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The resistive transition width of a recently discovered room temperature near-ambient-pressure
hydride superconductor [1] changes by more than three orders of magnitude between different sam-
ples, with the transition temperature nearly unchanged. For the narrowest transitions, the transition
width relative to Tc is only 0.014%. The voltage-current characteristics indicate vanishing critical
current, and the normal state resistance is unusually small. These anomalous behaviors and other
issues indicate that this system is not a superconductor. Implications for other hydrides are dis-
cussed.

Room temperature at near ambient pressure has re-
cently been claimed for a Lu-H-N compound [1]. In this
paper we question the validity ot that claim on the basis
of analysis of some of the reported measurement results
that show anomalous features, and discuss the implica-
tions of this analysis.

In Extended Data (hereafter ED) Fig. 15 of Ref. [1],
the authors show resistance versus temperature in the
absence and presence of a magnetic field. The relative
width of the resistive transition ∆T/Tc shown in the inset
of the figure is 0.13 for zero field. The authors explain the
considerable width by stating “The large transition width
at zero field indicates sample inhomogeneities, which is
typical for high-pressure experiments.”, which is not im-
plausible.

However, in the data for resistance versus temperature
in ED Fig. 13a of Ref. [1], shown here in Fig. 1, the
width of the resistive transitions is only 0.04K, so the
relative width is ∆T/Tc = 0.00014, at comparable pres-
sures (10 kbar vs 15 kbar respectively). For the resistance
curves shown in Fig. 2 of Ref. [1], at pressures 10 kbar
and 16 kbar, the relative width is in-between those two

FIG. 1: Resistance versus temperature for N-doped lutetium
hydride at pressure ∼ 10kbar, as reported in Ref. [1] ED
Fig. 13a and associated reported raw data. The blue and red
curves were measured under cool down and warm up condi-
tions respectively [1].

FIG. 2: Resistance versus temperature for N-doped lutetium
hydride at pressure 15kbar. Left panel: with background
subtraction, as reported in Ref. [1] ED Fig. 15. Right panel:
same without background subtraction, obtained from the raw
data given in Ref. [1]. The black, blue and red curves are for
applied magnetic fields 0T , 1T , 3T respectively [1].

extremes, ∆T/Tc ∼ 0.008, 60 times larger than for ED
Fig. 13a, 16 times smaller than for ED Fig. 15.

Following the logic of the authors, the sample used for
ED Fig. 13a is 1,000 times more homogeneous than the
sample used for ED Fig. 15, the samples used for their
Fig. 2 are in-between. The protocol used in preparing
these samples was presumably similar, as described in the
“Methods” section of Ref. [1]. It is not understandable
why superconducting samples prepared similarly would
exhibit a degree of inhomogeneity that differs by three
orders of magnitude. The fact that the transitions shown
in Fig. 1 show hysteresis is also in conflict with what is
expected for a superconductor and is not explained in the
paper.

It should also be noted that the authors say “In some
cases, small residual resistance from the instrument off-
sets was subtracted from the measured voltage.”, but
don’t specify whether “some cases” include the resistance
data shown in their Fig. 2 and ED Fig.13a. For ED Fig.
15 it is explicitly stated that a background resistance is
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Fig. 2. The voltage as function of  current for three 
different temperatures. Squares are measured at 
88.2 K, circles at 87.2 K and the triangles are measured 
at 86.2 K. 

for different values of  the parameter I , .  As I, is 
changed the curvature of the curves change sign, see 
Fig. 3. The value of  I,. which makes the log [ VII] vs log 
[I - I,] curves straight is taken as the value for the 
critical current at the considered temperature. The 
slope of the straight line determines the exponent 
a - 1. In Fig. 4 we show the obtained values of I, and 
T(a - 1) as a function of  temperature. 

Except for temperatures close to Tc the behavior 
of  It (T) is indeed consistent with a linear temperature 
dependence. Close to T, the current induced vortex 
pairs. Moreover, the Ginzburg-Landau pair breaking 
critical current, which behaves as (1 - TIT , )  3n, will 
ultimately be smaller than the critical current in 
equation (1) close to T,. 

The critical currents obtained from the data 
analysis follow the form 

/c(T) = 5 x 1 0 " A m 2 ( l - ~ - ~ , ) ,  (4) 

-2.5 

-4.5- 
o, 

J 
J 

-6.5 
-2.5 -0 .  

