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Designing new, technologically relevant superconductors has long been at the forefront of solid-state physics
and chemistry research. However, developing efficient approaches for modeling the thermodynamics of super-
conducting alloys while accurately evaluating their physical properties has proven to be a very challenging task.
To fill this gap, we propose an ab initio thermodynamic statistical method, the Extended Generalized Quasi-
chemical Approximation (EGQCA), to describe off-stoichiometric superconductors. Within EGQCA, one can
predict any computationally accessible property of the alloy, such as the critical temperature in superconductors
and the electron-phonon coupling parameter, as a function of composition and crystal growth conditions by
computing the cluster occurrence probabilities that minimize the overall mixing Gibbs free energy. Importantly,
EGQCA incorporates directly chemical ordering, lattice distortions, and vibrational contributions. As a proof
of concept, we applied EGQCA to the well-known Al-doped MgB2 and to niobium alloyed with titanium and
vanadium, showing a remarkable agreement with the experimental data. Additionally, we model the near-room
temperature sodalite-like Y1−xCaxH6 superconducting solid solution, demonstrating that EGQCA particularly
possesses a promising potential for designing in silico high-Tc superhydride alloys. Our approach notably en-
ables the high-throughput screening of complex superconducting solid solutions, intrinsically providing valuable
insights into the interplay between synthesis, thermodynamics, and physical properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Properties of materials are primarily engineered by alloying
and introducing defects and impurities. This is particularly
true in the case of superconductors, where the incorporation of
dopants, even in small concentrations, can transform ordinary
metals and semiconductors into superconductors [1–13].

The increasingly in silico design of novel high-temperature,
low-pressure superconducting materials highlights the impor-
tance of doping and the controlled inclusion of crystalline de-
fects [14–19]. These methods are crucial for fine-tuning the
electronic structure, phonon dispersion, and electron-phonon
coupling of these systems at or close to ambient conditions.
Consequently, developing efficient first-principles approaches
for modeling superconducting alloys is highly desirable and
would significantly impact the advancement of technologi-
cally relevant superconductors.

There are essentially two different approaches to treat-
ing alloyed systems from first principles. First, in non-
structural methods, substitutionally random alloys are de-
scribed in terms of symmetry-preserving perturbations of the
end-member constituents by considering the average occupa-
tion of lattice sites, as seen in the virtual crystal approxima-
tion (VCA) [20, 21]. While this approach is useful for many
applications [22–24], it neglects local correlations, structural
relaxation, and short- or long-range ordering. On the other
hand, structural approaches, such as the supercell method, can
explicitly incorporate the microscopic atomic structure. How-
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ever, even in the simplest case of n permutable sites in a crys-
tal lattice composed of two elements, there are 2n possible
structural configurations, making density functional calcula-
tions impractical without further approximations. To address
this challenge, the construction of periodic special quasiran-
dom structures (SQS) [25, 26] – mimicking the correlation
functions of an infinite substitutional random alloy by selec-
tively distributing the atomic species among the disordered
sites – has become popular in the past few years. This ap-
proach has emerged as the standard procedure for calculating
optical and electronic properties of disordered compounds, es-
pecially semiconductor alloys [27–29], but it is not an appro-
priate choice for modeling the full solubility range of super-
conducting alloys as it requires the construction of compu-
tationally demanding large cells for electron-phonon calcula-
tions for each target composition. Besides, even though SQS
can describe atomic disorder rather accurately at 0 K, it is not
a thermodynamic model per se, in the sense that temperature
effects and variations in composition are not necessarily taken
into account unless SQS calculations are used as input data in
an explicit thermodynamic model [30].

Here, instead, we propose an alternative supercell approach
to treat alloyed superconducting materials using fully ab initio
data in a thermodynamic model, adapting an established the-
ory in semiconductor physics [31] known as the Generalized
Quasi-Chemical Approximation (GQCA) [32], that resembles
in some level effective cluster expansion methods such as the
Cluster Variation Method (CVM) [33]. Within GQCA, the
alloy is described as an ensemble of small, non-equivalent or-
dered supercells, each statistically and energetically indepen-
dent of its local atomic environment. The occurrence proba-
bility of each supercell at a given composition and tempera-
ture is calculated analytically by minimizing the mixing Gibbs
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Figure 1. The EGQCA workflow encompasses the following steps: (1) Construction of non-equivalent clusters using symmetry space group
analysis; (2) Structural optimization and (3) electronic structure calculations employing the DFT formalism; (4) Calculation of the phonon
frequencies and electron-phonon coupling through the first-order linear response theory within DFPT; (5) Application of the EGQCA mini-
mization to calculate thermodynamic quantities and (6) the determination of any computationally accessible physical property as a function of
temperature and composition utilizing the cluster occurrence probability that minimizes the global Gibbs mixing free energy. This approach
allows for comprehensive and accurate modeling of alloyed superconductors, enabling the prediction of their physical properties and behavior.

free energy, incorporating both the mixing enthalpy and con-
figurational entropy. By computing the total energy and the
physical properties of interest for each supercell, this method
allows us to describe binodal and spinodal phase decompo-
sitions, miscibility gaps, order-disorder tendencies, and the
evolution of any computationally accessible physical prop-
erty, such as the electron-phonon coupling (λ) and supercon-
ducting critical temperature (Tc), as a function of composi-
tion and crystal growth temperature across the entire compo-
sitional range.

We believe this methodology offers significant practical ad-
vantages over SQS or other related methods for studying su-
perconductivity, in the sense that: (i) with just a few non-
equivalent, small supercells, we can describe all composi-
tions of the solid solution, whereas SQS requires a unique
structural configuration for each composition; and (ii) it al-
lows us to work with disordered systems while preserving ex-
act, rather than effective, local interactions. Moreover, we
extend this model by incorporating the vibrational free en-
ergy through the calculation of the phonon density of states
within density functional perturbation theory (DFPT), result-
ing in an improved thermodynamic description beyond the

original formulation of GQCA. Due to the new implementa-
tions, we hereby propose to call our method Extended Gener-
alized Quasi-Chemical Approximation (EGQCA).

As a proof of concept, we apply the EGQCA to the Al-
doped MgB2 and niobium alloyed with titanium and vana-
dium. These systems have been extensively investigated theo-
retically and experimentally in the past and they exhibit a reg-
ular solid solution with complex features, making them per-
fect systems to benchmark our model. To demonstrate the
predictive power of EGQCA, we also modeled, for the first
time, the near-room temperature Y1−xCaxH6 superconducting
solid solution, showcasing EGQCA as a particularly useful
methodology for designing superhydride alloys.

This paper is structured as follows: Section II presents a
detailed formulation of the EGQCA and we discuss its us-
age in particular cases, specifically when electron-electron
interactions significantly impact the material’s superconduct-
ing properties and when some clusters are dynamically un-
stable. In Section III, we apply the EGQCA to four dif-
ferent systems: aluminum-doped magnesium diboride (Sec-
tion III A); niobium alloyed with titanium and vanadium (Sec-
tion III B); and sodalite-like yttrium-calcium hydride (Section
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III C). Each case highlights a specific aspect of EGQCA. In
Section III A, we demonstrate how to interpret the derived
cluster fraction probabilities and thermodynamic potentials,
and how to use them to elucidate experimental results, pro-
viding new physical insights to Mg1−xAlxB2. Section III B
discusses how to address dynamically unstable clusters and
end-members, how to accurately account for electron-electron
interactions in calculating the Tc of conventional supercon-
ductors using EGQCA, and how to determine the spinodal
and binodal curves of the solid solution, demonstrating the
importance of the mixing vibrational free energy to correctly
predict the miscibility gap for Nb1−xVx. Finally, in Section
III C, we predict a novel high-Tc superhydride solid solution
and showcase the promising potential of EGQCA for design-
ing new superconducting alloys towards ambient conditions.
We conclude with a summary of our findings in Section IV
and the methodology in Section V.

II. EXTENDED GENERALIZED QUASICHEMICAL
APPROXIMATION

The GQCA Model. In GQCA [32], an alloy – often but
not necessarily a solid solution – is represented by an ensem-
ble of M individual clusters. These clusters are statistically
and energetically independent of the surrounding atomic con-
figuration and are spatially homogeneous on a macroscopic
length scale.

The original formulation of the GQCA model is thoroughly
detailed in Refs. [34–36]. Traditionally, GQCA is expressed
in terms of the Helmholtz free energy, which is equivalent
to the Gibbs free energy at zero pressure. Below, we will
introduce the main aspects of the GQCA formulation using
the Gibbs free energy, incorporating the pressure energy term.
Yet, the GQCA equations can be readily extended to include
ternary and quaternary alloys [37]. For simplicity, however,
we will focus on the binary and pseudobinary descriptions.

