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Dynamic processes in superconductors and the laws of thermodynamics
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The transition from the superconducting to the normal state in a magnetic field was considered
as a irreversible thermodynamic process before 1933 because of Joule heating. But all physicists
became to consider this transition as reversible after 1933 because of the obvious contradiction of the
Meissner effect with the second law of thermodynamics if this transition is considered as a irreversible
process. This radical change of the opinion contradicted logic since the dissipation of the kinetic
energy of the surface screening current into Joule heat in the normal state cannot depend on how
this current appeared in the superconducting state. The inconsistency of the conventional theory of
superconductivity, created in the framework of the equilibrium thermodynamics, with Joule heating,
on which Jorge Hirsch draws reader’s attention, is a consequence of this history. In order to avoid
contradiction with the second law of thermodynamics, physicists postulated in the thirties of the
last century that the surface screening current is damped without the generation of Joule heat.
This postulate contradicts not only logic and the conventional theory of superconductivity but also
experimental results.

1. INTRODUCTION

Jorge Hirsch draws reader’s attention on very impor-
tant fundamental problems in the articles published in
Physica C [1] and other journals [2–4]. Hirsch concludes
that the conventional theory of superconductivity cannot
be correct [4] because of their contradiction with the laws
of thermodynamics [1–3]. He does not consider a possi-
bility that equilibrium thermodynamics may not be ap-
plicable to the description of superconducting transition
and dynamic processes in superconductors. The history
of the concepts about superconductivity and results of
experimental investigations of dynamic processes in su-
perconducting rings, published in Physica C [5] and other
journals [6–9], give evidence this possibility.

2. THE SUPERCONDUCTING TRANSITION IN

A MAGNETIC FIELD WAS CONSIDERED AS

IRREVERSIBLE BEFORE 1933

Hirsch has concluded that the conventional theory of
superconductivity is internally inconsistent [3] since on
the one hand, this theory is created within the frame-
work of equilibrium reversible thermodynamics, and on
the other hand, it predicts Joule heating. Therefore, it
is important to recall that the transition from the super-
conducting state to the normal state in a magnetic field
was considered as a non-equilibrium irreversible process
before the discovery the Meissner effect in 1933 [10]. D.
Shoenberg wrote in the book [11] published in 1952: ”At
that time [before 1933], it was assumed that the transi-
tion in a magnetic field is substantially irreversible, since
the superconductor was considered as a perfect conduc-
tor (in the sense which was discussed in Chapter II), in
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which, when the superconductivity is destroyed, the sur-
face currents associated with the field are damped with
the generation of Joule heat”.
The surface current is induced in a perfect conductor

by the Faraday electric field E = −dA/dt when the ex-
ternal magnetic field H is changed in time dH/dt 6= 0.
According to the Newton second law mdv/dt = qE the
current density j = nsqv in a perfect conductor with a
density ns of the mobile carriers of a charge q should
change in time dj/dt = (nsq

2/m)E = E/µ0λ
2
L under the

action of an electric field E, where λL = (m/µ0q
2ns)

0.5

is the quantity generally referred to as the London pen-
etration depth. According to the Maxwell equations
rotE = −dB/dt, rotH = j and B = µ0H the expres-
sion

λ2
L ▽2 dH

dt
=

dH

dt
(1)

should be valid. According to (1) a change in the mag-
netic field H over time can penetrate in the perfect con-
ductor only up to the penetration depth λL. The mag-
netic field inside a long cylinder with a macroscopic ra-
dius R ≫ λL equals

h = H2 exp
R− r

λL

(2)

after increasing the external magnetic field from H = 0
to H = H2 at T2 < Tc, Fig.1. The density of the surface
screening current equals

j = j0 exp
r − R

λL

(3)

where j0 = H2/λL is the current density at r = R
The screening current (3) has the kinetic energy, the

density of which ε = nsmv2/2 = µ0λ
2
Lj

2/2 corresponds
to the energy

Ek = µ0H
2
2

λL

R
(4)
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FIG. 1: A bulk superconductor or perfect conductor can go
from the normal state at point 1 to superconducting or perfect
conductivity state at point 2 in two ways: 1) First the tem-
perature is lowered from T1 > Tc to T2 < Tc and thereafter
the magnetic field is increases from H = 0 to H = H2 at the
temperature T2 < Tc; 2) First the magnetic field is increase
from H = 0 to H = H2 at T1 > Tc and thereafter the tem-
perature is lower from T1 > Tc to T2 < Tc(H2). The curve Hc

is the temperature dependence of the critical magnetic field.

per a unit volume of a macroscopic cylinder with R ≫
λL. The energy (4) is generated by the additional work
performed by the power source creating the external mag-
netic field H2. This energy and the screening current (3)
remain in the magnetic field H2 constant in time until
the resistivity becomes non-zero ρ > 0. It is well known
that the electric current (3) must decay within a short
time and its energy must dissipate in Joule heat after the
transition in the normal state with a non-zero resistivity
ρ > 0 in the point 2’ on Fig.1. Therefore, it is quite
natural that physicists were sure before 1933 that ”when
the superconductivity is destroyed, the surface current as-
sociated with the field are damped with the generation of
Joule heat” [11].