J J .~ 
" S : "  / /  

f "  / /  .,' / / .. 
,: 

/ /  / / 
l J  j ...~ 

/ / 
/ .,' 

-1.5 

LoglO(l-I c) 
Fig. 3. The logarithm of  the voltage divided by the 
current as function of  the logarithm of  the difference 
between the current and the parameter Ic. The tem- 
perature is 86.2 K. The value of  1,. which makes the 
curves straight is taken as the value of the critical 
current at this temperature. The slope of  the straight 
line determines the exponent a - 1 = 6.2. 
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Fig. 4. (a) The crosses are the critical currents deter- 
mined from the analysis of  the data described in Fig. 
3. The squares are the critical currents determined 
directly from the measured voltage by use of a 
threshold criterion of  1 #V mm -l . (b) The squares are 
the values of  the exponent a - 1 obtained from the 
analysis described in Fig. 3 multiplied by the tempera- 
ture. The dashed line indicates the line y = 2T. See 
the text for a discussion. 

which is somewhat smaller than the estimate given by 
equation (1). However, this discrepancy of  magnitude 
is not more than can be expected considering the 
rough variational calculation behind the value/ ,  (0) in 
equation [1]. In other words, the order of magnitude 
of I,(0) extracted from the data is consistent with the 
proposed new mechanism for an intrinsic critical 
current. We have in Fig. 4 also plotted the directly 
measured critical currents from Fig. 1 obtained by the 
voltage threshold criterion. These data are all some- 
what larger than the corresponding values extracted 
by the analysis. The fact that these data are slightly 
larger is, of  course, expected since they involve a finite 
non-zero voltage threshold. 

The extracted values for T(a - 1) shown in Fig. 
4b are strongly scattered. The large numerical value of  
the exponent a - 1 makes an accurate determination 
difficult. Note that all the values of  T(a - 1) are 
above the lower bound 2T given by Kosterlitz- 
Thouless theory (see the dashed line in Fig. 4b). The 
value of  T ( a -  1) also fall below the estimated 
maximum value 2.6 x l03 (see equation (3) and [4]). 
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FIG. 3: Top panel: voltage versus current from source data
for Fig. 2b of Ref. [1]. Bottom panel: voltage versus current
data for a known superconductor, from Ref. [7].

subtracted out [1]. When plotting the raw data without
background subtraction, the curves shown in Fig. 2 right
panel result [4]. There is no hint of a superconducting
transition in Fig. 2 right panel.

In addition, the width of the transitions shown in Fig.
1 is unreasonably small. No other known superconduc-
tor exhibits such sharp transitions even at ambient pres-
sure, and under pressure additional broadening of the
transition results from pressure gradients. In ref. [2],
we pointed out that the narrow width of the transitions
reported in Ref. [3] for another room temperature super-
conductor under pressure, CSH, was unreasonably small,
∆T/Tc = 0.005, and that was 35 times larger than the
width seen in Fig. 1. Other anomalies in the resistance
curves of Ref. [3] were noted in Ref. [5]. Ref. [3], which
has six coauthors in common with Ref. [1], was recently
retracted [6].

Furthermore, the voltage-current characteristic shown
in Fig. 2b of Ref. [1], reproduced here in Fig. 3 top panel,
is not consistent with what is expected for a supercon-
ductor at temperature well below its critical temperature.
There is no evidence of any region of zero resistance in
Fig. 3 top panel, in contrast with the typical behavior
shown in Fig. 3 bottom panel for a known supercon-

FIG. 4: Voltage versus current for Lu-H-N. Left panel: Fig.
2b of Ref. [1]. Right panel: another example reported by R.
P. Dias, Ref. [12].

ductor [7], showing zero voltage up to a critical current
that increases as the temperature decreases. Other such
measurements for known superconductors showing how
this behavior varies with temperature and magnetic field
are shown in Refs. [8–11]. If one nevertheless insisted to
infer a non-zero critical current from Fig. 3 top panel,
it would be certainly smaller than 0.5mA, at tempera-
ture T/Tc ∼ 0.1. According to the authors, “On average,
sample sizes are on the order of 70-100 µm in diame-
ter and 10-20 µm thick”. Assuming the smallest cross-
sectional area in that range, A ∼ 10µm × 70µm, yields
a critical current density Jc < 72A/cm2 (or smaller if
larger dimensions are assumed). That would be five or-
ders of magnitude smaller than critical current densities
reported for LaH10 and H3S at temperature T/Tc ∼ 0.5
[13], and inconsistent with the magnetization measure-
ments shown in Fig. 3 of Ref. [1].

