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The resistive transition width of a recently discovered room temperature near-ambient-pressure
superconductor [1] changes by more than three orders of magnitude between different samples, with
the transition temperature nearly unchanged. For the narrowest transitions, the transition width
relative to Tc is only 0.014%. This anomalous behavior and other issues indicate that this system
is not a superconductor.

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

Following the logic of the authors, the sample used for
ED Fig. 13 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

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

why superconducting samples prepared similarly would
exhibit a degree of inhomogeneity that differs by three
orders of magnitude.

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.13. For ED Fig.
15 it is explicitly stated that a background resistance is
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
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FIG. 3: Three holy grails. The top three panels show resis-
tance versus temperature for three different compounds at
pressure ranges ∼ 200GPa (Refs. [3, 13, 14]), ∼ 20GPa
(Ref. [12]) and ∼ 2GPa (Ref. [1]) respectively, all show-
ing room temperature superconductivity. The bottom three
panels show Tc versus pressure for the three different com-
pounds as reported in Refs. [3], [12], [1]. Note that even
though Ref. [3] was retracted [5], all the authors disagreed
with the retraction.

width seen in Fig. 1. Ref. [3] was recently retracted [5].
The fact that the transitions shown in Fig. 1 show

hysteresis is also in conflict with what is expected for
a superconductor. However, this could potentially orig-
inate in the spatial separation of the thermometer and
the sample and temperature gradients originating in a
fast rate of temperature change, about which the paper
gives no information.

We also point out that the ac susceptibility data shown
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 experimental attempts to re-
produce 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] [6–8], and theoretical attempts to calculate Tc in
this system within the conventional theory of supercon-
ductivity have found values of Tc two orders of magnitude
smaller [9–11] than reported in Ref. [1].

Finally, we point out that a subset of the authors of
Ref. [1] have previously reported room temperature su-
perconductivity in other compounds, at pressures one
[12] and two [3, 13] orders of magnitude larger than re-
ported in Ref. [1], as shown in Fig. 3. In the 112
years since superconductivity was discovered, no room
temperature superconductivity has been conclusively es-
tablished 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.

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,
that the background ac susceptibility changes drastically
in different measurements, and that several experimen-
tal and theoretical studies have not been able to repro-
duce the results reported in Ref. [1], suggest that the
behaviour observed reported in Ref. [1] is due to experi-
mental artifacts and not due to superconductivity.
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