3. THE MEISSNER EFFECT CONTRADICTS

TO THE SECOND LAW OF

THERMODYNAMICS IF JOULE HEAT IS

DEVELOPED

But if the transition from the superconducting state to
the normal state is an irreversible thermodynamic pro-
cess during which the kinetic energy (4) of the screening
current (3) dissipates into Joule heat then the Meissner
effect is experimental evidence of a process reverse to the

irreversible thermodynamic process during which Joule
heat is converted back into the kinetic energy (4) of the
screening current (3). Such reverse process cannot be
possible according to the second law of thermodynamics.
Therefore physicists had to postulate after 1933 that the
surface screening current (3) associated with the field are
damped without the generation of Joule heat. For exam-
ple, W. H. Keesom believed that ”it is essential that the
persistent currents have been annihilated before the ma-
terial gets resistance, so that no Joule-heat is developed”
[12].
Therefore the superconducting transition is considered

by the entire superconducting community and in all the-
ories of superconductivity [13–16] proposed after 1933 as
a phase transition, i.e. a reversible equilibrium thermo-
dynamic process during which no Joule heating is possi-
ble. Thus, the contradiction to which Jorge Hirsch draws
reader’s attention [1–3] became possible due to the re-
luctance of physicists in the thirties of the last century
to contradict the second law of thermodynamics. The
phase transition does not contradict to the second law of
thermodynamics since the free energy of the normal and
superconducting states should be equal at the point of
the transition fn = fs [11, 13] according to the theory of
the phase transition.
It is assumed in the conventional theory of supercon-

ductivity [15, 16] that a second-order phase transition
occurs at the critical temperature Tc since fn0 < fs0 at
T > Tc and fn0 > fs0 at T < Tc. The critical temper-
ature of a bulk superconductor decreases in a magnetic
field H , Tc(H) < Tc(H = 0), Fig.1, according to re-
sults of measurements [11, 17, 18]. Therefore the energy
of the magnetic field Em = µ0H

2
2/2 must be greater in

the superconducting state, in order the equality of free
energies could be possible fnH > fsH at all values of
the critical temperature Tc(H) or critical magnetic field
Hc(T ). Therefore the equality

fn0 − fs0 =
µ0H

2
c

2
(5)

in the point of the critical magnetic field Hc was postu-
lated [11, 17, 18]. The transition in the magnetic field Hc

of a bulk superconductor is considered after 1933 as the
first-order phase transition at which the entropy jump

Sn − Ss = −µ0Hc

dHc

dT
(6)

takes place in contrast to the second-order phase transi-
tion at H = 0 [11].
The radical change of opinion about superconducting

transition after 1933 fits with the second law of thermo-
dynamics, but contradicts logic: the process of energy
dissipation of an electric current in the normal state can-
not depend on how this current appeared in the super-
conducting state. The bulk superconductor or the perfect
conductor can reach superconducting or perfect conduc-
tivity state in the point 2 from the normal state in the



3

point 1 on Fig.1 by two ways. The surface screening cur-
rent (3) appears in the bulk superconductor due to two
fundamentally different reasons on the first way and the
second way.

The current is induced both in the superconductor and
in the perfect conductor by electric field E = −dA/dt =
−(2πr)−1dΦ/dt in accordance with Faraday’s law on the
first way when initially the temperature is lowered from
T1 > Tc to T2 < Tc in zero magnetic field H = 0, and
then the external magnetic field increases from H = 0 to
H = H2, Fig.1. Whereas on the second way this current
emerges only in the superconductor and its emergence
contradicts to Faraday’s law and other laws of physics
including the law of conservation. Therefore smart stu-
dents in the Hirsch article [4] were thinking about the
Meissner effect: ”I can’t possibly see how momentum con-
servation is accounted for and Faraday’s law is not vio-
lated”.

Most experts in superconductivity, in contrast to the
smart students and Jorge Hirsch, ignore this Meissner
effect puzzle [19]. Most part of the experts ignore also
the question: ”How can the surface current associated
with the field H2 be damped without the generation of
Joule heat when the superconductivity is destroyed af-
ter the transition into the normal state?” Physicists were
sure before 1933 that ”when the superconductivity is de-
stroyed, the surface current associated with the field are
damped with the generation of Joule heat” [11] since the
surface current cannot emerge according to the laws of
physics in the perfect conductor at H2 = Hc(T ) when the
temperature decreases from the point 2’ to the point 2
on Fig.1. Therefore the perfect conductivity cannot con-
tradicts to the second law of thermodynamics. Only the
emergence of the surface current (3) in a magnetic field
constant in time, contrary to the known laws of physics
[19] but discovered by W. Meissner and R. Ochsenfeld
[10], contradicts the second law of thermodynamics, if
this current is damped with the generation of Joule heat
in the normal state.

Therefore physicists postulated only after 1933 that
the superconducting transition is the phase transition
during which no Joule heating should be. But they did
not explain how the surface current (3) can be damped
without the generation of Joule heat. The conventional
theory of superconductivity also cannot explain this puz-
zle postulated after 1933 in order to avoid the obvious
contradiction with the second law of thermodynamics.
Therefore Hirsch states that this theory predicts Joule
heating [1–3].

Hirsch does not claim that his theory of superconduc-
tivity can explain how an electric current can be damped
in the normal state without the generation of Joule heat.
According to his theory ”Joule heating occurs only in the
normal region of the material, hence no Joule heating oc-
curs in the superconducting region” [1]. Thus, no theory
of superconductivity can explain how the surface current
can be damped in the normal state without the gener-
ation of Joule heat. Hirsch does not doubt that Joule

heating occurs in the normal region since ”Joule heat-
ing is a non-equilibrium dissipative process that occurs
in a normal metal when an electric current flows, in an
amount proportional to the metal’s resistance” [1]. The
postulate about the reversibility of the superconducting
transition in a magnetic field, made after 1933, contra-
dicts obviously to this well known physics.

4. THE CONVENTIONAL THEORIES OF

SUPERCONDUCTIVITY

The Hirsch statement that the conventional theory
of superconductivity [15, 16] predicts the generation of
Joule heat [1–3] has fundamental importance because
this theory successfully describes numerous macroscopic
quantum phenomena observed in different superconduct-
ing structures [17, 18]. Therefore, if this statement is
correct, then not only the conventional theory of super-
conductivity [15, 16], but also some superconducting phe-
nomena may contradict the second law of thermodynam-
ics. In this regard, it is important to consider what and
how the Ginsburg-Landau (GL) theory [15] describes,
and what this theory cannot describe.
The GL wave function ΨGL = |ΨGL| exp iϕ and the

expression for the density of superconducting current

j =
q

m
ns(~∇ϕ − qA) (7)

of the superconducting mobile carriers of a charge q with
a mass m and a density ns allow to describe the effects
of the quantization observed in superconductors and the
Meissner effect as a special case of the magnetic flux
quantization. A is the magnetic vector potential. Since
the complex wave function ΨGL = |ΨGL| exp iϕ must be
single-valued at any point in the superconductor its phase
ϕ must change by integral multiples 2π following a com-
plete turn along a path l of integration