In a binary solution with formula A1−xBx, atomic species A
and B are supposed to substitute one another at one or more
crystallographic sites. The clusters are arranged into J non-
equivalent classes, defined by their atomic distribution, each
cluster with a distinct total energy E j and degeneracy g j, in-
dexed by j = 1, 2, . . . , J. Within this cluster ensemble, the
occurrence probability of each cluster j at a given composi-
tion and temperature is determined by the fraction of clusters,
p j, where

p j =
M j

M
. (1)

Here, M j represents the number of same-class clusters with
energy E j and M =

∑J
j=1 M j is the total number of clusters. In

the following, we will refer to this quantity as cluster occur-
rence probability, or simply cluster probability.

From the classical definition of the Gibbs free energy, one
can define the system’s Gibbs mixing free energy as

∆G = ∆H − T∆S , (2)

where ∆H is the mixing enthalpy and ∆S is the mixing en-
tropy. Within harmonic approximation, ∆H is expressed as

∆H(x,T, P) = M
J∑

j=1

p j∆ j, (3)

where the reduced excess enthalpies, ∆ j, are defined by

∆ j = H j −
n − n j

n
HA −

n j

n
HB, (4)

with H j being H j = E j + PV j, where P is the pressure of the
system and V j is the unit cell volume of cluster j at a given
temperature and pressure. HA and HB are the enthalpies of
the reference states for the pure elements (corresponding to
the cluster fully occupied by either A or B atoms), n the total
number of sites in the clusters, and n j the number of atoms of
type B in the cluster j. It is important to note that we consider
the excess energy per permutable site, whereas the original
GQCA formulation uses excess energy per supercell.

The mixing entropy is obtained from the classical Boltz-
mann definition within a microcanonical ensemble:

∆S (x,T, P) = kB ln W, (5)

where

W =
N!

NA!NB!
M!∏J

j=1 M j!

J∏
j=1

(
p0

j

)M j
(6)

is the total number of possible configurations of a ran-
dom, disordered solution formed by the cluster configurations
M1,M2, . . . ,M j; N is the number of atoms in the crystal; NA
and NB are the total numbers of atoms of type A and B (with
N = NA + NB); kB is Boltzmann constant; and

p0
j = g jxn j (1 − x)n−n j (7)

is the cluster probability for a random distribution of A and B
atoms at a given composition x in the cluster with degeneracy
g j. In Eq. (6), the first factor [N!/(NA!NB!)] is the number
of complexions for a random binary distribution, whereas the
remaining terms provide the multinomial probability that this
random distribution will generate a configuration correspond-
ing to each cluster. Eq. (6) is therefore a generalization of the
quasi-chemical approximation [38], in which the clusters are
simply nearest-neighbor pairs of atoms; hence the name of the
method.

Since the clusters, albeit small in size, are spread through-
out the whole crystal, and therefore M is very large, we use
Stirling’s approximation ln θ! = θ ln θ− θ+O(ln θ), so that the
Gibbs mixing free energy within the original GQCA formula-
tion is written as

∆G(x,T, P) =M
J∑

j=1

p j∆ j+

+ NkBT [x ln x + (1 − x) ln(1 − x)]+

+ MkBT
J∑

j=1

p j ln

 p j

p0
j

 . (8)
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Finally, as the equilibrium state of a system maintained at con-
stant temperature, pressure, and composition corresponds to
the state of minimum Gibbs free energy, the unknown cluster
probabilities p j will be those that minimize ∆G per cluster.

Inclusion of vibrational effects. Here, we propose the in-
clusion of the mixing vibrational free energy, ∆A, into the
GQCA formulation, so that we may rewrite Eq. (2) as

∆G(x,T, P) = ∆H(x,T, P) − T∆S (x,T, P) + ∆A(x,T ), (9)

where ∆A is given by

∆A(x,T ) = M
J∑

j=1

p jε j(T ), (10)

with

ε j(T ) = A j(T ) −
n − n j

n
AA(T ) −

n j

n
AB(T ), (11)

in which AA(T ), AB(B), and A j(T ), the first two for the pure
elements and the latter for cluster j, are obtained from the
phonon density of states D(ω) using the harmonic approxima-
tion [39]:

A j(T ) = kBT
∫ ∞

0
D j(ω) ln

[
2 sinh

(
ℏω

2kBT

)]
dω. (12)

It should be noted that, as usual, thermal expansion effects are
not included in the harmonic approximation. Therefore, as
implemented, the EGQCA does not take into account the alloy
volume as a function of temperature. We plan to implement
the quasi-harmonic approximation [40] in future versions of
the method.

For the minimization of the free energy, Lagrange mul-
tipliers with respect to the constraints

∑J
j=0 p j = 1 and∑J

j=0 n j p j = nx are introduced, resulting in cluster occurrence
probabilities given by

p j =
g jη

n j e−(ε j+∆ j)/kBT∑J
j=1 g jηn j e−(ε j+∆ j)/kBT

, (13)

where

η =
xeλL/kBT

1 − x
, (14)

and λL are the Lagrange multipliers to be determined.
Cluster occurrence probability. For obtaining the

p j (x,T ) cluster probabilities, one has to solve the following
n-order polynomial equation resulting from the minimization
of the free energy:

J∑
j=1

(
nx − n j

)
g je−(ε j+∆ j)/kBTηn j = 0, (15)

which has a unique real solution.
The degree of similarity between the (E)GQCA cluster oc-

currence probability, p j, and the probability distribution of the

cluster j in an ideal solid solution, p0
j , can be quantified by the

Kullback-Leibler divergence [41]

∆KL(x,T, P) =
J∑

j=1

p j ln

 p j

p0
j

 . (16)

Complete randomness is achieved when ∆KL(x,T ) approaches
zero, indicating that the temperature-dependent fractions p j
equals the fractions p0

j of the regular solid solution model.
Composition-dependent properties. Within (E)GQCA,

any computationally accessible, composition-dependent ma-
terial property, P(x,T ), can be determined as an average of
the P j properties corresponding to each cluster class j. These
properties are calculated from fully relaxed supercells using
ab initio methods (or, less commonly, from experimental mea-
surements) and are weighted by the probabilities p j that min-
imize the overall Gibbs mixing free energy.:

P(x,T, P) =
J∑

j=1

p j(x,T, P)P j . (17)

This procedure also enables evaluating the uncertainty of the
theoretical estimation through the standard deviation associ-
ated with the distribution of the weighted P j values:

∆P(x,T, P) =

√√√ J∑
j=1

p j(x,T, P)P2
j − [P(x,T, P)]2. (18)

Our approach thus provides a robust method for comparison
with experimental data, which is particularly crucial in cases
where entropy significantly influences the results.

Superconducting properties. Regarding the description of
the superconducting properties within (E)GQCA, one can ob-
tain the Eliashberg spectral function for each non-equivalent
cluster from DFPT [42] through the following expression

α2F(ω) =
1

2πNεF

∑
qν
δ(ω − ωqν)

γqν

ℏωqν
, (19)

where NεF is the density of states at the Fermi level and γqν
is the phonon linewidth for mode ν at wavevector q. With
that one can compute the electron-phonon mass enhancement
parameter,

λ = 2
∫

dω
α2F(ω)
ω
. (20)

and estimate the critical temperature Tc for phonon-mediated
superconductors using the Allen-Dynes formula [43]

Tc =
f1 f2ωlog

1.20
exp

(
−

1.04(1 + λ)
λ − µ∗(1 + 0.62λ)

)
, (21)

f1 =

1 + (
λ

2.46(1 + 3.8µ∗)

)3/21/3

, (22)

f2 =

1 + λ2(ω2/ωlog − 1)

λ2 +
[
1.82(1 + 6.3µ∗)(ω2/ωlog)

]2

 , (23)
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where f1 and f2 are factors depending on λ, µ∗, ω2, and
ωlog. Here, µ∗ is the screened Couloumb pseudopotential ac-
cording to the Morel-Anderson model [44], ω2 denotes the
2nd root of the 2nd moment of the normalized distribution
g(ω) = 2/λωα2F(ω), and ωlog stands for the logarithmically
average phonon frequency, given by

ωlog = exp
[
2
λ

∫
dω
ω
α2F(ω) log(ω)

]
. (24)

(E)GQCA in practice. At this point, we want to provide
a practical guide on how to apply (E)GQCA to alloyed super-
conductors. Specifically, we want to discuss how to properly
deal with the Coulomb pseudopotential while computing the
Tc for the different clusters, and how to manage those systems
that contain dynamically unstable configurations.

Electron-electron interactions. As previously introduced,
in the calculation of critical temperature for conventional su-
perconductors based on Allen-Dynes formalism, Coulomb in-
teractions are simplified to a single, adjustable semi-empirical
parameter µ∗, introducing a certain degree of arbitrariness in
Tc predictions. This issue becomes even more pronounced in
alloys, as we are no longer dealing with a single, stoichiomet-
ric phase but rather the full range of solubility of a binary or
ternary phase. It is, in principle, possible to obtain µ∗ from
GW calculations, as for example demonstrated in Refs. [45–
47] , but doing this for every non-equivalent cluster of the
solid solution is computationally prohibitive. Therefore, we
must find reliable approximations describing how µ∗ varies
with composition — a challenging task, as discussed further
in this work.

