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Superconductivity, the amazing phenomenon of lossless transmission of electric current through
metallic wires, requires cooling of the wire to low temperatures. Metallic hydrogen is considered
as the most likely candidate for superconductivity at very high temperatures, possibly even room
temperature. However, as a result of various approximations used, conflicting theoretical predictions
exist for the range of temperatures where superconductivity is expected to occur. Here we avoid
those approximations and confirm that metallic hydrogen is indeed a superconductor, but this is
limited to temperatures far below previous estimates. We exploit the “jellium” model proposed in
1966 by De Gennes, where superconductivity is caused by the combination of Coulomb repulsion
between the electrons and Coulomb attraction between the protons and the electrons. We find that
the superconducting order develops over an energy range far exceeding the characteristic phonon
energy, and that the phase of the order parameter flips 180 degrees at the characteristic phonon
energy above and below the Fermi energy.

INTRODUCTION

According to the theory of Bardeen Cooper and Schri-
effer [1], superconductivity is caused by electron-phonon
coupling, the coupling of the electrons to vibrations of
the lattice. A pedagogical description of this mechanism
was introduced by De Gennes using the “jellium model”,
demonstrating that electron-phonon coupling can result
in an effective interaction between electrons which over-
comes the Coulomb repulsion between the electrons [2].
De Gennes indicated a number of restrictions for the
range of applicability of the jellium model, notably that
the model assumes the absence of core electrons. This
limits the part of the periodic table where the model can
be applied to hydrogen and helium, of which hydrogen is
by far the most promising candidate. In 1968, Ashcroft
suggested that the bulk of Jupiter is composed of hydro-
gen in the metallic state and that part of the bulk (with
a temperature 100–200 K) may be in a superconducting
state [3]. Various refinements were made in later pa-
pers using Eliashberg strong coupling theory [4–6], pre-
dicting superconductivity above 200 K. In 1981, Jaffe
and Ashcroft pointed out the possibility that metallic
hydrogen may be a superconducting liquid in the density
range 3.9 × 1023 cm−3 < n < 7.3 × 1023 cm−3, with a
maximum Tc ≈ 141 K for n = 6.4 × 1023 cm−3. The
possibility that pulsars are cold magnetic white dwarfs
was discussed, also in 1968, by Ginzburg and Khirzh-
nits [7]. They pointed out that the superconductivity
of a certain layer of the star may be an essential factor
and derived a simple expression for Tc for light elements.
Their expression for hydrogen, based on De Gennes’ jel-
lium model, is reproduced in Eq. (A2). In a subsequent
paper, Khirzhnits [8] published a slightly different ver-
sion of this expression, which is reproduced in Eq. (A4).
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In recent years, superconductivity in hydrogen-rich com-
pounds has seen a revival, where numerical predictions
and experimental confirmation of superconductivity near
and above room temperature have entered the stage [9]—
and to some extent left it again [10]. The calculation of
Tc for a multi-element material is a complex task, and
a certain degree of coarse-graining of the momentum de-
pendence and energy dependence of the electron-phonon
coupling and the screened Coulomb interaction is un-
avoidable.
The values of Tc that follow from Ginzburg and Kirzh-
nits’ expressions are displayed in Fig. 1. The fact that
the results are so different may have to do with approx-
imations beyond those of the jellium model, that were
necessary in view of limitations of the computational re-
sources available at that time. For this reason, and with-
out pretence of addressing the pairing mechanism of the
aforementioned more complex materials, we return to the
model interaction proposed by De Gennes and explore
its properties within the BCS formalism [1] without ad-
ditional approximations.

