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It is proposed that in high temperature superconductors Cooper pairs form and condense due to
the monotonic-oscillatory transition in the pair potential of mean force, which occurs quite generally
at high coupling in charge systems. It is shown that the predicted transition temperatures are
broadly in line with measured superconducting transition temperatures for reasonable values of the
total electron density and the residual dielectric permittivity arising from the immobile electrons.
The predicted transition is independent of the isotopic masses of the solid. Consequent design
principles for high temperature superconductors are discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS)1 theory of su-
perconductivity is based on electron pairs forming zero-
momentum, zero-spin bosons bound together by an at-
tractive interaction. For normal low temperature su-
perconductors the accepted mechanism for the attrac-
tion is the dynamic interaction of the electron pair with
phonons, which are the quantized vibrations of the solid
lattice. The dependence of the transition temperature on
the isotopic masses of the solid2,3 confirms BCS theory.
In the late 1980’s high temperature superconduc-

tors with transition temperatures above 30K were
discovered.4,5 These are independent of the isotopic
masses, which rules out the phonon exchange mechanism.
New materials with ever higher superconducting transi-
tion temperatures have been discovered in the ensuing
years, but despite many proposals,6–12 no consensus has
emerged for the nature of the attractive potential that
forms Cooper pairs in these materials.
In this paper I propose that the electron attraction

responsible for Cooper pairs in high temperature super-
conductors is due to the oscillatory pair static correla-
tion function that occurs at high coupling. This has long
been established for like-charged particles in the one com-
ponent plasma and in primitive model electrolytes.13–20

Here the high-temperature superconductor is modeled as
a one-component plasma in media, with the relatively few
electrons in the Fermi foam comprising the fluid charges,
and the fixed nuclei and majority immobile electrons in
the Fermi sea forming the neutralizing background and
static relative permittivity (dielectric constant). The pre-
dicted temperatures for the monotonic-oscillatory tran-
sition in this model encompass the measured transition
temperatures for high temperature superconductors for
physically reasonable values of the total electron density
and static relative permittivity.

II. MODEL AND ANALYSIS

The solid conductor is modeled as a one component
plasma (mobile electrons in a uniform counter-charge
background), together with a finite relative permittivity,

ǫr = O(102), that results from the remaining immobile
but polarizable electrons (i.e. those deep in the Fermi
sea). The mobile electrons at the Fermi foam have num-
ber density ρF(T ) derived below. Arguments concerning
this model are canvassed in the conclusion.
I begin with the restricted primitive model electrolyte

for three reasons: First, there are a wealth of an-
alytic, numeric, and experimental results known for
electrolytes. Second, it shows the generality of the
monotonic-oscillatory transition in charge systems. And
third, it gives a specific value for the width of the acces-
sible energy states, which is required to determine the
electron density of the Fermi foam.
In the restricted primitive model electrolyte (ions of

equal hard sphere diameter), the pair distribution func-
tion undergoes an oscillatory transition when19

κDd ≥
√
2, (2.1)

where d is the hard core diameter of the ions. The in-
verse Debye screening length for the binary symmetric
electrolyte is κD =

√

(4πβ/ǫ)2ρFq2, where q is the ionic
charge (in this case the electron charge), and ρF is the
number density of each type of ion. Here β = 1/kBT is
the inverse temperature, and ǫ = 4πǫ0ǫr is the total per-
mittivity of the medium, ǫ0 being the permittivity of free
space (SI units). This result is based on the Debye-Hückel
form for the pair distribution function combined with the
exact Stillinger-Lovett second moment condition. More
accurate analytic and numeric approximations exist,19

but this is sufficient for the present purposes.
To make the connection with the one component

plasma, which does not impose a hard core diameter,
the distance of closest approach of the electrons can be
set as the point at which the Coulomb potential in media

reaches several times the thermal energy, u(d) = αkBT ,
or d = βe2/ǫα. With these the oscillatory transition in
the symmetric electrolyte occurs when

2 ≤ 4πβ2ρFe
2

ǫ

β2e4

ǫ2α2
=

6

α2
Γ3. (2.2)

Here the plasma coupling parameter with finite relative
permittivity is Γ ≡ βe2/[ǫ(3/4πρF)

1/3].
As mentioned, the parameter α is the multiple of

the thermal energy which bounds the accessible states.
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Choosing α =
√
24 ≈ 4.9, the transition criterion be-

comes

Γ ≥ 2. (2.3)

With this value of α, the value of the coupling constant
at the transition given for the restricted primitive model
electrolyte agrees with that found by Monte Carlo simu-
lations of the one component plasma.13

I now estimate the density of the electrons in the Fermi
foam modeling them as a non-interacting ideal gas, also
known as the free electron model. The Fermi momentum
and the Fermi energy for ideal fermions are21

pF = 2πh̄

(

3ρ

8π

)1/3

, and ǫF =
(2πh̄)2

2m

(

3ρ

8π

)2/3

, (2.4)

where ρ = N/V is the total electron number density.