∮
l
dl∇ϕ = n2π

[17]. Therefore the relation

µ0

∮
l

dlλ2
Lj +Φ = nΦ0 (8)

between the current density j along any closed path l and
a magnetic flux

∮
l
dlA = Φ inside this path must be valid,

according to the GL expression (7), where Φ0 = 2π~/q is
the quantity called flux quantum.
The quantization of the magnetic flux Φ = nΦ0 is ob-

served [20] in superconducting cylinders with thick walls
w ≫ λL, which have a closed path l along which the
superconducting current density is zero

∮
l
dlj = 0. The

quantum number n can be non-zero in (8) if only a singu-
larity of the wave function ΨGL = |ΨGL| exp iϕ is inside
the closed path l. A hole in the superconducting cylinder
[20] and the Abrikosov vortex [21] are such singularities.
The integral

∮
l
dl∇ϕ = n2π = 0 and the quantum num-

ber n must equal zero when the closed path l can be
reduced to a point in the region inside l without singu-
larity.
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Therefore the Meissner effect may be considered as a
special case of the flux quantization Φ = nΦ0 when the
quantum number n = 0 [22]. The quantization of the
superconducting current Ip = sj = sqnsv

Ip =
s

µ0λ2
L2πr

(nΦ0 − Φ) =
Φ0

Lk

(n−
Φ

Φ0

) (9)

is observed in the case of a weak screening in a cylinder
with walls w ≪ λL [23] or a ring with the cross-section
s ≪ λ2

L [5–9]. Lk = (λ2
L/s)µ02πr = m2πr/sq2ns is the

kinetic inductance of the ring with the radius r, the gross-
section s and the density ns of superconducting particles
with a charge q.

5. THE CONVENTIONAL THEORIES DO NOT

DESCRIBE DYNAMIC PROCESSES IN

SUPERCONDUCTORS

The GL theory [15] describes successfully both the
Meissner effect and the persistent current (9) observed
in a superconducting ring with a weak screening s ≪ λ2

L

[5–9] as a consequence of the quantization of the canoni-
cal momentum p = mv + qA∮

l

dlp =

∮
l

dl(mv + qA) =

∮
l

dl~∇ϕ = n2π~ (10)

But neither the GL theory [15] nor the BCS theory [16]
say anything about the ’force’ which could change the
momentum of mobile charge carriers during the transi-
tion of the bulk superconductor or the ring between the
normal and superconducting states.
The Hirsch statement that the conventional theory of

superconductivity predicts Joule heating [1–3] implies
that according to this theory [15, 16] the surface screen-
ing current (3) and the persistent current (9) are damped
in the normal state under influence of the dissipation
force. No direct prediction of Joule heating is in the GL
theory [15] and the BCS theory [16]. The presence of
such prediction in the theories created within the frame-
work of equilibrium thermodynamics would mean that
their authors did not know that Joule heating is an irre-
versible thermodynamic process. Nevertheless the dissi-
pation force is implied since neither the GL theory [15]
nor the BCS theory [16] proposed an alternative force.
The example of the persistent current (9) in a super-

conducting ring with a weak screening s ≪ λ2
L has an

advantage in comparison with the screening current (3)
in a bulk superconductor for the analysis of GL the-
ory [15] because of two reasons: 1) all superconducting
pairs have the same velocity in the ring with s ≪ λ2

L

and 2) the quantum number n describing the canoni-
cal momentum (10) of the pairs can have different val-
ues in the ring, whereas n = 0 in the Meissner state.
The magnetic inductance of such ring Lf ≈ µ02πr ≈
(s/λ2

L)Lk ≪ Lk is smaller then the the kinetic inductance
Lk = (λ2

L/s)µ02πr and the magnetic flux induced by the
persistent current is small ∆ΦI = LfIp ≪ Φ = BS [24].

The persistent current (9), as well as the screening
current (3), can appear due to two fundamentally dif-
ferent reasons when the maximum magnetic flux inside
the ring is enough low Φ = BS < 0.5Φ0. Accord-
ing to the GL theory the density of the superconduct-
ing particles increases from ns = 0 at T1 > Tc to
ns = ns(0)(1 − T2/Tc) at T2 < Tc when the tempera-
ture is lowered on the first way, Fig.1, in the zero mag-
netic field H = 0. The velocity increases from v = 0
to v = −qΦ/m2πr = −(~/mr)Φ/Φ0 under influence of
the Faraday electric field E = −dA/dt = −(2πr)−1dΦ/dt
in accordance with the Newton second law mdv/dt = qE
when the external magnetic field increase on the first way,
Fig.1, from H = 0 to H = H2 = Φ/µ0S at the tempera-
ture T2 < Tc. The persistent current (9) increases from
Ip = 0 to Ip = −Φ/Lk in accordance with the classical
electrodynamics law LkdIp/dt = −dΦ/dt.
The GL theory describes this dynamical process in

which the velocity is changed in accordance with the
laws of classical physics. But neither the GL theory,
nor any other theory of superconductivity can describe
the dynamics of the emergence of the persistent current
Ip = −Φ/Lk on the second way, Fig.1, when the temper-
ature is lowered from T1 > Tc to T2 < Tc in the non-zero
magnetic field H2. The GL theory predicts that the per-
sistent current (9) Ip = sj = sqnsv should appear at
ns > 0 because the velocity

∮
l

dlv =
2π~

m
(n−

Φ

Φ0

) (11)

cannot be zero at Φ 6= nΦ0 according to the quantization
of the canonical momentum (10).
According to the GL theory all Ns = nsV supercon-

ducting particles have the same quantum number n in
the superconducting ring with the volume V = s2πr
and n = 0 in the bulk superconductor. Therefore the
persistent current Ip = sqnsv = qNsv/2πr and the
density of the surface screening current (3) equal j ≈
H2(R−r)/λ2