Based on our expertise with EGQCA, we have established
a standardized workflow for handling µ∗ values in conven-
tional superconductors within the Morel-Anderson approxi-
mation [44]: (i) if there are reliable experimental Tc data avail-
able for the end members, use them to derive the µ∗ values
for the terminal compounds then linearly interpolate µ∗ for
the disordered clusters. In this way, the number of adjustable
parameters is kept to the strict minimum while considerably
saving computational resources; or (ii) if there is no experi-
mental data and if computationally feasible, compute the µ∗

values for the end members from first principles and linearly
interpolate µ∗ for the disordered clusters.

This procedure should provide an accurate description of
the Tc behavior in alloys when the correlation and electron-
electron renormalization effects are minor. In more compli-
cated cases where spin fluctuations play a significant role,
such as in Nb1−xVx solid solutions [48], the linear approxi-
mation of µ∗ may break down, as we will demonstrate later.
However, approximations (i) and (ii) should provide similar
outcomes in cases where electron-electron interactions have a
minor impact.

It is important to state that a more detailed yet computa-
tionally prohibitive approach would include computing the
dynamical Coulomb interactions within Eliashberg formalism
for each cluster. A first step into this direction is the inclusion
of the static Coulomb interactions in Eliashberg theory from
first principles, as described in Ref. [49]. Thus, while the cal-
culation of W is currently very expensive, we are confident

that it will be possible in the future to avoid using any ad-
justable parameters in the calculation of superconducting Tc
within the EGQCA, paving the way for fully in silico high-
throughput design of superconducting alloys.

Dynamical stability. The application of EGQCA to su-
perconducting materials invariably necessitates the calcula-
tion of phonon spectra for each non-equivalent cluster. It is
naturally expected that some atomic configurations may ex-
hibit dynamic instability in the harmonic approximation, re-
sulting in imaginary frequencies. Even when incorporating
anharmonic contributions using advanced methods such as
SSCHA [50] or the special displacement method [51], some
imaginary phonon modes may persist. Here, we argue that,
even for systems where some clusters are not dynamically sta-
ble, (E)GQCA remains a robust approximation for modeling
the behavior of solid solutions for the following reason.

By definition, a regular solid solution entails a random ar-
rangement of solutes adhering to the crystal symmetry of the
parent phase. Excluding unstable phases would introduce or-
der into the solid solution, leading to an incorrect estimation
of the mixing entropy, which predominantly influences the
Gibbs mixing free energy at thermodynamic equilibrium.

One can think that, in real solid solutions, cluster-cluster in-
teractions are presumed to renormalize the phonon dispersion,
thereby locally stabilizing dynamically unstable atomic con-
figurations. Given the impossibility of treating cluster interac-
tions within (E)GQCA, integrating solely over stable, positive
phonon modes to calculate the mixing vibrational free energy
and the phonon-derived physical properties is a reasonable ap-
proximation as long as the majority of the alloy’s phonon DOS
is not discarded during the (E)GQCA averaging. For a practi-
cal example, see the case of Nb–Ti solid solution discussed in
Section III B.

III. RESULTS

A. The case of Al-doped magnesium diboride

The AlxMg1−xB2 solid solution. MgB2 is one of the
most intriguing conventional superconductors. The hexago-
nal compound, characterized by a honeycomb boron lattice
and a mixture of face and edge-sharing MgB12 cuboctahe-
dra, exhibits a Tc of 39 K [52] and harbors two well-defined
anisotropic superconducting gaps at the Fermi surface, at-
tributed to strongly covalent σ bands and π bands originating
from the sp states of the boron sublattices [53–56].

Since the discovery of superconductivity in MgB2, re-
searchers have been trying to improve its superconducting
properties by alloying. However, MgB2 solid solutions tend to
decompose, having a narrow solubility range for most of the
dopants, making the formation of high-quality alloys difficult
– except for aluminum. The partial substitution of Mg for Al
leads to the loss of superconductivity in MgB2. By preparing
Mg1−xAlxB2 samples with 0 ≤ x ≤ 0.40, Ref. [57] revealed
AlB2-type single-phases for x up to approximately 0.1 and
beyond x = 0.25. In the intermediate region, two-phase mix-
tures of AlB2-type were observed as intergrown precipitates
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on a nanometer scale, suggesting partial collapse of the boron
layers separation rather than a change in the B–B in-plane dis-
tance [57].

Subsequent studies reported somewhat different results re-
garding the robustness of bulk superconductivity and the pro-
posed phase transition in Mg-rich phases. Some indicated
the complete disappearance of superconductivity only beyond
x = 0.7 [58–60]. Ref. [61], for instance, demonstrated that
bulk superconductivity persisted up to x = 0.3 and iden-
tified tiny spots of MgAlB4 superstructure in transmission
electron microscopy (TEM) images within the low-Al two-
phase region (on the order of 0.1 µm). This superstructure
was resolved as an ordered phase with doubled lattice param-
eter along the c-axis and alternating Mg and Al layers in the
basal plane [61]. The same was observed in systematic x-ray
diffraction studies, TEM images, and energy dispersive x-ray
microanalysis [60]. Still, the superstructure has been found in
a broader composition range (x = 0.1 – 0.75), likely originat-
ing from structural inhomogeneity [60].

The simple picture of an Al–Mg alternately layered su-
perstructure was challenged by high-resolution electron mi-
croscopy (HREM), where evidence for a structural modula-
tion within the hexagonal plane was presented, suggesting a
more complicated scenario than simple Mg–Al out-of-plane
ordering [62]. In the same work [62], superstructure reflec-
tions in electron diffraction only appeared in samples with
compositions very close to Mg0.5Al0.5B2, indicating that the
order-disorder transition is likely to be constrained to x = 0.5
[62].

The proposed ordered superstructure around x = 0.5, with
minor deviations of ∼ 10 % from the optimal Mg0.5Al0.5B2
composition, gained further support from synchrotron x-ray
powder diffraction [63], and remains the prevailing interpreta-
tion to date.

Thermodynamic modeling. In the case of Mg1−xAlxB2,
eight non-equivalent atomic sites in the 1a Wyckoff position
of the 2×2×2 supercell are occupied either by NA = (1− x)N
magnesium atoms or NB = xN aluminum atoms. All possi-
ble cluster configurations can be reduced to 22 unique classes
with distinct total energies E j and degeneracies g j, where j =
S1, S2, . . . , S22.

In (E)GQCA, the supercell size is a parameter to be
converged. As demonstrated below, 2×2×2 supercells for
Mg1−xAlxB2 already show excellent agreement with experi-
mental results. The cluster configurations and their respective
degeneracies are detailed in Supplementary Table 2.

We can assess the relative stability of ordered and disor-
dered phases in Mg1−xAlxB2 alloys by analyzing the excess
enthalpy ∆ j, as depicted in Figure 2(a). In this plot, all 20
off-stoichiometric configurations exhibit negative values, in-
dicating an energy gain relative to the end-members at 0 K.
This suggests a complex competition between a regular solid
solution and an order-disorder phase transition led by the clus-
ters lying on the convex hull, i.e. S7, S12, S16, S19, and S21,
becoming more significant as temperature increases due to the
growing entropy contribution.

Among these clusters, S12 represents an ordered phase
composed of alternate layers of magnesium and aluminum,

with the honeycomb boron lattice sandwiched in between
the metallic layers, aligning perfectly with the proposal of
Ref. [61]. Conversely, S7 and S16 clusters resemble the
S12 ordered phase with in-plane point defects at the basal
Mg and Al layers, respectively. This picture suggests a pro-
nounced tendency towards ordering in the system, forming
Mg–Mg and Al–Al in-plane bonds over a substantial composi-
tional range. Notably, the formation of Al–Mg bonds appears
thermodynamically less favorable than the alternate metallic
sheets.

The ∆KL(x,T ) divergence term as a function of tempera-
ture for different compositions is depicted in Figure 2(b) for
temperatures below 400 K.

The deviations from the random population occur primarily
below 300 K. In the high-temperature regime, the Kullback-
Leibler divergence tends towards zero, as expected for proper
solid solutions. Nevertheless, for compositions close to x =
0.5, this divergence is nearly double compared to Mg- and Al-
rich samples, even at very high temperatures up to 1200 K.
This discrepancy arises from the cluster energies ∆ j close to
the convex hull, suggesting a strong inclination towards clus-
tering. As achieving thermodynamic equilibrium and per-
fect homogeneous crystal growth conditions is exceedingly
challenging in real-world applications, the non-zero ∆KL(x,T )
divergence at high temperatures suggests a propensity for
the precipitation of ordered phases near x = 0.5 in out-of-
equilibrium Mg1−xAlxB2 samples.

The deviation of the solid solution from the random cluster
distribution can also be assessed from the slightly asymmet-
ric behavior of the mixing enthalpy, ∆H(x,T ), as illustrated
in Figure 2(d). Nonetheless, as the temperature increases, the
configurational entropy dominates over the enthalpic contri-
butions, leading to the Gibbs mixing free energy becoming
symmetric around x = 0.5, as seen in Figure 2(c).