Furthermore, the values of the normal state resis-
tance at room temperature inferred from Fig. 2b of
Ref. [1], and for another example of voltage current-
characteristics presented by the lead author of Ref. [1]
in Ref. [12], shown on the left and right panels of Fig. 4,
are anomalously small: R ∼ 1.12mΩ for the left panel,
R ∼ 0.05mΩ for the right panel. From the van der Pauw
formula ρ ∼ πdR/ln(2) (d=thickness, R=resistance), as-
suming the largest d = 20µm yields ρ ∼ 10µΩ − cm for
the left panel of Fig. 4 and ρ ∼ 0.4µΩ− cm for the right
panel. These values are six times and 130 times smaller
that the room temperature resistivity of lutetium metal.
These discrepancies point to the behavior reported [1, 12]
as voltage versus current for Lu-H-N both at room tem-
perature and at low temperatures being due to exper-
imental artifacts rather than superconductivity. It is
notable that for other samples that showed a resistance
drop from much larger room temperature resistance val-
ues (Fig. 2a and ED Fig. 13 a of Ref. [1]), consistent
with what could be expected, no voltage-current charac-
teristics were shown in Refs. [1, 12].

We also point out that the ac susceptibility data shown
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FIG. 5: Three holy grails. The top three panels show resistance versus temperature for three different compounds at pressure
ranges ∼ 200GPa (Refs. [3, 15, 16]), ∼ 20GPa (Ref. [14]) and ∼ 2GPa (Ref. [1]) respectively, all showing room temperature
superconductivity. The bottom three panels show Tc versus pressure for the three different compounds as reported in Refs. [3],
[14], [1]. Note that even though Ref. [3] was retracted [6], all the authors disagreed with the retraction.

in ED Fig. 5 of Ref. [1] before background subtrac-
tion show a background dependence on temperature that
has positive slope, negative slope, and zero slope, for the
same or comparable pressures. The background ac sus-
ceptibility is expected to reflect the physical properties
of the environment of the sample, which should not dras-
tically change for different measurements.

We also point out that the lead author of Ref. [1]
R. P. Dias and some of its coauthors have previously
reported room temperature superconductivity in other
compounds, at pressures one [14] and two [3, 15, 16] or-
ders of magnitude larger than reported in Ref. [1], as
shown in Fig. 5. In the 112 years since superconductivity
was discovered, no room temperature superconductivity
has been conclusively established by other researchers in
any compound at any pressure despite intensive searches.
The probability that the same research group would hit
this holy grail three separate times is insignificant.

Finally, we point out that experimental attempts to
reproduce the results reported in Ref. [1] have shown
no indication of superconductivity in samples prepared
by following the sample preparation method described
in Ref. [1] [17–22], and theoretical attempts to calcu-
late Tc in this system within the conventional theory of

superconductivity have found values of Tc two orders of
magnitude smaller [23–26] than reported in Ref. [1].

In conclusion, the extreme sharpness of the resistive
transition curves shown in Fig. 1, the fact that the
width of the resistive transition changes by three orders
of magnitude between different samples, the fact that re-
sistance data versus temperature plotted without back-
ground subtraction show no hint of superconductivity,
the fact that voltage-current characteristics do not show
evidence for a finite critical current, the fact that normal
state resistances measured are anomalously small, the
fact that the background ac susceptibility changes dras-
tically in different measurements, and the fact that sev-
eral experimental and theoretical studies have not been
able to reproduce the results reported in Ref. [1], indi-
cate that the behavior observed reported in Ref. [1] is
not due to superconductivity.

If the resistance drops seen in Fig. 5 and other figs.
of Refs. [1, 3, 15, 16] are not due to superconductiv-
ity they must be due to other reasons unrelated to
superconductivity, either physical phenomena or/and
experimental artifacts associated with performing
resistance measurements on very small hydrogen-rich
samples under high pressure in diamond-anvil cells, with
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FIG. 6: Resistance versus temperature for various hydrides under pressure claimed to be high temperature superconductors.
The name of the last author in the reference is shown in each panel. From upper left to lower right: LuHN [1],CSH [3], Y H9

[29], LaH10 [30], LaH10 [31], Y H6 [32], CeH [33], H3S [34], CaH6 [35].

the expectation grounded in the conventional theory of
superconductivity that superconductivity will be found
[28]. The resistance versus temperature curves shown in
Fig. 5 above and in other figs. of Refs. [1, 3, 15, 16]
look similar to resistance versus temperature curves
for other hydrides under high pressure that have been
claimed to be high temperature superconductors in
recent years [27], as shown in Fig. 6. This raises the
possibility that those same other reasons unrelated to
superconductivity that may account for the resistance
drops in Refs. [1, 3, 15, 16] reported by Dias and
coworkers could account for the resistance drops seen
in all hydrides under high pressure claimed to be high
temperature superconductors [27], in contradiction with
the predictions of Ref. [28] and in agreement with other
theoretical predictions [36]. Magnetic evidence claimed
to support high temperature superconductivity in sulfur
and lanthanum hydrides under pressure has been called
into question elsewhere [37–39].
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