L = H2(R−r)µ0q
2ns/m ∝ ns at R−r ≪ λL

are proportional to the density of the superconducting
particles equal ns = ns(0)(1− T/Tc) at T < Tc. The GL
theory predicts that the velocity (11) and the persistent
current (9) depend not only on the value of the magnetic
field H2 = Φ/µ0S but also on the quantum number n.
Therefore the persistent current (9) may take different
discrete values Ip = Ip,A2(n − Φ/Φ0) at the same value
H2 = Φ/µ0S after the transition of the ring in the su-
perconducting state with different quantum number n:
Ip(n+ 1)− Ip(n) = Ip,A2 = Φ0/Lk = snsqπ~/rm.
The spectrum of the permitted values of the kinetic

energy

Ek =
LkI

2
p

2
= Ip,AΦ0(n−

Φ

Φ0

)2 (12)

is strongly discrete according to the GL theory. The
difference |Ek(n + 1) − Ek(n)| ≈ 0.6Ip,AΦ0 at Φ ≈
(n+0.2)Φ0 of a superconducting ring with a typical value
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Ip,A ≈ 10 µA of the persistent current [8] corresponds
the temperature 0.6Ip,AΦ0/kB ≈ 1000 K [25]. There-
fore the GL theory predicts that the quantum number n
with the minimum kinetic energy (12) has the predomi-
nate probability P (n) ∝ exp−Ek(n)/kBT . This number
changes with the magnetic flux Φ = BS = µ0HS in-
side the ring: n = 0 at −0.5Φ0 < Φ < 0.5Φ0; n = 1
at 0.5Φ0 < Φ < 1.5Φ0; n = 2 at 1.5Φ0 < Φ < 2.5Φ0

etc. Thus, the GL theory predicts that the value and the
direction of the persistent current should change period-
ically in magnetic field with the period H0 = Φ0/µ0S
corresponding to the flux quantum Φ0 inside the ring.

All measurements, for example, of the critical current
[8, 26, 27] corroborate this prediction. The measured
values of the critical current [8, 26, 27] correspond to the
predominate probability of the permitted state n with
the minimal kinetic energy (12) at a give value of the
magnetic flux Φ = BS in the most cases. The observa-
tion of two states n and n+1 at the same Φ = BS value
in rare cases, see Fig.1 in [27], only emphasizes the strong
discreteness of the permitted state spectrum of supercon-
ducting rings. The critical current [8, 26, 27] and other
measured parameters [5–9] connected with the persistent
current (9) change periodically in magnetic field B with
the period H0 = Φ0/µ0S corresponding to the flux quan-
tum Φ0 = 2π~/q inside the ring with S = πr2. The value
of the period Φ0 ≈ 20.7 Oe µm2 gives experimental ev-
idence that the persistent current in superconductors is
the current of pairs of electrons with the charge q = 2e.

Measurements corroborate also the temperature de-
pendence of the amplitude Ip,A = snsqπ~/2rm ∝ ns =
ns(0)(1 − T/Tc) of the oscillation of the persistent cur-
rent and of the density of the surface screening current
(3) j ∝ ns = ns(0)(1−T/Tc) predicted by the GL theory.
The GL theory describes also other numerous quantum
phenomena observed in superconductors. But neither the
GL theory, nor any other theory of superconductivity can
describe the dynamics of the change of the velocity (11)
because of the change of the quantum number n and the
transition between normal and superconducting states.
The temperature dependence Ip ∝ ns = ns(0)(1− T/Tc)
implies that the velocity v of the mobile charge carriers
should jump between v = 0 and the quantum value (11)
v = (~/mr)(n−Φ/Φ0) at their transition between super-
conducting and normal states. The angular momentum
of the macroscopic number Ns = nss2πr of the mobile
charge carriers should change on the macroscopic value
Ns~(n− Φ/Φ0) at the transition the ring with a macro-
scopic radius r and a macroscopic cross-section s from
normal to superconducting state. Neither the GL theory,
nor any other theory of superconductivity say anything
about the puzzle of the jump of the angular momentum
on the macroscopic value Nsr∆p ≈ (105 ÷ 1010)~ which
this theory predicts and which is observed [25].

6. WHAT IS THE ’FORCE’ PROPELLING THE

MOBILE CHARGE CARRIERS?

Jorge Hirsch expressed astonishment that this puzzle
is ignored: ”Strangely, the question of what is the ’force’
propelling the mobile charge carriers and the ions in the
superconductor to move in direction opposite to the elec-
tromagnetic force in the Meissner effect was essentially
never raised nor answered to my knowledge, except for the
following instances: [28] (H. London states: ”The gener-
ation of current in the part which becomes supraconduc-
tive takes place without any assistance of an electric field
and is only due to forces which come from the decrease of
the free energy caused by the phase transformation,” but
does not discuss the nature of these forces), [29] (A.V.
Nikulov introduces a ’quantum force’ to explain the Little-
Parks effect in superconductors and proposes that it also
explains the Meissner effect)” [19].
It should be noted here that H. London in 1935 was

sure that the transition from the superconducting to the
normal state is an equilibrium reversible process that can
be described by the free energy, although before 1933
physicists were sure that this transition is an irreversible
thermodynamic process with the generation of Joule heat
[11]. I should note that the ”quantum force” introduced
in [29] describes rather than explains the Little-Parks
effect and it cannot claim to explain the Meissner effect.
The ”quantum force” describes only the change of the

velocity from v = 0 to the quantum value (11) v =
(~/mr)(n − Φ/Φ0) predicted by the GL theory and ob-
served experimentally. The angular momentum of super-
conducting pair equals rp = rmv+rqA = rmv+qΦ/2π =
rmv + ~Φ/Φ0 = n~ in the ring with the radius r accord-
ing to quantum mechanics, whereas the average velocity
of electron pair equals zero v = 0 and rp = ~Φ/Φ0. Thus,
quantum mechanics states that the angular momentum
of each electron pair changes on ~(n − Φ/Φ0) at each
transition of the ring into the superconducting state. The
total change during a time unity of the momentum