It is not possible to identify any common tangent line con-
necting two different x values in ∆G, indicating the absence of
spinodal or binodal phase decompositions and, consequently,
the eventual formation of a miscibility gap. We want to stress
that all these theoretical predictions obtained through EGQCA
are consistent with the currently available experimental evi-
dence.

In the case of Mg1−xAlxB2, the vibrational free energy, ∆A,
plays a minor role in the atomic equilibrium arrangement,
even at high temperatures, as shown in Figure 2(f). At the
characteristic growth temperature T=1200 K, for instance, ∆A
contributes approximately 14 % to the total Gibbs mixing free
energy, with the configurational entropy being much more
dominant in the system’s thermodynamics.

It is also important to emphasize at this point that assessing
the influence of phonons on the measured physical properties
is only possible with the proposed EGQCA. Thus, we believe
that our model represents a significant advance in gaining
more realistic physical insights, independently of the even-
tual percentage contribution of ∆A to ∆G, which can only be
evaluated a posteriori.

Cluster statistics. The EGQCA cluster occurrence proba-
bility, p j, of each cluster class for different compositions is
depicted in Figure 3 as a function of temperature. At low
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Figure 2. Thermodynamic properties for Mg1−xAlxB2 solid solution. (a) Excess enthalpy, ∆ j, as a function of composition. (b) Kullback-
Leibler divergence, ∆KL, as a function of temperature for selected aluminum compositions below 400 K. (c) Gibbs mixing free energy, ∆G, (d)
Mixing enthalpy, ∆H, (e) configurational entropy, ∆S , and (f) mixing vibrational entropy, ∆A, as a function of composition for crystal growth
conditions between 300 K and 1400 K.

temperatures, the ordering tendency is evident. As the alu-
minum content increases, the system tends to self-organize in
order to maximize the probability of finding Al–Al and Mg–
Mg bonds, even at stoichiometries far from x = 0.5.

At x = 0.25, for instance, the clusters S2, S4, and S7,
which have a probability of finding A–A-type bonds higher
than 50 %, dominate the atomic arrangement both at low and
high temperatures. So, the Gibbs free energy is minimized
when in-plane Al–Al and Mg–Mg bonds are formed.

However, the compromises between the lowest enthalpy,
given by the ordered phases, and the randomness induced
by entropy tend to create a regular solid solution, even with
strong clustering tendencies.

This competition between enthalpy and entropy is clearly
manifested in the microstructures of the Mg1−xAlxB2 samples,
where tiny spots of MgAlB4 superstructure are preserved in
the low-Al two-phase region as intergrown nanometer precip-
itates [57, 60, 61]. The synthesis process also supports our
results, as the superstructure intensities depend on the syn-
thesis temperature, being much more visible in the specimens
annealed at 800 ◦C than in those annealed at 900 ◦C [62].

Also, Mg0.5Al0.5B2 superstructures have demonstrated re-
markable stability within the temperature range of 100–500 K

[60], exhibiting no distinguishable changes. Similarly, no
thermally induced structural changes were observed in the
temperature region between 100 and 700 K [62]. This sug-
gests that by synthesizing Mg1−xAlxB2 at very high tempera-
tures, exceeding 1200 K, and allowing sufficient time for com-
plete relaxation of internal strain energies, thus avoiding the
formation of segregates, it might be possible to produce su-
perior single crystals of Mg1−xAlxB2 where Al and Mg form
regular substitutional solid solutions.

The cluster fraction probabilities also exhibit remarkable
agreement with synchrotron x-ray measurements [63]. For
instance, our predictions of small fractions of alternately Mg–
Al layers with in-plane point defects at low temperatures at
x = 0.5, as indicated by the S7 and S16 clusters in our calcu-
lations, align well with observed anisotropic microstrain line-
shape broadening to the width of the (001) and

(
00 1

2

)
reflec-

tions in Rietveld refinements [63]. The predicted small S12
cluster fraction (always smaller than 20 %) in the vicinity of
x = 0.5 also corroborates with the diminished intensity and
increased width of the 2θ ≈ 7.26◦ peak diffraction collected at
16 K in both Al- and Mg-rich samples, which corresponds to
the peak of Mg–Al ordering and superstructure.

In fact, in synchrotron x-ray diffraction profiles of
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Figure 3. Cluster fraction probabilities for the 22 non-equivalent Mg1−xAlxB2 clusters as a function of temperature at representative composi-
tions x = 0.125, 0.25, 0.375, 0.50, 0.625, 0.75.

Mg0.55Al0.45B2 [63], the excess Al was found disordered in
the Mg layers, consistent with our calculations showing a high
S7 cluster fraction in Mg-rich phases near x = 0.5 (as evident
in the representative cluster fraction probabilities in Figure 3
at x = 0.375). Conversely, for Mg0.45Al0.55B2, the excess Mg
is observed disordered within the Al layers, reflecting the be-
havior of the S16 cluster at x = 0.625.

Therefore, despite the constraints imposed by the supercell
size, the EGQCA yields valuable physical insights and sheds
light on the outcomes of advanced experimental characteriza-
tion techniques, such as synchrotron x-ray diffraction. In the
Mg1−xAlxB2 case, specifically, our thermodynamic modeling
aligns with the experimental observations showing that the
superstructure formation is likely confined to compositions
near to its stoichiometry under conditions of thermodynam-
ical equilibrium. This contrasts with the initial experimental
findings [57] but is in line with Refs. [61–63].

Physical properties. The lattice constants a and c of
Mg1−xAlxB2 as functions of composition x at a fixed growth
temperature of 1000 K are presented in Figure 4(a), obtained
using Eqs. (17) and (18). Both lattice parameters decrease
with increasing aluminum content in the MgB2 solid solution,
which is consistent with the smaller empirical atomic radius
of aluminum (1.25 Å) compared to magnesium (1.50 Å). The
lattice mismatch between MgB2 and AlB2 is 2.0 % and 1.7 %

for the hexagonal a and c lattice constants, respectively. The
small differences in the equilibrium lattice parameters support
the tendency toward a true solid solution under normal growth
conditions. Notably, our model exhibits excellent quantitative
agreement with various experiments [57, 60, 61, 67].

The configurationally averaged lattice constant a adheres to
Vegard’s law [68], which posits that, at constant temperature,
there is a linear relation between the alloys’ lattice constant
and the concentrations of the constituent elements [69]. The
in-plane constant a also presents slight fluctuations dependent
on the averaged composition x, primarily due to thermal ef-
fects, as depicted by the mean-square deviation of the cluster
statistics illustrated by the red-shaded area in Figure 4(a). On
the other hand, the out-of-plane lattice constant c noticeably
deviates from linear behavior concerning the composition x,
leveling off around x = 0.3 until reaching the terminal com-
pound composition AlB2.

One possible physical explanation for the violation of Ve-
gard’s law might stem from the increased contribution of the
s and p states from Al and Mg at the Fermi level, particu-
larly near the Al-rich side of the solid solution. This enhanced
contribution increases the inter-layer coupling of the Mg(Al)-
B sheets, consequently shortening the Mg(Al)-B bonds with
increasing Al composition.

While structural fluctuations remain small for the averaged
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Figure 4. Structural and superconducting properties of Mg1−xAlxB2 solid solution within EGQCA: (a) lattice parameters, a and c; (b) super-
conducting critical temperature, Tc; (c-d) Eliashberg spectral function, α2F, as a function of composition and frequency; (e) phonon density of
states, D(ω), as a function of composition and frequency. The solid lines correspond to the configurationally averaged EGQCA values and the
shaded areas to the EGQCA standard deviation. Experimental data were extracted from Refs. [57–61, 64–67].

in-plane lattice constant, as revealed by the shaded red area
in Figure 4(a), they become non-negligible for the lattice con-
stant c. Notably, the standard deviation ∆P(x,T ) associated
with the distribution of the configurationally weighted lat-
tice constant values reflects the accuracy of the experiments:
Higher (lower) calculated standard deviations correspond to
lower (higher) accuracy in the experimental data. This inter-
pretation of ∆P(x,T ) underscores, firstly, the robustness of
our methodology in describing physical properties of imper-
fect (real) systems, a notable advantage of EGQCA. Secondly,
it underscores the significance of configurational entropy re-
lated to the growth conditions in shaping the actual material’s
physical behavior – the latter, often overlooked in theoretical

predictions and even in the interpretation of measurements.
The Tc for Mg1−xAlxB2, obtained using Eq. (21), is plotted

against composition x in Figure 4(b). We adopt a linear in-
terpolation with respect to the composition for the Coulomb
pseudopotential between the values corresponding to MgB2
(µ∗ = 0.01) and AlB2 (µ∗ = 0.22). The µ∗ parameters for the
end-members were fitted according to Allen-Dynes equation
to reproduce experimental data for Tc using calculated λ, ωlog,
and ω2. A detailed discussion about µ∗ within EGQCA and a
comparison with computed values is provided later in the text.

Firstly, it is worth highlighting that achieving a more com-
prehensive treatment of superconductivity in MgB2 would
require a full anisotropic two-band approximation to the
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electron-phonon coupling and the screened Coulomb repul-
sion, which differs from our isotropic approach. Nonetheless,
even with the most advanced ab initio techniques currently
available, further approximations must be made to reproduce
the experimentally observed Tc value of 39 K [70, 71].