SUPERCONDUCTIVITY IN THE JELLIUM
MODEL

Physically, a “jellium” would be realized if the material
could be made dense enough, that not only the electrons
but also the nuclei are in a liquid state. The formal re-
quirement is that the Wigner-Seitz radius (radius of a
sphere whose volume is equal to the volume per particle)
of the electrons and that of the nuclei are both sufficiently
small. For the case of hydrogen, this possibility was
proposed—and its properties were explored—in a series
of papers by Ashcroft and collaborators [15–18]. A recent
review of the phases of highly compressed hydrogen up
to 500 GPa (Carlo Pierleoni in Ref. [9]) does not address
this proposal, but points out that the lack of experimen-
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Figure 1. Superconducting transition temperature of metal-
lic hydrogen. Comparison of three calculations of Tc in hy-
drogen at different densities, each of them using the jellium
model [2]. Green curve: Ginzburg and Kirzhnits expres-
sion [7] reproduced in Eq. (A2). Orange curve: Kirzhnits’
expression [8] reproduced in Eq. (A4). Blue curve: present
result. The different phases indicated along the bottom axis
refer to the zero-temperature limit. The labels “solid I” (solid,
phase I) and “s III” (solid, phase III) and IV’ are adapted from
Fig. 3 of Ref. [11], where IV’ is possibly a liquid phase [12].
To relate the pressure to the density, the data in Fig. 4 of
Ref. [13] were used. In the region “no stable phase” the den-
sity is below that of solid molecular hydrogen in the limit of
zero pressure [14].
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Figure 2. Relevant energy scales of metallic hydrogen as a
function of density. The lower (upper) horizontal axis indi-
cates the density (Wigner-Seitz radius).

tal information about the crystalline structure together
with the large nuclear quantum effects for hydrogen poses
a challenge to ab initio calculations. The jellium model
is an interesting alternative approach since (i) crystallo-
graphic information is not required, (ii) the mathematics
is relatively simple, (iii) it is optimally suited for hydro-
gen because the model assumes the absence of core elec-
trons, and (iv) the model rests on only two parameters:
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Figure 3. Energy dependence of the interaction and the gap
function. a s-wave coupling function, εFυ

s
x,0, as a function of

energy εk = εFx in the case of hydrogen (mN = mp, blue)
and deuterium (mN = 2mp, orange) with rs = 1.44. b Energy
dependence of the order parameter for rs = 1.44 in the case
of hydrogen (mN = mp), and for four temperatures below
Tc (∼ 17 K). For T = 0 the results computed with two differ-
ent numerical codes are compared. Open symbols : Numerical
code where the integrals are calculated with the trapezoidal
rule (Appendix C). Continuous curve: Numerical code where
the integrals are calculated with a piecewise-continuous func-
tion of x (Appendix D). The difference of these two curves is
given in Extended Data Fig. 1.

the Wigner-Seitz radius of the electrons and the mass of
the nuclei.
At this point, it is useful to introduce the relevant en-
ergy scales of the system. In Fig. 2, the plasmon energy
of the electrons ωp, the Fermi energy of the electrons εF,
the plasmon energy of the nuclei ω0, and the gap energy
at the Fermi surface ∆F (anticipating for the latter the
discussion of the present manuscript) are displayed as
a function of the electron density n and—on the oppo-
site axis— the Wigner-Seitz radius rs = a−1

0 (4πn/3)−1/3,
where a0 = 0.529177 Å is the Bohr radius. For the den-
sity range relevant for metallic hydrogen (rs ∼ 1.5) the
plasma energy and the Fermi energy are of the same order



of magnitude, and for all densities ωp, εF ≫ ω0 ≫ ∆F.
The Wigner-Seitz radius plays the role of the coupling
constant [8], i.e., λ ≈ 0.16 rs in Tc ∝ e−1/λ [see Eq. (A3)],
so that for rs ∼ 1.5 the coupling constant ∼ 0.25,
which is in the weak coupling regime. Furthermore, since
ω0 ≪ εF, the system is in the regime where the motion of
the nuclear particles is slow compared to that of the elec-
trons. All in all, this implies that for the density range
of interest the BCS model [1] can be used. The coupling
should be considered strong for rs > 6 and predictions
with the BCS model become less reliable.
Following De Gennes [2], we adopt as a starting point the
Coulomb interaction screened by electrons and nuclear
particles

V eff(q, ω) = 4πe2

q2
1

ϵ(q, ω) , (1)

where ϵ(q, ω) is the dielectric function and q = k − p
represents the transferred momentum. We furthermore

adopt the procedure of De Gennes [2] and Kirzhnits [8],
and substitute h̄ω = εk −εp. The argument, provided on
pp. 100–102 of Ref. [2], is that with this substitution the
effective interaction has exactly the form of the matrix
element Vk,p between an initial state where two electrons
are in the plane wave states |k,−k⟩ and a final state
where the electrons are in |p,−p⟩.
For a high-density electron gas, the dielectric function in
the jellium approximation is described by

ϵ(q, ω) = 1 + k2
0
q2 − ω2

0
ω2 , (2)

where k0 is the Thomas-Fermi screening wavevector and
ω0 is the plasma frequency of the positively charged nu-
clei. Expressing the electron energies and the gap energy
in units of the Fermi energy, i.e., εk = xεF, ∆k = ψxεF,
the gap equation obtains the following compact form
(Appendix B)