Fq = ~(n−
Φ

Φ0

)fsw/r (13)

when the ring is switched between the superconducting
and the normal state with a frequency fsw = Nsw/Θ
was called ’quantum force’ in [29]. n =

∫
Θ
dtn/Θ =∑i=Nsw

i=1
ni/Nsw is the average value of the quantum num-

ber after Nsw ≫ 1 comeback of the ring into the super-
conducting state.
The quantum force was introduced in [29] in order to

describe the Little-Parks effect and other experimental
evidences of the persistent current Ip 6= 0 which does
not decay at a non-zero resistance R > 0. W.A. Lit-
tle and R.D. Parks called their article ”Observation of
Quantum Periodicity in the Transition Temperature of
a Superconducting Cylinder” [23]. Therefore the Little-
Parks effect is considered as a depression of the transition
temperature Tc because of a non-zero velocity (11) or the
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persistent current (9) at Φ 6= nΦ0 [18], although the mag-
netic dependence of the critical temperature Tc(Φ) was
measured only in a few works [30].
The quantum periodicity of the resistance R(Φ) rather

than of the transition temperature was observed in [23]
and most other publications, for example [7]. Thus, the
Little-Parks effect testifies that the persistent current
Ip 6= 0 can be observed in a cylinder [23] and a ring
[7] with a non-zero resistance R > 0. This paradoxical
phenomena is observed in a narrow temperature region
corresponding the resistive transition from the normal to
superconducting state where the resistance of the ring
greater than zero R > 0, but less than the resistance
in the normal state R < Rn. The resistance R = Rn

but Ip = 0 above this region, whereas below this region
Ip 6= 0 but R = 0.
The deducing of the quantum force [29] does not go be-

yond the GL theory and quantum mechanics. Therefore,
the publication [29] cannot assert anything that these
theories do not assert. It is assumed both in the GL
theory and [29] that the angular momentum of each pair
of electrons changes from rp = n~ to rp = ~Φ/Φ0 in the
normal state under influence of the dissipation force. The
dissipation force acts between the mobile charge carriers
and the ions of the normal metal. Therefore it is as-
sumed in [29] that the quantum force acts also between
the mobile charge carriers and the ions. Otherwise the
superconducting cylinder [23] or the ring [7] would start
rotating in the Little-Parks experiment. Neither the GL
theory nor quantum mechanics say anything about the
force that changes the angular momentum of the mobile
charge carriers and the ions when the persistent current
(9) emerges in the superconducting state of the ring.

7. EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE OF THE

GENERATION OF JOULE HEAT

W.H. Keesom believed it is necessary ”that the per-
sistent currents have been annihilated before the material
gets resistance, so that no Joule-heat is developed” [12].
But the observations of the Little-Parks effect [7, 23] and
the direct observation [31] of the persistent current near
superconducting transition T ≈ Tc where the ring resis-
tance 0 < R < Rn give experimental evidence that the
persistent current is not annihilated even after the mate-
rial gets resistance R > 0. Measurements give evidence
that the persistent current can even induce the dc volt-
age Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ), see Fig.4 in [5]. Thus, the radical
change of the opinion about superconducting transition
after 1933 contradicts not only logic but also the exper-
imental results. The observations [7, 23, 31] of the per-
sistent current Ip 6= 0 which is not damped at a non-zero
resistance 0 < R < Rn in the absence of the Faraday
electric field E = −dA/dt = −(2πr)−1dΦ/dt = 0 is ob-
vious paradox. But this paradox can be described in the
framework of the conventional theory of superconductiv-
ity [15].

The density of electric current j = qnev is non-zero
when the average velocity of the mobile charge carriers
is not zero v 6= 0. The dissipation force Fdis = −ηv
acts in any normal metal because of electron scattering.
The electron scattering results to a non-zero resistivity
ρ ∝ 1/lfp which is inversely proportional to the mean
free path lfp between the scattering. Therefore the con-
ventional circular electric current I 6= 0 can be non-zero
in a ring with a non-zero resistance R = ρ2πr/s > 0
if only the dissipation force is balanced Fdis + qE = 0
by the force qE of the electric field E. The equal-
ity RI = ρ2πrj = 2πrE = −dΦ/dt for the electric
current constant in time dI/dt = 0 is deduced from
the force balance Fdis + qE = 0. The force balance
is mv/dt = Fdis = −ηv when the Faraday electrical
field E2πr = −dΦ/dt = 0 and the conventional current
must quickly decay in this case during a relaxation time
τRL = L/R.
The current does not decay in the state of the perfect

conductivity or superconductivity because of the absence
of the scattering of the superconducting particles the
mean free path of which is infinite lfp = ∞. The decrease
of the persistent current Ip ∝ ns = ns(0)(1 − T/Tc) → 0
at T → Tc implies that the mean free path lfp of par-
ticles becomes finite after their transition into the nor-
mal state. The average velocity v of non-superconducting
electrons decreases down to zero under the influence of
the dissipation force Fdis = −ηv. Joule heating occurs
during this dynamical process. The conventional the-
ory of superconductivity [15] does not consider directly
the dissipation force. But Joule heating is implicitly as-
sumed since according to this theory the persistent cur-
rent Ip = sqnsv =∝ ns = ns(0)(1−T/Tc) is proportional
to the density of superconducting pairs which decreases
with the temperature increase.
The thermal fluctuations [18] switch the ring or its seg-

ments between the normal state with ns = 0 and R = Rn

and the superconducting state with ns > 0 and R = 0.
Therefore the persistent current Ip 6= 0 is observed at

a non-zero resistance average in time R > 0 in a narrow
fluctuation region near the temperature of superconduct-
ing transition T ≈ Tc [7, 23, 31]. The persistent cur-
rent does not decay at dΦ/dt = 0 and R > 0 because
the quantum force (13) balances the dissipation force
Fq + Fdis = 0. The angular momentum changes from
rp = n~ to rp = ~Φ/Φ0 in the normal state with R > 0
under influence of the dissipation force Fdis = −ηv. The
dissipation force acts at each transition of the ring in
the normal state since the angular momentum returns
to the quantum value rp = n~ at each transition into
the superconducting state. Therefore the dissipation
force average over a time Θ ≫ 1/fsw should be equal
Fdis =