Therefore, we do not aim to quantitatively describe the
Tc of Mg1−xAlxB2 without any adjustable parameter, as this
would demand herculean computational efforts. Instead, we
strive to accurately describe the general physical behavior,
which can be properly assessed through renormalized quan-
tities, while treating the enthalpic, entropic, and vibrational
effects on equal footing.

In excellent agreement with experiments, we observe the
loss of superconductivity with increasing aluminum concen-
tration. Assuming a regular solid solution, the Tc decreases
monotonically until approximately x = 0.3, where a change in
slope occurs. The upturn at higher Al content arises from the
decrease of σ hole-like pockets along the Γ–A high-symmetry
line, leading to an abrupt change in the dimensionality of the
Fermi surface dispersion, as discussed in Ref. [72]. The evo-
lution of NεF , ωlog, and λ as a function of composition is pro-
vided in the Supplementary Figure 9.

The agreement between EGQCA and experimental data for
Tc is noteworthy. Nearly all experimental data points fall
within the shaded blue region, which, as previously discussed,
is related to the thermal fluctuations and inherent disorder af-
fecting the material’s physical properties. The standard devia-
tion associated with the distribution of the weighted Tc values
indicates the onset of superconductivity loss near x = 0.25,
consistent with the findings in Ref. [57]. However, as the sys-
tem approaches ideal thermodynamic equilibrium, which, ex-
perimentally, is directly linked to crystal growth conditions,
the complete loss of superconductivity is expected just at
x = 0.75, as reported in Ref. [60]. This suggests that discrep-
ancies among various experiments likely stem from differing
thermodynamic conditions during crystal growth.

We want to note that our model represents the first one to
quantitatively capture the Tc behavior of Mg1−xAlxB2 without
the need of performing electron-phonon Eliashberg function
scaling [73] or solely taking the zone-center mode [74–76].
Although Ref. [77] achieved a good agreement up to x = 0.2
by solving the two-band Eliashberg gap equations, they em-
ployed the VCA model. The main concern with studying dop-
ing effects in superconducting systems using VCA lies in the
uncertainty surrounding mixing different electronic configura-
tions, thereby questioning the general validity of the electron-
phonon coupling strength description. The great qualitative
success of VCA in describing the superconducting properties
of electron- and hole-doped MgB2 alloys [74, 75, 77] hinges
on the significance of the in-plane stretching boron modes and
σ bands. Nevertheless, this is generally not applicable to other
superconductors. Hence, a more rigorous and robust treat-
ment requires the summation over all phonon modes across
the entire Brillouin zone, a feature intrinsically addressed in
EGQCA.

It is noteworthy that even without considering anisotropic
or anharmonic effects, we can capture the primary features of
the Mg1−xAlxB2 solid solution using EGQCA. These features

include the order-disorder tendency, the atomic arrangements
revealed by characterization techniques, and the evolution of
Tc with varying Al content. This approach helps reconcile dis-
crepancies observed in different experiments. In future stud-
ies, it would be interesting to compare the EGQCA using the
anisotropic Migdal-Eliashberg approach [70, 78] with the re-
sults presented in this paper.

Electron-electron interactions. To demonstrate that lin-
early interpolating the µ∗ obtained from the existing ex-
perimental measurements or calculating them fully ab ini-
tio provides similar outcomes, we treated the fully screened
Coulomb interactions using the GW approximation [79, 80]
for MgB2 and AlB2. The electron-electron interaction
strength is obtained as µ = NεF

〈〈
Vk,k

′

〉〉
FS

, where Vk,k
′ =〈

k,−k |W |k′ ,−k′
〉
, and W is the screened Coulomb inter-

action within the random phase approximation [81]. The
Morel-Anderson pseudopotential [44] is then computed as µ∗

= µ/
[
1 + µ ln

(
ωel/ωph

)]
, with ωel and ωph being the charac-

teristic electron and phonon energies, respectively. For use
within the Allen-Dynes formalism, ωph is in the range of the
Debye frequency, while within Eliashberg formaism, the cor-
responding phonon scale is in the range of the Matsubara cut-
off frequency [82].

Our calculations yield a Coulomb pseudopotential of µ∗ =
0.09 for MgB2 and µ∗ = 0.14 for AlB2 to be used within
Allen-Dynes formalism. Hence, for off-stoichiometric com-
pounds, we interpolated µ∗ linearly based on the GW cal-
culated values for the terminal constituents. The results are
shown in Supplementary Figure 10. Notably, there is almost
no difference between the normalized Tc of Mg1−xAlxB2 as
a function of the composition obtained through approxima-
tions (i) and (ii), except for a slight upturn in Tc close to AlB2
for the µ∗ derived from the GW approximation. This devia-
tion arises because a substantially higher Coulomb pseudopo-
tential is necessary to fully suppress the superconductivity of
aluminum diboride. Hence, leveraging available experimental
information to ascertain a more consistent µ∗ behavior yields
comparable results to the fully ab initio approach, with the
great advantage of saving considerable computational time.

B. Nb-alloys: addressing open questions

Superconducting niobium alloys. Niobium has been the
fundamental building block of superconducting devices such
as superconducting radio-frequency (SRF) cavities for parti-
cle accelerators [83] and SQUIDs for sensing magnetic fields
on microscopic and nanometric scales [84]. Nb-Ti alloys have
been particularly popular since the early 1980s, being used in
the first superconducting particle accelerator and the first com-
mercial magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) machine [85].
Due to their high upper critical field and good ductility, among
other reasons, they have been the workhorse of the supercon-
ductor industry and have maintained this status to date.

We considered Nb–Ti and Nb–V alloys as promising test
beds for the EGQCA due to their application relevance and
abundant experimental data [86]. From a theoretical point of
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view, Nb–Ti, Nb–V, or even pure niobium are incredibly intri-
cate systems, as we will demonstrate in the following.

For describing the Nb-alloys within (E)GQCA, we adopted
a 2×2×1 supercell of the niobium’s body-centered cubic (bcc)
2-atom unit cell, which gives 256 possible configurations in
the full disordered case. By identifying the degenerate config-
urations, we end up with 22 non-equivalent clusters, for which
we fully relaxed the cell parameters and atomic degrees of
freedom while keeping the Bravais-lattice index of the super-
cell fixed. The cluster’s information and physical properties
are listed in Supplementary Tables 3-4.

Nb–Ti solid solution. The Nb–Ti case is very instructive
for discussing how to handle situations where the alloyed sys-
tem contains dynamically unstable clusters or, more drasti-
cally, as in the Nb1−xTix solid solution, where one of the end
members lacks dynamic stability at 0 K.

Titanium is hexagonal (α phase) under ambient conditions
but becomes bcc (β phase) at high temperatures. The phase
diagram of Nb–Ti is extremely intricate [87], especially in
the vicinity of the Ti-rich region, and the superconductivity
of the Nb1−xTix solid solution is markedly influenced by the
sample’s heat treatment [86]. According to Ref. [86], the
solubility limit of the cubic phase during cooling the sam-
ples towards 0 K is approximately Ti-80 at.%, where the high-
temperature β phase undergoes a diffusionless transformation
to the α phase [86].

Dealing with dynamically unstable clusters. Indeed, the
β-Ti at 0 K is highly unstable within the harmonic approxi-
mation according to our calculations, with several imaginary
phonon modes across the whole Brillouin zone, as illustrated
in the Suplementary Figure 13. We computed the phonon dis-
persion and phonon DOS for all 22 non-equivalent clusters
of the Nb1−xTix. All clusters with composition exceeding Ti-
62.5 at.% are dynamically unstable, encompassing up to 8 out
of the 22 clusters. More details can be found in the Supple-
mentary Table 3.

In particular, the β-Ti phase, one of the end members of
the Nb1−xTix solid solution, is highly unstable at 0 K within
the harmonic approximation. In such instances, incorporat-
ing the vibrational mixing free energy into the GQCA formal-
ism is not possible, as the reference ∆A would be substan-
tially underestimated due to entire modes being absent from
the phonon DOS integration. That is why we employed the
usual GQCA for Nb–Ti, omitting vibrational effects on the
free energy.

One can still question, though, if excluding the imaginary
phonon modes for computing the α2F, as discussed in Sec-
tion II, will not underestimate the Tc. With this in mind,
we integrated the phonon DOS from zero up to the Debye
frequency for all clusters to compute the percentage of ex-
cluded modes. The results are detailed in the Supplementary
Tables 2-5. For Nb–Ti, only 4 out of the 8 dynamically un-
stable clusters have more than 5 % of the modes excluded by
integrating over ω ⩾ 0. Solely one configuration, the β-Ti,
has over 10 % of modes discarded. Since (E)GQCA averages
over the cluster fraction probabilities at every temperature and
composition, we argue that the excluded phonon modes have
a negligible impact on the description of physical properties.

