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4:4-2. Caesium

In caesium the Fermi surface is appreciably distorted (see table 12). According
to Ham’s calculations the Fermi surface of caesium distorts under pressure,
thereby causing those parts of the surface near the zone boundaries to get nearer.
This could then account for the minimum in the resistivity-pressure curve
illustrated in figure 7. The general idea is that the distortion of the Fermi surface
enhances the probability of umklapp processes; presumably this effect eventually
overrides that due to the diminishing amplitude of the lattice vibrations and other
effects which tend to reduce the resistivity. (Hasegawa has shown that this kind
of explanation can account for the anomalous pressure dependence of p; in
lithium.) However, as we emphasized earlier, there could be changes in the
anisotropy of the phonon spectrum which would have a similar effect. To find out
which effect is more important we need further experiments to find out both how
the Fermi surface and how the elastic constants change with pressure.

We are grateful to our colleagues in the laboratory for many valuable discussions.
We would also like to thank Dr M. Bailyn and Dr A. M. Guénault for reading the
manuscript and Miss B. A. Cotton for help with the calculations. We are very
much indebted to Mr A. A. M. Croxon for his help in the experiments and to
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