ψx = −
∫ ∞

0
dy

√
yυs

x,y

ψy

2
√

(y − 1)2 + ψ2
y

tanh


√

(y − 1)2 + ψ2
y

2τ

 , (3)

where

υs
x,y = (x− y)2

2√
xy[4z2

0 − (x− y)2γ−2] ln

∣∣∣∣∣4(x− y)2 −
(√
x− √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − (x− y)2γ−2]
4(x− y)2 −

(√
x+ √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − (x− y)2γ−2]

∣∣∣∣∣ (4)

is the interaction in the s-wave pairing channel, and is displayed in the top panel of Fig. 3. The two constants in this
expression,

z2
0 = 4me

3mN
, γ2 =

(
4

9π4

)1/3
rs, (5)

depend uniquely on the nuclear mass mN of the isotope (hydrogen or deuterium in the present context) and the
Wigner-Seitz radius rs. Remarkably, for zero energy shift (x = y) the interaction is exactly zero. The interaction
is furthermore negative for small energy shift, passes through a minimum, changes sign, passes through a positive
logarithmic singularity and asymptotically approaches the Thomas-Fermi screened Coulomb repulsion at high energies.
In the most common implementation of the theory of Bardeen Cooper and Schrieffer [1] the interaction is assumed
to be constant and attractive in the interval ±ω0 around the Fermi energy, corresponding to an interaction at the
Fermi level that is both non-zero and attractive. Given that in the present model the interaction at the Fermi energy
is zero, it is not overwhelmingly obvious that such an interaction would induce the Cooper instability [19]. One of
the motivations for the present study was to investigate whether the BCS variational wave function has a non-trivial
solution with this interaction. To address this question, we solved the gap equation numerically (Appendix C) and
calulated the gap function, the condensation energy (Eq. C11), and the specific heat (Eq. B13). Instead of substituting
h̄ω = εk − εp in the interaction and solving the BCS gap equations, it is in principle possible to solve the Eliashberg
equations and calculate Tc [20]. While the relevant set of equations for the present case could be identified without
a problem, due to the simultaneous energy- and momentum dependence of the interaction, the numerical algorithm
poses a computational challenge which we haven’t been able to overcome yet.
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Figure 4. Specific heat divided by temperature for eight
different values of rs in the case of hydrogen (mN = mp).

RESULTS

The resulting gap function is shown in the lower panel
of Fig. 3 for hydrogen assuming a Wigner-Seitz radius
rs = 1.44 at four temperatures below Tc. We see that
the gap function changes sign near the energy where υs

x,0
changes sign, and shows a negative peak (which is how-
ever not a singularity) near the energy where υs

x,0 has a
log-singularity. One of the remarkable features is that
the region of finite order parameter—and temperature
evolution thereof—is not limited in any way to a narrow
range around the Fermi energy. Although this doesn’t
contribute significantly to the free energy of the elec-
trons, experimental probes such as photo-emission, optics
and tunneling spectroscopy can in principle pick up the
temperature dependency of the order parameter at ener-
gies far beyond the characteristic energy of the phonons
that mediate the pairing interaction. Another feature—
not visible on this scale—is that for large positive energy
∆k = εFψx is proportional to 1/x.
The temperature-dependent specific heat is shown in
Fig. 4. The drop in the specific heat was used to de-
termine Tc, shown in Fig. 5. The maximum is reached
for rs ∼ 3, where in the case of hydrogen Tc ∼ 30 K.
To obtain an accurate estimate of Tc, the gap equation
has to be solved for many temperatures for each rs value.
Since this is a time-consuming calculation, we also tested
a less cumbersome method, namely to use the following
proxy for Tc:

T ∗
c = A

√
εFEc/kB. (6)

In the most commonly used implementation of BCS the-
ory, the interaction is assumed constant between ±ω0 and
zero elsewhere. In this case the condensation energy per
particle is

Ec = 3∆2
0

8ϵF
(7)
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Figure 5. Superconducting transition temperature as a func-
tion of density. Square symbols: Tc for mN = mp (hydrogen)
determined from the specific heat jump (Fig. 4). The vertical
dashed line indicates the density of metallic hydrogen [21].
Open symbols: Effective Tc determined from the condensa-
tion energy [Eq. (6) with A = 0.925] for hydrogen (blue) and
deuterium (orange, mN = 2mp).