To illustrate, we examine the cluster fraction probabilities
at x = 0.75, a region close to the solubility limit of the β phase
in Nb–Ti, where unstable clusters should notably contribute to
the solid solution. At T = 800 K, a temperature regime where
the Kullback-Leiber divergence approaches zero (see Supple-
mentary Figure 13), the imaginary phonon modes represent
only 5 % of the total number of modes contributing to the al-
loy’s phonon-derived properties at that composition. Thus,
the influence of these modes on the final results is effectively
mitigated by GQCA’s cluster averaging scheme, justifying the
approximation carried out for Nb–Ti.

Nb–Ti Superconducting properties. The Tc of Nb1−xTix
as a function of composition within GQCA is shown in Fig-
ure 5. In the figure, the dashed red line represents GQCA
using µ∗ = 0.24 for all clusters, whereas the solid blue line
employs linear interpolation from 0.24 to 0.37. The µ∗ param-
eters for pure Nb and Nb-Ti alloy at the solubility limit were
fitted using Allen-Dynes formula to replicate the experimental
data for Tc, utilizing the calculated λ, ωlog and ω2.

Electron-electron interactions play a pivotal role in repro-
ducing the experimental data reported in Ref. [86], denoted by
yellow solid circles in Figure 5. By assuming an increasing
Coulomb pseudopotential for Nb–Ti relative to the titanium
solute, we achieve a remarkable agreement with experiments.
Even nuanced features, such as the slight upturn of Tc in the
Nb-rich region and the rapid decrease beyond Ti-50 at.% up
to the martensite transformation, are captured by the GQCA
formalism.

Regarding the Morel-Anderson pseudopotential, the calcu-
lated values for µ∗ in niobium from several different methods
(full ab initio calculations and experiments) vary from 0.18
to 0.26 [88–90]. Our estimated value of 0.24 for µ∗, fitted
according to Allen-Dynes equation to reproduce the experi-
mental Tc using the calculated λ, ωlog, and ω2, fully agrees
with the value extracted from Hass–van Alphen data used to
reconstruct the Fermi surface in niobium [88]. The calculated
values for λ in niobium, on the other hand, vary from 0.58 to
1.33 [89–95], with most of them around λ = 1.2, which is
consistent with the value of λ = 1.33 found in this work.

The results in Figure 5 should be interpreted cautiously
though. The bcc Nb–Ti solid solution is not homogeneous
in practical applications. Depending on the cooling method
employed during alloy synthesis, one may obtain a regular
solid solution, a highly inhomogeneous Nb-rich β phase, or
martensite precipitation of the α phase with the same compo-
sition as the parent β phase [86], and the degree of martensite
precipitation or impurities directly impacts the superconduct-
ing properties [96, 97]. However, (E)GQCA offers a robust
and elegant way to assess the proximity of experimental data
to an ideal, regular solid solution, i.e. free of solid reactions,
nucleations, flux pinning effects, oxides and sub-oxides pre-
cipitates, and impurities.

For Nb–Ti, it is possible to accurately describe the avail-
able Tc data by assuming that electron-electron renormal-
ization effects increase linearly with rising titanium content.
The GQCA can even capture the more complex features of
the evolution of Tc with composition, which is a remarkable
achievement. At the present moment, it is not fully under-
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Figure 5. Superconducting critical temperature, Tc, of Nb1−xTix solid
solution as a function of composition within GQCA. The lines corre-
spond to the configurationally averaged GQCA values and the shaded
area to the GQCA standard deviation. The dashed red line represents
Tc obtained with µ∗ = 0.24 for all clusters, whereas the solid blue line
employs linear interpolation from 0.24 (x = 0.00) to 0.37 (x = 0.75).
Experimental data were extracted from Ref. [86].

stood if these features are indeed caused by the enhancement
of the Coulomb pseudopotential in the Ti-rich portion or by
microstructure effects, but we expect our work will stimulate
further experimental and theoretical endeavors to fill this gap.

During the preparation of this manuscript, ab initio cal-
culation of the superconducting properties for the ordered,
equiatomic β-NbTi within the full-bandwidth anisotropic
Migdal-Eliashberg formalism [78] incorporating quantum an-
harmonic effects has been reported in Ref. [98]. They deter-
mined a µ∗ of 0.20 according to the Morel-Anderson approx-
imation and obtained a Tc of 23.7 K [98] at x = 0.5. Em-
ploying rescaling of NεF based on Boltzmann-averaged super-
cell model to account for disorder, the Tc decreased to 18.9 K,
which is still considerably higher than the experimental val-
ues. These results support our view that Nb–Ti supercon-
ductivity is a highly intricate case of conventional supercon-
ductor. Even when including quantum anharmonic lattice ef-
fects, energy-dependent Coulomb interactions, spin fluctua-
tions, and using the Eliashberg formalism beyond the Fermi
surface, as demonstrated in Ref. [98], the predicted Tc signif-
icantly exceeds experimental values.

It is important to remember that the µ∗ used within Eliash-
berg theory should be rescaled compared to the one when
solving the Allen-Dynes equation, as Matsubara cutoff is the
relevant energy scale [43]. Specifically, by rescaling the
Eliashberg µ∗ of 0.20 used in Ref. [98] for β-NbTi to 0.145
according to Ref. [43], GQCA predicts a Tc of 18.2 K. How-

ever, our calculations do not account for anharmonic effects,
which are essential for accurately describing the phonon dis-
persions and stability of the ordered β-NbTi [98]. If it is com-
putationally feasible, including these effects is expected to sig-
nificantly decrease the GQCA-predicted Tc, aligning GQCA
more closely with experimental results without needing a sub-
stantial renormalization of the Coulomb pseudopotential.

Spin-fluctuation suppressed superconductivity in Nb–V.
The Nb–V case poses even greater challenges from a theoret-
ical perspective compared to Nb–Ti. According to Ref. [95],
vanadium exhibits the largest Coulomb repulsion and spin-
fluctuation kernel (µSF = 0.722) among all elemental super-
conductors, followed by niobium (µSF = 0.203) and tantalum
(µSF = 0.131).

Ref. [99] performed SCDFT calculations incorporating
plasmon and spin fluctuations for vanadium and niobium,
quantifying the effects of paramagnons on the Tc without any
empirical parameters. Their findings reveal that plasmons en-
hance vanadium’s Tc from 7.3 K to 13.1 K. However, further
inclusion of spin fluctuations suppresses Tc to 1.8 K. The rela-
tively strong ferromagnetic-fluctuation-depressed Tc in vana-
dium can be tentatively explained by the localized 3d valence
states of vanadium, where Pauli exchange effect holds greater
significance.

Ref. [99] also estimated µ∗ for the Allen-Dynes formal-
ism, similar to our approach. They calculated λ, ωlog, and ω2
applying DFPT, and the Tc using SCDFT, and then utilized
these values to reproduce the same SCDFT-Tc with the Allen-
Dynes formula. The fitted µ∗ values, based on the calculated
SCDFT-Tc including spin fluctuations, are 0.419 for V and
0.277 for Nb. Consequently, Ref. [99] concludes that conven-
tional µ∗ values for Allen-Dynes equation ranging from 0.1 to
0.2 do not apply to vanadium and niobium due to the unusu-
ally strong ferromagnetic fluctuations in these materials.

To reproduce the experimental Tc values for V and Nb us-
ing the Allen-Dynes formula, we thus adopted similar fitted
µ∗ values of 0.30 and 0.24, respectively. Although consider-
ably higher than typical values for the Coulomb pseudopoten-
tial predominantly observed in BCS superconductors, these
values, as discussed earlier, align perfectly with the available
experimental and theoretical data, and effectively decrease the
electron-phonon mass enhanced parameter due to the effects
of spin fluctuations, which are not accounted for in our calcu-
lations.

The spin-fluctuation effects are also known to play a pivotal
role in Nb–V alloys. Ref. [48] estimated the contributions of
spin fluctuations to the suppression of Tc in Nb1−xVx solid so-
lutions from the electrical resistivity conducted around 250 ºC
along with published data on susceptibility and the electronic
part of the specific heat. To reconcile the measured Tc values
with those predicted by the McMillan formula [100], they em-
ployed a linear interpolation of µ∗ from 0.13 (pure niobium) to
0.18 (pure vanadium). The significance of spin fluctuations in
determining Tc is further supported by the mass enhancement
factor obtained from band structure calculations, the observed
anomalous spin-lattice relaxation time, and the enhanced spin
susceptibility [48].