The thermal wavelength is Λ =
√

2πβh̄2/m, and βǫF =

2π(3ρΛ3/8π)2/3/2, which is much larger than unity.
With momentum state spacing being ∆p =

2πh̄/L,22,23 where the volume is V = L3, the number
in the Fermi foam is

NF = 2∆−3
p

∫ ǫF+α/β

ǫF−α/β

dǫ 4πm
√
2mǫ

e−β(ǫ−ǫF)

1 + e−β(ǫ−ǫF)

≈ 4αV Λ−3(3ρΛ3/8π)1/3. (2.5)

An expansion to leading order for large βǫF has been
made to obtain the final equality. That is

ρFΛ
3 = 4α

(

3ρΛ3

8π

)1/3

. (2.6)

The total excitable electron density, ρF, is significantly
less than the total electron density, ρ. It is proportional
to the number of accessible energy states at the Fermi
energy, which is fixed by equating the results of the re-
stricted primitive model to those of the one component
plasma, α =

√
24

The idea that only the electrons at the Fermi surface
contribute to screening also underlies the Thomas-Fermi
model of the electron gas.24 This idea is taken a little fur-
ther here by modeling the remaining immobile electrons
as being polarisable and contributing to the residual di-
electric constant.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The predicted oscillatory-monotonic transition tem-
perature is now explored for a range of the two free pa-
rameters: the total electron density ρ and the residual
static relative permittivity ǫr. For these a guide is pro-
vided by values for ceramic materials. The total electron
density of zirconia ZrO2 is ρ = 1.65× 1030m−3. The rel-
ative permittivity of typical ceramic insulators is on the
order of ǫr = 101–102.25
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FIG. 1: Coion pair potential of mean force as a function of
separation in the symmetric binary monovalent electrolyte
(d = 3.41 Å, ǫr = 100, T = 100K, hypernetted chain approxi-
mation). The solid curve is 0.5M, (κ2

Dd
2 = 1.5, Γ = 1.8), the

short-dash curve is 1.0M, (κ2

Dd
2 = 2.9, Γ = 2.3), the long-

dash curve is for 2.0M (κ2

Dd
2 = 5.9, Γ = 2.9). The solid line

is an eye guide.

Figure 1 shows the coion pair potential of mean force
above and below the oscillatory transition close to con-
tact. The results were obtained with the hypernetted
chain approximation for the restricted primitive model
binary electrolyte.19 The qualitative difference that the
transition makes is apparent. Increasing coupling cor-
responds to decreasing temperature at constant concen-
tration, or increasing concentration at constant temper-
ature, which is the case shown in the figure.

At the lowest concentration shown 0.5M, the potential
of mean force is monotonic repulsive and exponentially
decaying. In this case the coupling is below the transition
value predicted for the restricted primitive model and
also below that predicted for the one component plasma.
At the intermediate concentration in the figure, 1.0M, a
shallow primary minimum appears with width on the or-
der of 103 Å. At the highest concentration shown, 2.0M,
the primary minimum has become relatively deep and
narrow, and the potential of mean force is clearly oscilla-
tory with a noticeable barrier to the primary minimum.
For the present parameters, the location of the transition
predicted by the Debye-Hückel–Stillinger-Lovett approx-
imation for the primitive model electrolyte, Eq. (2.1), is
more or less equal to that observed in the one component
plasma, Eq. (2.3).