and the gap over Tc ratio

2∆0

kBTc
= 3.53. (8)

Combining these two expressions one obtains A = 0.925.
The results for Tc and T ∗

c are displayed in Fig. 5 for hy-
drogen (blue symbols) and deuterium (orange symbols).
The density dependence of T ∗

c , shown in Fig. 5, is de-
scribed by a dome. We also see that the mass-dependence
of T ∗

c follows closely the conventional isotope effect, i.e.,
the ratio T ∗

c (H)/T ∗
c (D) ∼

√
2. The result for hydrogen is

also displayed as the dark blue curve in Fig. 1.
Ashcroft estimated Tc ∼ 200 K for dense hydrogen [3, 4]
assuming a coupling constant λ ≈ 1.5. The Tc values
obtained with the jellium model are an order of magni-
tude below these estimates as a result of the relatively
low coupling constant which for rs ∼ 1.5, using Kirzh-
nits’ expression [see Eq. (A3)], hovers around λ ∼ 0.25.
A natural question is what the value of Tc would become
if, instead of using the jellium approximation, the full po-
tential of the positively charged nuclear particles would
be taken into account. Since no structural information is
available for densities corresponding to the metallic phase
of hydrogen, it is not possible at the present stage to pre-
dict the superconducting properties for the actual atomic
configuration of solid or liquid metallic hydrogen beyond
the jellium approximation. However, based on what is
known for the alkali metals, it is reasonable to postulate
that the Fermi surface would be entirely contained within
the first Brillouin zone and that the energy-momentum
dispersion of the electrons is to a good approximation
described by the effective mass formalism. While such
a modification of the band structure would change the



rs value for any given density, the upper limit for Tc(rs)
would remain 30 K.

Hirsch [22] has argued on the basis of Alfven’s theo-
rem [23] that for the Meissner effect to occur it is es-
sential that the charge carriers have negative effective
mass; otherwise the transition would not be reversible.
On the one hand we have demonstrated in the present
study that, with De Gennes’ effective electron-electron
interaction, the BCS variational wave-function of free
electrons—which have a positive mass—has a non-trivial
ground state with a finite order parameter. On the other
hand, according to Hirschs’ argument there can be no
Meissner effect in this model in view of the positive mass.
If this argument is correct, this would imply that inter-
acting electrons can condense into a state with a BCS-
type order parameter but, in view of the positive mass of
the electrons this state of matter differs in a fundamental
way from a superconductor and does not have a Meissner
effect. We nonetheless continue to use the terminology of
superconductivity for the remainder of the discussion and
return to the questions about superconductivity in white
dwarf stars and in the interior of Jupiter mentioned in the
introduction. To begin with the latter, the black-body
temperature provides a lower limit of the temperature of
a planet, which in the case of Jupiter is 109.9 K [24].
For white dwarfs the situation is more complicated. For
the coldest one that has been observed an upper limit of
3000 K was estimated [25]. This does not exclude that

the temperature is lower than 30 K, however, given the
current age of the known universe it is unlikely that suf-
ficient time has elapsed for a white dwarf to cool down
to such a low temperature. All in all it seems unlikely
both for the case of Jupiter or for white dwarfs that the
temperature is low enough (lower than 30 K) to contain
metallic hydrogen in the superconducting state.

CONCLUSIONS

The superconducting pairing in metallic hydrogen in-
volves an intricate interplay of the Coulomb repulsion
between the electrons and an attractive phonon-mediated
pairing mechanism. One of the consequences is that the
superconducting order parameter has a 180◦ phase shift
at the characteristic energy of the phonons. The outcome
for the superconducting critical temperature (Tc < 30 K)
is much lower than the Tc predicted in Refs. [3–6] and
previous results using the same model [7, 8]. For ener-
gies far above the phonon energy range, the amplitude of
the order parameter is of the same order of magnitude as
that at the Fermi surface.
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Appendix A: Previous expressions for Tc using the jellium model

Ginzburg and Kirzhnits [7] used the following expressions

Tc = h̄ω0 exp
(

− 1
NV

)
with NV = e2

h̄vF
=

(
4

9π

)1/3
rs and ω2

0 = 4πne2

mp
. (A1)