EGQCA. Interestingly, assuming a linear behavior of µ∗
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Figure 6. Thermodynamics and superconducting properties of Nb1−xVx solid solution within EGQCA. (a) superconducting critical temperature,
Tc, according to the Allen-Dynes equation. The dashed red line employs a linear interpolation of µ∗ from 0.24 (x = 0.00) to 0.30 (x = 1.00),
and the solid blue line employs a linearly interpolated µ∗ from 0.24 (x = 0.00) to 0.35 (x = 0.50) to 0.30 (x = 1.00); (b) Eliashberg spectral
function, α2F, as a function of composition and frequency; and (c) phonon density of states, D(ω), as a function of composition and frequency.
(d) Miscibility gap: binodal (blue) and spinodal (red) phase decompositions according to EGQCA (solid lines) and GQCA (dashed lines); (e)
excess energy, ∆ j; (f) Gibbs mixing free energy, ∆G, including vibrational contributions between 300 K and 1400 K; The lines in (a) correspond
to the configurationally averaged EGQCA values and the shaded area to the EGQCA standard deviation. The experimental data were extracted
from Refs. [86, 101–104].

as a function of composition, as employed for Mg1−xAlxB2,
Nb1−xTix, and in Ref. [48], fails to replicate the experimental
trend for Tc for Nb1−xVx within the EGQCA framework. The
electron-phonon mass enhancement parameter is unable to ac-
count for the minimum observed in the Tc curve around x =
0.5, as the electron-phonon coupling decreases with increas-
ing vanadium content. To reconcile the experimental values
reported in Refs. [86, 101–103], an additional adjustable µ∗

must be included, as depicted in Figure 6(a). A renormalized
µ∗ of 0.35 at x = 0.5 is necessary to suppress superconduc-
tivity to around 4.5 K. Hence, our calculations suggest that
disordered, off-stoichiometric Nb1−xVx compounds could ex-
hibit even stronger spin fluctuations than pure vanadium or
niobium.

However, the nature of such spin fluctuation enhancement
is not entirely clear, particularly as NεF rises steadily with

increasing vanadium fraction. An alternative hypothesis is
that, similar to ordered NbTi, quantum anharmonic lattice ef-
fects should be taken into account in disordered Nb1−xVx con-
figurations to renormalize the Eliashberg spectral function.
This represents an interesting avenue for future investigations.
Still, it is noteworthy that by employing only three adjustable
parameters — µ∗ at x = 0.0, 0.5, and 1.0 — we are capable to
capture the intricate behavior of Tc as a function of composi-
tion for Nb1−xVx across the entire solubility range.

Miscibility gap. The Nb1−xVx solid solution, on the other
hand, is a representative system to demonstrate the advantages
of the EGQCA formulation compared to GQCA.

Figure 6(e) and (f) depict the excess enthalpy, ∆ j, and
the resulting Gibbs mixing free energy, ∆G, obtained for
Nb1−xVx. All ∆ j values for the 20 off-stoichiometry clusters
considered have positive energy, indicating the high stability



14

of the end members and the need for high temperatures to sta-
bilize the solid solution phase. The ∆G curves for different
temperatures exhibit marked asymmetry concerning compo-
sition. Below 1078 K, ∆G displays a common tangent at two
distinct x values, indicating the alloys’ tendency to phase de-
composition.

For temperatures lower than 1078 K, referred to as the crit-
ical temperature of the miscibility gap, Tmg, there exists a re-
gion in parameter space x − T (miscibility gap) where the al-
loy becomes unstable and tends to segregate into two distinct
stable phases with concentrations x1 and x2, such that, at ther-
modynamic equilibrium, both phases share the same chemi-
cal potentials. The equilibrium x1 and x2 compositions, at a
given temperature, that define this so-called binodal equilib-
rium compositions, can be determined by standard methods in
thermodynamic optimization, corresponding to one or more
common tangent constructions, resulting in the convex hull at
the given temperature [105]. In the present work, the Quick-
hull algorithm, as implemented in the Qhull library [106],
was employed for this purpose, resulting in the binodal curves
shown in Figure 6(d).

The spinodal lines in Figure 6(d) correspond to any inflec-
tion points in the free energy curve at a given temperature, i.e.,
the compositions xs for which

∂2∆G(x,T )
∂2x

∣∣∣∣∣∣
x=xs

= 0 . (25)

If the concavity of ∆G(x,T ) is negative, small perturbations
tend to lower the free energy, and the system decomposes into
two distinct phases (with compositions given by the binodal
lines) in order to reach the lowest free energy state possible.
Conversely, even if positive, and the fact that decomposition
into phases with composition x1 and x2 could lower the global
free energy, small perturbations will locally increase the Gibbs
mixing free energy, creating an energy barrier for decomposi-
tion. Therefore, a single-phase solution with composition in-
side the spinodal region in Figure 6(d) is intrinsically unstable
and will decompose in two phases, whereas a solution with
composition between the binodal and spinodal regions will be
stable under small perturbations.

We calculated the spinodal (red lines) and binodal curves
(blue lines), as illustrated in Figure 6(d), utilizing both GQCA
(dashed lines) and EGQCA (solid lines). Experimental data
for spinodal decomposition (when the alloy composition lies
within the spinodal dome) and the nucleation-growth decom-
position (when the alloy composition falls between the bin-
odal and spinodal curves) [104] are represented as yellow
points in Figure 6(d). GQCA significantly overestimates the
critical temperature of the miscibility gap, yielding a Tmg of ≈
1250 K. Conversely, EGQCA excellently matches the experi-
mental value of 1078 K determined in Ref. [104] through dif-
ferential thermal analysis (DTA). Furthermore, the predicted
solubility ranges are much narrower within the EGQCA
framework. For a crystal growth temperature of 1000 K, for
instance, the solubility limit of V in Nb according to GQCA is
less than 20 %, while EGQCA correctly predicts a solubility
limit exceeding 30 %. Such a picture is in agreement with the
experimental findings [104]. Thus, our results indicate that

vibrational entropy is the driving force for forming the actual
miscibility gap of the bcc phase in the Nb–V system, acting
to decrease the critical temperature and increase the solubility
limit of the bcc structure.

The description of the miscibility gap for Nb–V by EGQCA
notably surpasses previous theoretical endeavors [107–109].
The most recent and comprehensive attempt to theoretically
describe the miscibility gap of the bcc phase in Nb–V is pre-
sented in Ref. [109], where chemical order, lattice distortion,
and lattice vibrations were incorporated into the calculations
by combining cluster expansion and Monte Carlo simulations.
Although they predict the correct critical temperature for the
miscibility gap, the regions of phase decomposition are over-
estimated, predicting a much lower solubility of Nb in V and
vice versa below the critical temperature. Additionally, the
methodology employed doesn’t enable the calculation of the
spinodal curve.

EGQCA stands out as the sole method capable of describ-
ing the marked asymmetry of the miscibility gap, which is
even more pronounced in DTA measurements. We conclude
that EGQCA can accurately predict the critical temperature,
offer a more precise description of the solubility limit, and
capture the asymmetry of the miscibility gap using only 22
clusters, showcasing the power and effectiveness of EGQCA
in accurately describing the thermodynamics of solid solu-
tions.

C. Designing high-Tc alloys: Y1−xCaxH6

Alloyed superhydrides. The discovery of the compressed
superconducting hydrogen sulfide at 203 K under 145 GPa
in 2015 [110] has revived the search for high-temperature
superconductivity (HTSC). Since then, numerous superhy-
drides have been synthesized [82, 111–113]. HTSC has
been successfully identified in the sodalite-like clathrates
LaH10 [114, 115], CeH10 [116], CeH9 [116], YH9 [117],
YH6 [117, 118], and CaH6 [119, 120], and predicted in many
other systems [121].

Doping stands out as one of the most promising routes to
lower the stabilization pressure of binary and ternary super-
hydrides while maintaning the strong electron-phonon cou-
pling of the hydrogen rich phases. Recently, a series of
(La,Y)H10 ternary hydrides were experimentally obtained at
pressures of 170–196 GPa exhibiting a maximum Tc of 253 K.
Solid solutions of P63/mmc-(La,Ce)H9−10 were also synthe-
sized [122, 123]. The superconductivity of the P63/mmc
phase was observed down to approximately 100 GPa with
Tc = 176 K, marking a significant enhancement of the super-
conducting properties compared with the binaries La–H and
Ce–H in the same pressure range [123].

The experimental observation of Tc enhancement in
P63/mmc-(La,Ce)H9−10 solid solutions has demonstrated that
the formation of alloys contributes not only to reducing the
stabilization pressure but also to designing superior supercon-
ducting properties [122, 123]. The highest Tc predicted in
ternary hydrides, for instance, is attributed to the clathrate
structure Li2MgH16, presenting a remarkably Tc of 473 K at
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250 GPa [124]. Li2MgH16 was obtained by simply doping the
low-Tc binary superconductor MgH16 with Li atoms to disso-
ciate H2 molecules into a high amount of pure hydrogen-free
states at the Fermi level.

In this vein, EGQCA is a powerful tool for designing new
alloyed superhydrides. To demonstrate this, we have, for
the first time, modeled the Y1−xCaxH6 solid solution. The
YH6–CaH6 system adheres to almost all the Hume-Rothery
rules [125] for forming a regular substitutional solid solution
experimentally: (i) the percentage difference of the atomic
radii between Ca and Y is less than 15 %; (ii) both end mem-
bers possess the same crystal structure, are dynamically sta-
ble, and have been confirmed experimentally; (iii) they have
similar electronegativity. As the high-pressure synthesis of
hydrides has evolved significantly in the past few years [126],
synthesizing high-quality Y1−xCaxH6 solid solutions should
therefore be feasible.