∫
Θ
dtFdis/Θ = ~(Φ/Φ0−n)fsw/r to the quantum

force with the inverse sign Fdis = −Fq. The persistent

current Ip 6= 0 does not decay at R > 0 [7, 23, 31] despite

the energy dissipation with the power RI2 6= 0 since the
quantum force Fq replaces the force qE of the Faraday
electrical field E2πr = −dΦ/dt.
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The persistent current Ip 6= 0 is observed at R > 0
not only in the fluctuation region near superconducting
transition T ≈ Tc [7, 23, 31] but also in normal metal
rings [32, 33]. The authors [32] claim that the persis-
tent current which they observed in normal metal rings
can be dissipationless. The author [34] agrees with them,
but recognizes: ”The idea that a normal, nonsupercon-
ducting metal ring can sustain a persistent current - one
that flows forever without dissipating energy - seems pre-
posterous. Metal wires have an electrical resistance, and
currents passing through resistors dissipate energy”. This
idea not only is preposterous but also contradicts to el-
ementary mathematics. The authors [32] observe Ip 6= 0
and measure R > 0, but they claim that RI2p = 0. No
one can claim that the current I induced by the Faraday
voltage RI = −dΦ/dt in a ring with a resistance R > 0 is
dissipationless. No one claimed that the Nyquist [35] (or

Johnson [36]) noise current I2Nyq = kBT∆ω/R observed
in a ring with R > 0 under thermodynamic equilibrium
in a frequency band ∆ω is dissipationless.

8. THE NYQUIST CURRENT AND THE

PERSISTENT CURRENT

Both the Nyquist current and the persistent current
are observed in the rings with non-zero resistance [7, 31–
33] at thermodynamic equilibrium due to thermal fluc-
tuations. The persistent current both of superconduct-
ing pairs [7, 31] and electrons [32, 33] differs from the

Nyquist current I2Nyq = kBT∆ω/R because of a non-
zero value at the zero frequency ω = 0. The directed
current Ip =

∫
Θ
dtIp/Θ 6= 0 is observed [7, 31–33] due

to the discreteness of the permitted states (11) when
the quantization (10) takes place. This current Ip =

Ip,A2(n− Φ/Φ0) = Ip,A2
∑

n(n−Φ/Φ0)P (n) can be non-
zero when one of the permitted states n has the predom-
inate probability P (n) ∝ exp−Ek(n)/kBT , i.e. when
the energy difference |Ek(n + 1) − Ek(n)| between the
permitted states n and n+1 is not much less than kBT .
The period Φ0 = 2π~/e ≈ 41.4Oe µm2 of the quantum

oscillation observed at measurements of normal metal
rings [32, 33] give experimental evidence that the per-
sistent current in this case is the current of electrons
with the charge q = e. The superconducting ring has
a strong discreteness of the spectrum of the permitted
states (12), for example |Ek(n+1)−Ek(n)|/kB ≈ 1000K
at r ≈ 2 µm = 2 10−6 m and Ip,A ≈ 10 µA [8], since the
macroscopic number Ns = nss2πr of pairs have the same
quantum number n [27]. The discreteness of electrons
En+1 −En = (2n+ 1)~2/2mr2 corresponds to the much
lower temperature ~

2/2mr2kB ≈ 0.001 K in a normal
metal ring with the radius r ≈ 500 nm = 5 10−7 m at
n = 0 [27].
Electrons, being fermions, occupy the levels from n =

−nF to n = +nF with the opposite direction of the ve-
locity and therefore the persistent current of electrons
Ip,1 ≈ (e/2πr)vF ≈ (e~/m2πr2)nF is created by one elec-

tron on the Fermi level nF per one - dimensional channel
[37]. The persistent current of electrons is observed in
normal metal nano-rings with a radius r > 300 nm at
the temperature T ≈ 1 K [32, 33] because the quantum
number at the Fermi level is very great nF ≫ 1 and
therefore (2n+ 1)~2/2mr2kB ≈ 1 K.

The resistivity of normal metal is not zero ρ > 0 and
therefore the energy of electric current with a density j is
dissipated into Joule heat with a power density ρj2 since
the mean free path lfp between the scattering is finite.
The persistent current, in contrast to the conventional
electric current, does not decay without the electric force
E = 0 in normal metal rings [32, 33] since electrons re-
turn after scattering from time to time to the quantum
state (10) and their average velocity becomes non-zero
(11), like the velocity of superconducting pairs, when the
magnetic flux inside the ring is not divisible by the flux
quantum Φ 6= nΦ0. The change of the angular momen-
tum of electrons because of the quantization (10) during
a time Θ may be also describe by the quantum force (13).

Thus, the persistent current does not decay at E = 0
in spite of the non-zero energy dissipation ρj2 both in
superconductor and normal metal rings since the dissipa-
tion force is balanced by the quantum force Fdis+Fq = 0
in the both cases. The average value of the Nyquist cur-
rent, as a type of the classical Brownian motion [38],
equals zero INyq = 0 since the average value of a rapidly
fluctuating force in the Langevin equation [39] is zero in
the classical case. The quantum force is the Langevin
force in the case of the persistent current observed in
rings with non-zero resistance at thermodynamic equi-
librium the average value of which is not zero due to the
discreteness of the permitted states spectrum (13).