The combination of these expressions gives

kBTc = Hr
√

3me

mN

1
r

3/2
s

exp
[

−
(

9π
4

)1/3 1
rs

]
. (A2)

where Hr ≈ 27 eV is the Hartree energy. Kirzhnits [8] used

∆ = αω0 exp
(

− 8
π2α

)
with α = e2

πvF
=

(
4

9π4

)1/3
rs (A3)

and the same definition of ω0, stating that the critical temperature Tc is connected with this quantity in the usual
manner. Combining these expressions gives

kBTc = Hre
γ

π

(
2

3π2

)2/3 √
3me

mN

1
r

1/2
s

exp
[

−2
(

12
π

)2/3 1
rs

]
(A4)

where γ ≈ 0.577 is the Euler constant.



Appendix B: The gap equation

If the BCS variational wave function is applied to a system of band electrons with energy-momentum dispersion ϵk
and an electron-electron interaction V eff

k,p, one obtains the following expression for the grand potential [26]

Ω =
∑

k

[
−2kBT ln

(
1 + e−Ek/kBT

)
+ ξk − Ek + |∆k|2

Ek
tanh

(
Ek

2kBT

)]
+

∑
k,p

∆k∆∗
pV

eff
k,p

4EkEpν
tanh

(
Ep

2kBT

)
(B1)

where ξk = εk − µ, µ is the chemical potential, and Ek =
√
ξ2

k + |∆k|2. In equilibrium, where ∆k corresponds to the
set of values that minimizes Ω, the number of electrons follows from the relation

N = −∂Ω
∂µ

=
∑

k

[
1 − ξk

Ek
tanh

(
Ek

2kBT

)]
(B2)

We reserve the symbols N0 for the number of electrons, n0 for the electron density and εF for the chemical potential
at T = 0 and in the absence of superconducting order. V eff

k,p represents the effective interaction between the electrons.
Here we consider the screened Coulomb interaction [2]

V eff(q, ω) = 4πe2

q2
1

ϵ(q, ω) (B3)

For ϵ(q, ω) we adopt the the jellium model:

ϵ(q, ω) = 1 + k2
0
q2 − ω2

0
ω2 (B4)

where

k2
0 = 4e2mekF

πh̄2 , ω2
0 = 4πne2

mN
(B5)

so that

V eff(q, ω) = 4πe2ω2

k2
0ω

2 + (ω2 − ω2
0)q2 (B6)

To obtain a more compact formulation we multiply both sides of Eq. (B1) with 1/(N0εF) = 3π2/(νk3
FεF), divide the

electron energies by the Fermi energy and adopt Ashcroft’s notation [6] γ for the Thomas-Fermi factor. Concretely
we define the following set of dimensionless quantities

w = Ω
N0εF

, x = εk

εF
, y = εp

εF
, z = x− y = h̄ω

εF

ψx = ∆k

εF
, τ = kBT

εF
, z0 =

√
4me

3mN
, γ = k0

2kF
=

(
2

3π2

)1/3 √
rs.

(B7)

Since ψk is isotropic for the s-wave pairing assumed here, V eff
kp is the only term in the free-energy expression that

depends on the angular coordinates of k and p, and only on the relative angle of these two. This way we obtain

w = 3
4

∫ ∞

0
dx

√
x

[
−2τ ln

(
1 + e−Ex/τ

)
+ ξx − Ex + |ψx|2

Ex
tanh

(
Ex

2τ

)]
+

+ 3
4

∫ ∞

0
dx

√
x

∫ ∞

0
dy

√
y
ψxψ

∗
yυ

s
x,y

4ExEy
tanh

(
Ex

2τ

)
tanh

(
Ey

2τ

)
, (B8)

where ξx = x− µ/εF, Ex =
√
ξ2

x + |ψx|2 and

υs
x,y = z2

2√
xy[4z2

0 − z2γ−2] ln

∣∣∣∣∣4z2 −
(√
x− √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]
4z2 −

(√
x+ √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]

∣∣∣∣∣ (B9)



is the interaction in the s-wave pairing channel. The equilibrium condition

∀x : ∂w

∂ψx
= 0 (B10)

results in the gap equation

ψx = −
∫ ∞

0
dy

√
y
ψyυ

s
x,y

2Ey
tanh

(
Ey

2τ

)
. (B11)

In a bulk 3-dimensional sample the macroscopic charge has the effect of maintaining the number of electrons
inside the sample constant. Consequently the chemical potential is temperature dependent, which can be observed
experimentally as a temperature dependence of the workfunction [27]. To account for this effect, the condition (B2)
must be applied simultaneously with the solution of the gap equation. Since the shift of chemical potential is of
order ∆2/4εF, the effect becomes relevant in superconductors where ∆ is of comparable size as εF which, given the
hierarchy of energy scales shown in Fig. 2, clearly doesn’t apply to the system considered here. For this reason it
makes no significant difference if the gap equation is solved in the canonical ensemble or in the grand canonical
ensemble. Here we follow the latter approach and fix the chemical potential at µ = εF.