The molecular interpretation of the attraction is that
it arises at high coupling from over-charging by counte-
rions (or the background charge) combined with packing
constraints.19 As mentioned, it also occurs in the one
component plasma.13

Figure 2 shows the value of the plasma coupling param-
eter as a function of the relative permittivity for fixed
total electron density. Values Γ > 2 mark oscillatory
pair correlation functions. One sees that this occurs for
low temperatures. For the lowest relative permittivities
shown, ǫr = 100 and 75, the transition temperatures
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FIG. 2: Plasma coupling parameter in media using electron
density ρF(T ), Eq. (2.6), and, from bottom to top, relative
permittivity ǫr = 200, 150, 100, and 75. The dotted line marks
the transition to oscillatory behavior. In all cases α =

√
24

and ρ = 1030 m−3.
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FIG. 3: Transition temperature as a function of the relative
permittivity. From left to right the curves are for a total
electron density of ρ = 0.1, 1, and 10 ×1030 m−3.

are greater than those measured for high temperature
superconductors.4,5

Figure 3 shows the transition temperature as a func-
tion of relative permittivity for several values of the elec-
tron density. The transition temperature increases with
decreasing relative permittivity and with increasing elec-
tron density. It is more sensitive to changes in the per-
mittivity than the electron density. The range of cal-
culated transition temperatures encompasses those mea-
sured for high temperature superconductors. From the
figure one can conclude that a high superconducting tran-
sition temperature requires both a high electron density
and a low static relative permittivity. Since the latter
can be expected to increase with increasing electron den-
sity, there is an obvious competition between these two
requirements. This undoubtedly restricts the structure
and composition of suitable candidate materials for high
temperature superconductivity.

IV. CONCLUSION

Perhaps the most controversial aspect of the proposed
model is the invocation of a finite relative permittivity for
the solid. The perceived wisdom is that a conductor has
infinite permittivity. Also, the one component plasma is
usually modeled in vacuo, ǫr = 1. In response to these
anticipated objections I make the following points. First,
one has to distinguish between an experimental challenge
and a fundamental limitation of nature. There is no
doubt that a macroscopic measurement of the dielectric
constant of a conductor yields an infinite dielectric con-
stant in the zero frequency limit. In my opinion, all this
says is that the conductivity dominates the measurement;
it does not say that the residual relative permittivity is
either unity or infinity. Second, fixed atoms surrounded
by the electrons deep in the Fermi sea, which include the
immobile inner shell electrons, remain polarizable, and
therefore they must contribute to a finite relative per-
mittivity. Third, if the relative permittivity were truly
infinite at the molecular level, then the immobile elec-
trons could not interact via the Coulomb repulsion, and
they would be utterly transparent to each other, which is
obvious nonsense. Fourth, and finally, insulators that are
close in chemical composition and physical structure to
specific high temperature superconductors, have a mea-
sured finite relative permittivity greater than unity. For
example, cuprate superconductors are insulators if the
doping fraction is less than 0.1 holes per CuO2.

26 It seems
plausible that the small changes in composition that turn
these into conductors do not much change the residual
static relative permittivity. Instead the simpler interpre-
tation is that the infinite conduction permittivity swamps
any attempt to measure macroscopically the finite resid-
ual static relative permittivity.
The most reliable way to measure the residual static

dielectric permittivity of a high temperature supercon-
ductor may turn out to be by extrapolation from an in-
sulator of similar chemical and structural composition.

As mentioned in connection with Fig. 3, a high
monotonic-oscillatory transition temperature relies upon
the competing requirements of high electron density and
low relative permittivity. One might speculate that the
reason for the prevalence of layered structures amongst
high temperature superconductors is that they combine
a high electron density within the conducting planes to-
gether with a low electron density and hence low po-
larisability in the interlayer space. At the level of di-
electric continuua, the consequent image charges increase
the coupling between the electrons in the dense layer27

and increase the temperature of the oscillatory transition
compared to a uniform dielectric medium.

Of course one has to be a little skeptical about the
quantitative accuracy of modeling a crystalline layered
conductor as a homogeneous charge fluid. On the one
hand the universality of the monotonic-oscillatory tran-
sition for the like-charge pair potential of mean force at
high coupling is robust and undeniable. On the other
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hand, the quantitative prediction of the transition tem-
perature and the depth of the primary minimum cannot
be taken too literally for electrons in the layered crys-
talline solids that are of interest in high temperature su-
perconductivity.
This paper proposes that the oscillatory potential of

mean force that occurs at high coupling is responsible
for Cooper pair formation and superconductivity. The
BCS theory is predicated upon an attractive potential,
not an attractive potential of mean force. The differ-
ence between the pair potential and the pair potential of

mean force is fundamentally the difference between quan-
tum mechanics and quantum statistical mechanics. It is
the latter, not the former, that is the appropriate the-
ory for condensed matter. In an accompanying paper I
give a new quantum statistical mechanical theory for su-
perconductivity that shows explicitly how Cooper pairs
form and condense depending upon the potential of mean
force.28 The theory uses the classical phase space for-
mulation of quantum statistical mechanics,29,30 together
with techniques recently developed for superfluidity.30,31
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