The preposterous claim, made by the authors [32, 34]
in spite the obvious contradiction with the elementary
mathematics, and the radical change of the opinion about
superconducting transition after 1933 have the same rea-
son - the belief in the second law of thermodynamics.
If the dissipation power RI2p is not zero then the obser-

vations [7, 23, 31–33] of the persistent current Ip 6= 0

at a non-zero resistance R > 0 contradict to the second
law of thermodynamics. Likewise, if ”the surface cur-
rent associated with the field are damped with the gen-
eration of Joule heat” [11] then the Meissner effect con-
tradicts to the second law of thermodynamics. Direct
evidence of a violation of the second law of thermody-
namics is the observation of the dc potential difference
Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ) on the halves of a ring with different re-

sistance RB > RA and the persistent current Ip 6= 0. The
dc power V 2

dc/R can be easy used for an useful work in
contrast to the chaotic powerV 2

Nyq/R of the the Nyquist

noise [35, 36, 38].
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FIG. 2: The left picture: The persistent current (9) flows
when the ring in superconducting state (marked in black).
The right picture: the potential difference V (t) = RBI(t)
should be observed during the relaxation time τRL = L/RB

after the transition of the half B to the normal state (indicated
in white). The persistent current (9) must reappear when
the half B returns to the superconducting state, since the
state with Ip = 0 is forbidden according to the quantization
condition (10) when the magnetic flux inside the ring is not
divisible by the flux quantum Φ 6= nΦ0.

9. DYNAMIC PROCESSES IN ASYMMETRIC

SUPERCONDUCTING RINGS

The conventional theory of superconductivity [15] pre-
dicts a possibility to observe the dc voltage Vdc(Φ) ∝
Ip(Φ) [40] and experimental results [5–9] corroborate this
prediction. The quantum force Fq replaces the Faraday
force qEF [41] in the case of the persistent current Ip 6= 0
observed in the rings with non-zero resistance R > 0
[7, 31–33]. The potential difference

V = 0.5(RB −RA)I (14)

is observed on the halves of the ring with different re-
sistance RB > RA when the conventional circular elec-
tric current I is induced by the Faraday electric field
RI = (RB + RA)I = −dΦ/dt. The potential difference
should equal V = 0.5RBI = −0.5dΦ/dt when the half
A is in the superconducting state RA = 0, Fig.2, and
dI/dt = 0. The half A with RA = 0 may be considered
as the secondary winding of the electric transformer and
the half B with RB > 0 as a load [5] in which the energy
dissipation with the power V I = 0.5RBI

2 takes place.
According to the quantization (10) the persistent cur-

rent (9) should appear after the transition of the half B in
the superconducting state at H2 6= nH0 = nΦ0/µ0S con-
stant in time dH2/dt = 0 because the superconducting
state with zero velocity (11) is forbidden at Φ = H2µ0S 6=

nΦ0. The kinetic inductance equals Lk = ml(sns)−1/q2

in the ring with the section area s or the density of super-
conducting particles ns varying along the circumference
l = 2πr, where (sns)−1 = l−1

∮
l
dl(sns)

−1 [5]. The circu-
lar current I(t) should decay because of the dissipation
force in the half B and because of the potential difference

V (t) = RBI(t) = RBIp exp−
t

τRL

(15)

in the superconducting half A, after the transition of the
half B in the normal state, Fig.2. The relaxation time

τRL = L/RB is determined by the resistance RB and
the total inductance L of the ring. We cannot doubt
because of all experimental results and quantization (10)
that the persistent current (9) must reappear when the
half B returns to the superconducting state although we
cannot describe this dynamical process. The voltage (15)
should be observed again after the transition of the half
B in the normal state. The voltage average during a time
Θ ≫ 1/fsw should be

Vdc =

∫ Θ

0

dt
V (t)

Θ
= RBIpfsw

∫ tn

0

dt exp−
t

τRL

(16)

when the half B is switched between superconducting
and normal states with a frequency fsw = Nsw/Θ. Here

Ip =
∑i=Nsw

i=1
Ip,i/Nsw is the average value of the per-

sistent current after Nsw returning of the half B in the
superconducting state during the time Θ ≫ 1/fsw; tn is
the time during which the half B is in the normal state;

the integral
∫ tn

0
dt exp−t/τRL ≈ τRL = L/RB when

tn ≫ τRL and
∫ tn

0
dt exp−t/τRL ≈ tn when tn ≪ τRL.

The average value of the persistent current Ip oscil-
lates in magnetic field with the period corresponding the
flux quantum Φ0 and changes direction at Φ = nΦ0 and
Φ = (n + 0.5)Φ0 [31]. A possibility to observed the dc
voltage (16) Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ), oscillating in magnetic field,
when the same ring segment is switched between super-
conducting and normal states with an enough high fre-
quency fsw was considered first in 1998 [40]. Exactly such
an experiment has not yet been done. The quantum os-
cillations Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ) was observed at measurements
of an asymmetric superconducting quantum interference
device [42] thirty years before considering the possibility
of such oscillations [40]. The similar oscillations at mea-
surements of asymmetric superconducting ring were ob-
served first in 2002 [43]. The oscillations of the dc voltage
Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ) are observed when the asymmetric rings
are switched between superconducting and normal state
by non-equilibrium noise [7, 42–45], the external ac cur-
rent [8, 9] or thermal fluctuations [6]. The observations
Vdc(Φ) ∝ Ip(Φ) [5–9, 42–45] give evidence that the per-
sistent current induces the potential difference like that
the conventional circular current (14).
The measurements [5–9, 42–45] of the dc voltage Vdc ∝

Ip indicate the observation of a dc power source VdcIp or
V 2
dc/Rs since the persistent current flows against the dc

voltage in one of the ring halves [24] like in the case of the
conventional circular electric current (14). Analogy with
the electric transformer may be useful here [5]. The cur-
rent I flows against the potential difference V in the ring
half with a lower resistance RA (14), like in the secondary
winding of the electric transformer and the half with a
higher resistance RB may be considered as the load [5].
The conventional circular current I flows against the po-
tential electric field Ep = −∇V but not against the total
electric field Et = Ep +EF = −∇V − dA/dt since I = 0
at RB +RA > 0 and dΦ/dt = 0.
The puzzle, connected with the Meissner effect puz-
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zle [19], is that according to the experimental results [5–
9, 42–45] the persistent current can flow against the ac-
tion of the total dc electric field Et = Ep = −∇Vdc [5, 24]
since the direct current Ip is observed in a magnetic field
constant in time dΦ/dt = 0, i.e. without the Faraday
electrical field EF = −dA/dt = 0. According to this
experimental puzzle the half with a lower resistance of
an asymmetric ring with the persistent current may be
considered as the secondary winding of the electric trans-
former which is a power source VdcIp = V 2

dc/Rs without
the primary winding [5].

