between impurity self-
energy [Eq. (4)] and Green function, i.e., [Σk, G(ω,k)],
which is finite even when G(ω,k) is isotropic in the mo-
mentum space. However, after the quasiclassical ap-
proximation with an integration over the energy vari-
able g =

∫

dξkG(ω,k), the impurity collision integral in

the Eilenberger equation τ−1
imp[〈g〉, g] is derived.1,2,11 Un-

fortunately, with this approximation, the impurity col-
lision integral of the isotropic part of the Green func-
tion gs = 〈g〉 vanishes (i.e., [〈g〉, gs] = 0). Therefore,
it is clearly seen that the original finite scattering in-
fluence on the isotropic part in the Gorkov equation is
dropped out after the quasiclassical approximation, mak-
ing the Eilenberger equation inadequate to handle this
scattering effect. The diagrammatic formalism, which is
equivalent to the calculation of the Gorkov equation,4

should have found this problem. Nevertheless, in Ref. 1,
Silaev followed the same procedure as the derivation of
the Eilenberger equation11 to handle the diagrammatic
formalism. He first took the commutation between the
self-energy and Green function and applied the quasiclas-
sical approximation afterwards, as seen in Sec. IV A in
his paper. Then, he of course recovered the results from
Eilenberger equation, and missed the scattering influence
on the isotropic part.

Appendix A: Derivation of the Ginzburg-Landau equation from the Eilenberger equation

In this part, we present the derivation of the Ginzburg-Landau equation from the Eilenberger equation.9 For the

quasiclassical Green function g(iωn,R, k̂) in Matsubara-frequency space, the Eilenberger equation in the clean limit
reads

[iωnτ3 − ∆̂(R)τ3, g(iωn,R, k̂)]+ivF ·∇Rg(iωn,R, k̂)+eA · vF [τ3, g(iωn,R, k̂)] = 0. (A1)

From above equation, by only considering anomalous Green function, one has

2iωng
(n)
12 = −ivF · (∂R − 2ieA)g

(n−1)
12 , (A2)

where g(n) denotes the n-th order response in the Green function. With the equilibrium zero order g
(0)
12 = ∆√

(iωn)2−|∆|2
,

by only keeping lowest two orders, the solution of the anomalous Green function reads

g12 = g
(0)
12 + g

(1)
12 + g

(2)
12 = g

(0)
12 − i

vF · (∂R − 2ieA)

2iωn

g
(0)
12 − [vF · (∂R − 2ieA)]2

4(iωn)2
g
(0)
12 . (A3)
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Substituting the above solution into the gap equation12

∆(R) = UN(0)T
∑

ωn>0

〈g12(iωn,R, k̂)〉, (A4)

near the critical temperature, one obtains

T
∑

ωn>0

[v2F (∂R − 2ieA)2

12(iωn)3
− |∆|2

2(iωn)3

]

∆+
[ 1

UN(0)
−

∑

ωn>0

1

iωn

]

∆ = 0, (A5)

which after some arithmetics exactly recovers the Ginzburg-Landau equation4,9

[7ζ(3)EF

12(πT )2
(∂R − 2ieA)2

2m
+ ln

(Tc

T

)

− 7ζ(3)

8(πT )2
|∆|2

]

∆ = 0. (A6)

Then, it is clearly seen from Eq. (A5) that if the lower limit of the summation for the Matsubara frequency (i.e.,
ωn > 0) is overlooked, the electromagnetic effect (i.e., first term on the left-hand side) vanishes.
It is also noted that for the Keldysh Green function widely used in the literature,11,13 the gap equation reads

∆(R) =
UN(0)

2

∫ ∞

−∞

dE tanh(βE/2)〈g12(E,R, k̂)〉, (A7)

which is equivalent to Eq. (A4) after the standard construction of the closed contour.

∗ Electronic address: yfgq@mail.ustc.edu.cn
† Electronic address: mwwu@ustc.edu.cn.
1 M. Silaev, Phys. Rev. B 99, 224511 (2019).
2 G. Eilenberger, Z. Phys. 214, 195 (1968).
3 V. L. Ginzburg and L. D. Landau, Zh. Eksperim. i Teor.
Fiz. 20, 1064 (1950).

4 A. A. Abrikosov, L. P. Gor’kov, and I. E. Dzyaloshinski,
Methods of Quantum Field Theory in Statistical Physics

(Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1963).
5 Y. Nambu, Phys. Rev. 117, 648 (1960).
6 V. Ambegaokar and L. P. Kadanoff, Nuovo Cimento 22,
914 (1961).

7 F. S. Bergeret, A. F. Volkov, and K. B. Efetov, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 77, 1321 (2005).

8 A. I. Buzdin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 935 (2005).
9 T. Kita, Statistical Mechanics of Superconductivity

(Springer, Berlin, 2015).
10 The lost gauge invariance in the derivation of the

Eilenberger equation2 from the gauge-invariant Gorkov
equation4 by τ3-Green function arises from the gradient ex-
pansion within the quasiclassical approximation.14 To fix
this problem, Kita9,14 constructed a gauge-invariant Green
function by introducing the Wilson line15 and then derived
a gauge-invariant Eilenberger equation, in which the com-
plete electromagnetic effects are kept. Nevertheless, Silaev
in Ref. 1 used the original Eilenberger equation rather than
the fixed gauge-invariant one.

11 H. G. Hugdal, J. Linder, and S. H. Jacobsen, Phys. Rev.
B 95, 235403 (2017).

12 K. D. Usadel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 25, 507 (1970).
13 J. Rammer and H. Smith, Rev. Mod. Phys. 58, 323 (1986).
14 T. Kita, Phys. Rev. B 64, 054503 (2001).
15 M. E. Peskin and D. V. Schroeder, An Introduction to

Quantum Field Theory (Addison-Wesley, New York, 1995).

mailto:yfgq@mail.ustc.edu.cn
mailto:mwwu@ustc.edu.cn.

