3 ON THE CALCULATION OF THE COMPTON PROFILE.

binding wave function used also gives reasonable
values for the cohesive energy and the lattice
parameter? and the x-ray scattering factors, 58

The present calculations shows that the distribution
in momentum space is broader than the one obtained
from a superposition of free-ion solutions.

Note added in proof. After the submission of this
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work another calculation of the Compton profile in
LiH has appeared [W. Brandt, Phys. Rev. B 2,
561 (1970)]. The wave function of Brandt, Eder,
and Lundqvist (Ref. 5) is also found to account in a
satisfactory way for the measured Compton profile.
We are indebted to Professor Werner Brandt for
sending us'a copy of his work."
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Ashcroft and W. Schaich [Phys. Rev. B 1, 1370
(1970)]. The following typographical errors have
been found: In Eq. (39), — 61,15 ** should be re-
placed by + 81,15+ ; in Eq. (40), — 01,15+ should
be replaced by + 61,15+ - - ; Egs. (51)-(53) should
all include on the right-hand side an extra factor

of (- 7%/2mky) multiplying the derivative of s;;

Eq. (56) should include a factor of v(x) in the sec-
ond term on the right-hand side; Eq. (B6), instead
of 1m(@mks/h) -+, should have — % 7(2mky/%%);

and Eq. (B8), instead of a factor (1/€), should have
(i/€). We have also discovered an algebraic error
in Eq. (B11). Instead of the factor (- 2i/37Z), one
should have (- 2/37Z). The definitions of the G
and G*' [Eq. (42)] are then changed to

G¥ (1, 1) = G*3(1,, ) = + (2/372) (21, + 1)} 2 (21, + 1) /2,

These corrections substantially change the numer-
ical results as presented in Sec. IV, Figs. 1-4,
and Table I. For instance, the iterated resistivity
[still within the muffin-tin approximation and using
Eq. (49)] now appears to tend to 5.9, 1.15, and
4,7 times the experimental value for Na, Zn, and
Al, respectively. The difficulty with the optical
theorem is, however, almost eliminated. For
further discussion of the corrected numerical re-
sults see W. Schaich, thesis, Cornell University,
1970 (unpublished).

erties and Electroreflectance at the Fundamental
Direct Threshold, D. E. Aspnes and A. Frova
[Phys. Rev. B 2, 1037 (1970)]. The numerical
prefactor in Eq. (4. 3), which relates the field-in-
duced reflectivity change AR/R to the field-induced
change in the real part of the effective dielectric
function (AE,), should be 0.0432 instead of 0.0109
as shown in Eq. (4.3). This change does not affect
the experimental electroreflectance data (given as

_ AR/R vs photon energy or electric field strength),

or conclusions based on features of the experimen-
tal electroreflectance line shape. The theoretical
amplitude predicted by each of the three simple
models will change as follows.

In the low-field limit, the peak-to-peak ampli-
tude of AR/R predicted by the z=1 exciton line,
continuum exciton, and Franz-Keldysh models are
now calculated to be 72x 107, 6.3x10™, and 1.25
x10-*, respectively, compared to the experimentally
observed value of 7 X10™ at this field (§,=1000
V/cm). In the high-field limit, the discrepancy be-
tween experimental measurement and the predic-
tions of the Franz-Keldysh theory modified by the
field inhomogeneity is now 3 to 4 instead of 13 to
15, with the experimental number being larger.

This correction does not change the main con~

clusion of this section: that experimentally ob-
served changes in AR/R are much too large to be
described by the Franz-Keldysh mechanism, and