10. CONCLUSION

Arthur Eddington wrote: ”The second law of thermo-
dynamics holds, I think, the supreme position among the
laws of Nature. If someone points out to you that your pet
theory of the universe is in disagreement with Maxwell’s
equations - then so much the worse for Maxwell’s equa-
tions. If it is found to be contradicted by observation,
well, these experimenters do bungle things sometimes.
But if your theory is found to be against the second law of
thermodynamics I can give you no hope; there is nothing
for it but collapse in deepest humiliation” [46]. Physicists
sacrificed logic after 1933 and the authors [32, 34] made
the preposterous claim contradicting to the elementary
mathematics because of this supreme position of the sec-
ond law of thermodynamics.
But it was not enough to sacrifice logic and to postulate

that the persistent currents have to be ”annihilated before
the material gets resistance, so that no Joule-heat is de-
veloped” [12]. It was necessary to explain how the surface
current associated with the field can be damped without
the generation of Joule heat. No one before Jorge Hirsch
[1–3] had noticed that no theory of superconductivity
could explain how an electric current could be damped
in the normal state without the generation of Joule heat.
Moreover, experts on superconductivity stopped with

time to notice that the Meissner effect contradicts the
second law of thermodynamics if ”the surface currents
associated with the field are damped with the generation
of Joule heat” [11]. They are sure that superconducting
transition is the phase transition, although the equality
of the free energy (5) is doubtful because of the contradic-
tion with the laws of electrodynamics. According to these
laws the work performed by the power source to create
the magnetic field H = H2 inside the solenoid increases
with the increase the magnetic permeability µ of the ma-
terial inside the solenoid, since the voltage to the source
must be V > −dΦ/dt = −SdB/dt = −Sµµ0dH/dt in
order the field could increases in time.
The second law of thermodynamics holds the supreme

position because of the centuries-old belief of scientists
in the impossibility of a perpetuum mobile. The Carnot
principle which we call ”as the second law of thermo-
dynamics since Clausius’s time” [47] was postulated on
the base of this belief. Perpetuum mobile would be in-

evitable according to the law of energy conservation if
all the laws of physics were reversible. Therefore Carnot
postulated in 1824 that the conversion of the kinetic en-
ergy of any machine into heat is an irreversible process.
Most scientists in the late 19th and even early 20th cen-
tury negatively related to the Maxwell-Boltzmann statis-
tical theory, because of the obvious contradiction between
the reversibility of the laws of mechanics and the irre-
versibility postulated by the second law of thermodynam-
ics. Many scientists, supporters of the thermodynamic-
energy worldview, denied even the existence of atoms and
their perpetual thermal motion because of the belief in
the second law of thermodynamics [47].

The investigations of the Brownian motion by Einstein,
Smoluchowski and others have convinced even support-
ers of the thermodynamic - energy worldview in the ex-
istence of perpetual thermal motion of atoms, molecules,
electrons, ions, and other particles. Smoluchowski wrote
in 1914: ”Atomistics is recognized as the basis of mod-
ern physics in general; the second law of thermodynamics
has once and for all lost its significance as an unshakable
dogma, as one of the basic principles of physics” [47]. But
the dogma has changed rather than lost its significance.
Scientists of the 19th century were rejecting any perpet-
ual motion at thermodynamic equilibrium, whereas most
modern scientists reject a possibility of any directed ther-
mal motion at thermodynamic equilibrium.

Almost all physicists believed in the impossibility of
directed thermal motion. Only the great scientist Max
Planck was understanding that this belief has no scien-
tific basis. Therefore he questioned the Boltzmann H
- theorem: ”Boltzmann omitted in his deduction every
mention of the indispensable presupposition of the valid-
ity of his theorem - namely, the assumption of molecu-
lar disorder” [48]. Planck could not, more than a hun-
dred years ago, have given examples of violation of the
assumption of molecular disorder. Therefore his doubt
about the H - theorem was probably considered by those
who knew about this doubt as a consequence only of a
pedantry of Planck. The observations [7, 23, 31–33] of
the persistent current Ip 6= 0 undamped at a non-zero re-

sistance R > 0 testify that Planck’s pedantry turned out
to be genius. Measurements [5] of the dc voltage Vdc ∝ Ip
and the dc power VdcIp give experimental evidence that
the energy of the persistent current can be used for an
useful work.

If physicists had paid attention to the reason for
Planck’s doubts about the Boltzmann H - theorem, then
perhaps they would not have contradicted logic after
1933, and the authors [32, 34] would not make the pre-
posterous claim contradicting to the elementary mathe-
matics. The belief in the second law of thermodynamics
determined the entire history of the creation of the the-
ory of superconductivity, which was created within the
framework of equilibrium thermodynamics, despite Joule
heating. The physical community should refuse the blind
belief in the second law of thermodynamics. This belief
has led to the internal inconsistency of the conventional
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theories of superconductivity, which Hirsch points out [1–
3], and contradicts the experimental results [5, 7, 23, 31–
33]. Now, as in the thirties of the last century, almost all
physicists believe in the second law of thermodynamics.
Nevertheless, some publications of articles and even book
[49] call into question absolute status of the second law of
thermodynamics. The author of the articles [50, 51] was

considering a contradiction of the Meissner effect with
the second law of thermodynamics.
The author is grateful to the Reviewer for his useful

comments and the quote from Keezom’s publication [12]
used in the revised version of the article. This work was
made in the framework of State Task No 075-00355-21-
00.
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