The entropy is

S(T ) = −dw

dτ
kB = 3

2kB

∫ ∞

0
dx

√
x

[
ln(1 + eEx/τ )

1 + eEx/τ
+ ln(1 + e−Ex/τ )

1 + e−Ex/τ

]
(B12)

The specific heat is obtained by (numerical) differentiation of S(T )

C(T ) = T
d

dT
S(T ) (B13)

In Fig. 6 entropy, specific heat and order parameter at the Fermi surface are displayed as a function of temperature
for the case rs = 2.08.

0

1

2

3

4

0.0

2.0x10-4

4.0x10-4

6.0x10-4

8.0x10-4

1.0x10-3

1.2x10-3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
0.0

2.0x10-5

4.0x10-5

6.0x10-5

8.0x10-5

rs = 2.08

C
(T

) /
 k

BT 
  (

K
-1
)

Temperature (K)

 ∆
F  (

m
eV

)

 

S/
k B

Figure 6. Temperature dependence of the order paramater at the Fermi surface, the entropy and the specific heat for rs = 2.08
in the case of hydrogen (mN = mp) calculated with the trapezoidal rule (“Numerical implementation” in Methods). The noise
of C(T )/T in the lower panel is stronger than that of the entropy, because it was calculated taking the numerical derivative of
S(T ).



Appendix C: Numerical implementation

It is easy to demonstrate that at Tc the gap function is real, apart from an arbitrary phase that doesn’t depend
on k and that we can set to zero. It is in principle possible that at an additional transition takes place to a state
with a k-dependent phase. Since this requires a finite amplitude of the order parameter, it can only happen at a
temperature lower than Tc so that it wouldn’t influence Tc. Since our purpose is to determine Tc, we can limit the
present discussion to a real-valued order parameter. In this case the expression of the grand potential formulated for
numerical coding is :

w = 3
4

∑
h

[
−2τ ln

(
1 + e−Xh/τ

)
+ ξh −Xh + ψh(2ψh − ϕh)

2Xh
tanh (Xh/2τ)

]
Dh (C1)

where
ξh = xh − 1 (C2)

Xh =
√
ξ2

h + ψ2
h (C3)

Dh =
√
xhdxh (C4)

ϕh(n) = −
N∑

j=1

[
ψj(n) tanh (Xj/2τ) υs(xh, xj)

2Xj

]
Dj −

[
ψN (n) tanh (XN/2τ) υs(xh, xN )

2XN

]
× 2

3x
3/2
N (C5)

The second term on the right hand side is the analytical integral in the interval {xN ; ∞}, taking into account that
for xj ≫ 1 both υs(xi, xj) ∝ x−1

j and ψj(n) ∝ x−1
j . For xj ≫ 1 we can use Xj ≈ xj . Consequently the integrand is

proportional to x−5/2
j , from which follows the second term. The first and second derivatives of the grand potential

are

dw

dψi
= 3

4

[
ξ2

i tanh (Xi/2τ)
X3

i

+ ψ2
i

2τX2
i cosh2(Xi/2τ)

]
[ψi − ϕi]Di (C6)

∂2w

∂ψ2
i

= 3
4
ψi

X3
i

[
3ξ2

i + ψ2
i

2τX2
i cosh2 (Xi/2τ)

− ψ2
i tanh (Xi/2τ)

4τ2 cosh2 (Xi/2τ)
− 3ξ2

i tanh (Xi/2τ)
X2

i

]
[ψi − ϕi] δi,mDi+

+ 3
4

1
X2

i

[
ξ2

i tanh (Xi/2τ)
Xi

+ ψ2
i

2τ cosh2 (Xi/2τ)

]
Di+

+ 3
8
υs(xi, xi)
X2

i X
2
i

[
ξ2

i tanh (Xi/2τ)
Xi

+ ψ2
i

2τ cosh2 (Xi/2τ)

] [
x2

i tanh (Xi/2τ)
Xi

+ ψ2
i

2τ cosh2 (Xi/2τ)

]
D2

i (C7)

At the mininum we have dw/dψi = 0 for all ψi. We search for the minimum using the steepest descent method, i.e.,
we iterate

ψi(n+ 1) = ψi(n) − η

2
∂w(n)/∂ψi(n)
∂2w(n)/∂ψi(n)2 (C8)

where η < 1 to ensure convergence of the iteration. The first step consisted of solving the equation for rs = 50, and
this process was repeated down to rs = 0.5 using the output for ψi as the starting values for each subsequent rs

value. For the calculation of the temperature dependence, for each rs value the temperature was increased from 0

Energy interval No. of equidistant energy values
−1.0 < ξj < 0.1 n

−0.1 < ξj < −4
√
ψ2

F + τ2 4n
−4

√
ψ2

F + τ2 < ξj < 4
√
ψ2

F + τ2 n

4
√
ψ2

F + τ2 < ξj < 0.1 4n
0.1 < ξj < 1 n
1 < ξj < 100 n

100 < ξj < 104 n
104 < ξj < ∞ analytical continuation

Table I. Discretization of the energy axis used in numerical integrals.



to 0.85ψF where ψF is the order parameter at εF, using the output for ψi as the starting values for each subsequent
temparature. Integrations were done using the trapezium method. The energy mesh used is specified in the Table I
In each new iteration ψF is taken to be the output value of previous iteration. Consequently, if the order parameter
converges to a small value the set of energy values is adjusted correspondingly to a finer mesh around εF. Numerical
verification indicates that n = 500 is sufficiently large, giving a grand total of 6500 energy points at which the order
parameter needs to be calculated self-consistently.
Although integrals over a log-divergence are convergent, jitter is unavoidable in the present iterative procedure due
to finite sampling of the energy axis. To dampen the jitter we replace in Eq. 4

ln

∣∣∣∣∣4z2 −
(√
x− √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]
4z2 −

(√
x+ √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]

∣∣∣∣∣ with ln

∣∣∣∣∣4(z2 + iδ2) −
(√
x− √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]
4(z2 + iδ2) −

(√
x+ √

y
)2 [4z2

0 − z2γ−2]

∣∣∣∣∣ (C9)

where δ = 2/n. At equilibrium the grand potential becomes

w = 3
4

∫ ∞

0
dx

√
x

[
−2τ ln

(
1 + e−Ex/τ

)
+ ξx − Ex + ψ2

x

2Ex
tanh

(
Ex

2τ

)]
(C10)

where ψx is order parameter at the free energy minimum. For the purpose of displaying the energy dependence we
choose the sign of ψx to be positive at the Fermi surface. The condensation energy is the energy saving at T = 0 of
the superconducting state compared to the trivial (ψ = 0) solution of the gap-equation:

ec = w
(n)
0 − w

(sc)
0 (C11)
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Figure 7. Difference of the gap-function at T = 0 cal-
culated with two different numerical codes shown in Fig. 3.
∆(ϵ) = ∆cont(ϵ) − ∆discr(ϵ), where the integrals in the nu-
merical code for ∆discr(ϵ) are calculated with the trapezoidal
rule (Appendix C), and those for ∆cont(ϵ) with a piecewise-
continuous function of x (Appendix D).

Appendix D: Solution without discretization

The interaction vs
x,y entering the gap equation (B11)

presents logarithmic singularities. This may lead to in-
accuracies when the integral is evaluated using a trape-
zoidal rule. We have investigated this issue by means of
an alternative approach, where the gap function ψx is
represented as a piecewise-continuous function of x. In
each piece, beside polynomials of arbitrary order, we use
a variety of functions to capture the precise behavior of
ψx, including logarithms and power laws. ψy being a con-
tinuous function, the integral can be split at the singular-
ities of vs

x,y and evaluated to the desired accuracy using
Gaussian quadratures, without discretization error. At
each iteration towards self-consistency, we fit our set of
functions to ψx in sub-domains that are recursively split
until a satisfactory fit is found. This method is much
slower, but produces results that are hardly distinguish-
able from those obtained by discretizing the integral (see
Fig. 3). In Fig. 7 the difference of the two results is dis-
played. The differences are small, and most pronounced
near the singularities. We conclude that our results are
not significantly affected by discretization errors.
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