Thermodynamics. For modeling the Y1−xCaxH6 at
200 GPa within EGQCA, we used a 2×2×1 supercell, result-
ing in a total of 256 configurations and only 22 non-equivalent
clusters, for which we computed the structural, electronic,
and superconducting properties, as summarized in Figure 7.
All off-stoichiometric clusters are dynamically stable and ex-
hibit an energy gain relative to the end-members at 0 K, as
evidenced by their negative excess enthalpies, with 3 clusters
lying on the convex hull, i.e. S13, S20, and S21. While this
may suggest an intricate order-disorder competition in some
cases, the energy differences among the clusters are approxi-
mately 1 meV/atom. With such slight differences, one can an-
ticipate the formation of a homogenous, regular substitutional
solid solution with no traces of intergrowth precipitates, or-
dered intermetallics, or clustering tendencies. This notion is
further supported by the fact that the complete randomness is
achieved even below 50 K across the entire solubility range,
as the Kullback-Leibler divergence goes to zero very rapidly
(see Supplementary Figure 33). The tendency towards ran-
dom cluster distribution is also apparent from the symmetric
Gibbs mixing free energy parabola around x = 0.5, with no
binodal or spinodal phase decompositions.

Crystal structure. The expected behavior of the lattice
parameters as a function of the composition also indicates a
proper solid solution, as depicted in Figure 6(c). The con-
figurationally averaged lattice constant a fulfills Vegard’s law,
decreasing linearly with the rise of the calcium content, which
is consistent with the similar empirical atomic radii of yttrium
and calcium. The lattice mismatch between the end mem-
bers is only 3.30 %. Such a small percentage difference, al-
lied with YH6–CaH6 following the other Hume-Rothery rules,
supports the formation of a regular solid solution under nor-
mal growth conditions, notwithstanding the inherent chal-
lenges associated with synthesizing high-pressure hydrides in
diamond anvil cells.

Superconductivity. Although following Vegard’s law
and Humme-Rothery’s rules, the Y1−xCaxH6 solid solution
presents a surprisingly complex behavior regarding the super-
conducting properties. For estimating the Tc for Y1−xCaxH6,
we have used the SISSO machine-learned modified Allen-
Dynes equation as proposed in Ref. [127]. The Allen-Dynes

equation gives good predictions for low-Tc superconductors
but underestimates the Tc for high-Tc superconductors such as
hydrides [78]. Recently, a machine-learned modified Allen-
Dynes equation was proposed using symbolic regression and
the SISSO framework [127]:

Tc =
fω fµωlog

1.20
exp

(
−

1.04(1 + λ)
λ − µ∗(1 + 0.62λ)

)
, (26)

with

fω = 1.92


λ +
ωlog

ω2
− 3
√
µ∗

√
λ exp

(
ωlog

ω2

)
 − 0.08, fµ =

6.86 exp
(
−λ

µ∗

)
1
λ
− µ∗ −

ωlog

ω2

+ 1,

(27)

where fω and fµ are the two machine-learned prefactors. This
formula performs equally as good as Allen-Dynes one for
low-Tc but is more accurate for high-Tc superconductors, the
reason why it will be used for the superhydrides.

The superconducting Tc(x), α2F(x, ω), and D(x) for
Y1−xCaxH6 at 200 GPa are shown in Figures 7(d)-(g). The
plot displays the experimentally obtained Tc values for YH6
(Tc = 211 K [117]) and CaH6 (Tc = 204 K [120]), which were
utilized to determine the µ∗ in Eq. (26). The resulting val-
ues for the Coulomb pseudopotentials are 0.214 and 0.223 for
YH6 and CaH6, respectively. For the off-stoichiometric com-
pounds, we applied the linear interpolation approximation for
µ∗.

Interestingly, the variation of Tc as a function of composi-
tion does not follow a linear trend. In fact, according to the
EGQCA, even though pure CaH6 has a lower Tc than pure
YH6, creating an alloy with 28 % calcium content increase
Tc by 5 K. Above x = 0.28, the Tc decreases linearly until
Ca-87 at. %, where the lowest Tc of 199 K in Y1−xCaxH6 is
attained. Conversely, as the yttrium content decreases in the
CaH6 phase, the Tc increases again up to 204 K.

We attribute this to the behavior of α2F as a function of
composition, as better visualized in Figure 7(f). The NεF

decreases linearly with higher calcium concentrations, while
the ωlog exhibits a parabolic shape, with its minimum around
x = 0.3 (Supplementary Figure 39). However, the electronic
low-energy states strongly couple with the high-frequency
phonon modes between 100 meV and 200 meV in the Y-rich
clusters, resulting in an enhanced electron-phonon coupling
strength. In the compositional range where we observed the
linear-like decrease of Tc in Y1−xCaxH6, there is a softening of
the Eliashberg spectral function, with a reduced contribution
of the high-frequency phonon modes to the electron-phonon
coupling. This leads to a sinusoidal-like shape of λ as a func-
tion of composition, as observed for Tc in Figure 7(d).

These characteristics render YH6–CaH6 a promising plat-
form for developing and improving the current techniques
and methodologies for designing superhydride alloys. The
relative ease of synthesizing Y1−xCaxH6 compounds as reg-
ular solid solutions, owing to their favorable thermodynam-
ics and structural properties, provides experimentalists with a
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Figure 7. Thermodynamics and physical properties of Y1−xCaxH6 solid solution at 200 GPa within EGQCA: (a) excess enthalpy, ∆ j; (b) Gibbs
mixing free energy, ∆G, including vibrational contributions between 300 K and 1400 K; (c) lattice parameter, a; (d) superconducting critical
temperature, Tc, according to the machine-learned UF formula; (e-f) Eliashberg spectral function, α2F, as a function of composition and
frequency; (g) phonon density of states, D(ω), as a function of composition and frequency. The solid lines in (b), (c), and (d) correspond to
the configurationally averaged EGQCA values and the shaded areas in (c) and (d) to the EGQCA standard deviation. Experimental data were
extracted from Refs. [117, 120].

significant advantage in improving growth techniques to pro-
duce disordered materials and fine-tune compositions under
extreme conditions. The predicted superconducting behavior
for Y1−xCaxH6 alloys also highlights the potential for com-
plex features in the Tc of disordered superhydrides, extending
beyond the typical linear or dome-like behaviors observed in
superconducting solid solutions. Additionally, from a theoret-
ical perspective, it would be interesting to further incorporate
quantum harmonic lattice effects within the EGQCA formal-
ism with the help of moment tensor potentials, as explored in
Refs. [128, 129] —- a topic we are currently working with.

IV. SUMMARY

We have presented an extended formulation of the GQCA
model including vibrational effects, and showcased its appli-
cability for modeling alloyed superconductors. EGQCA is
a simple yet accurate statistical thermodynamic model that
describes the alloy as an ensemble of statistically and ener-
getically independent clusters and provides the probability of
occurrence of each cluster as a function of composition and
temperature. Throughout this work, we demonstrate the effi-
ciency and robustness of EGQCA in describing and designing

superconducting alloys, and what are the best practices for
employing this method for complex systems.

As a proof of concept, we applied EGQCA to the Al-doped
MgB2, niobium alloyed with titanium and vanadium, and pre-
dicted the formation of the high-Tc Y1−xCaxH6 solid solution
at 200 GPa.

EGQCA predictions for Mg1−xAlxB2 align excellently with
available experimental data. Despite limitations due to the
reduced number of cluster configurations, EGQCA provides
valuable physical insights and sheds light on outcomes of ad-
vanced experimental techniques. The agreement between ex-
perimental data and the configurationally averaged lattice pa-
rameters and Tc of Mg1−xAlxB2 is noteworthy. Nearly all ex-
perimental data points fall within EGQCA standard deviation.
Even without considering anisotropic or anharmonic effects,
EGQCA captures all the primary features of the Mg1−xAlxB2
solid solution. Notably, our results suggest the feasibility of
producing superior Mg1−xAlxB2 single crystals and offer a
way to reconcile discrepancies among experiments.

For niobium alloys, we have drawn attention to the exist-
ing challenges for correctly describing the screened Coulomb
interactions as a function of composition. By assuming an
increasing Coulomb pseudopotential µ∗ for Nb–Ti relative to
titanium solute, remarkable agreement with experiments is
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achieved. However, the linear approximation of µ∗ for the
off-stoichiometric compounds fails to replicate the Tc trend of
Nb1−xVx, suggesting the need for additional adjustable param-
eters. Nonetheless, EGQCA can capture the intricate Tc be-
havior in this system by only fixing three adjustable µ∗ param-
eters, suggesting an enhanced screened Coulomb pseudopo-
tential for disordered compounds.

We also demonstrate that the standard GQCA, without the
inclusion of vibrational effects, significantly overestimates the
critical temperature of the miscibility gap for Nb1−xVx. Con-
versely, EGQCA matches the experimental value of 1078 K
very well. Thus, our results indicate that vibrational entropy
is the driving force for forming the miscibility gap of the bcc
phase in the Nb–V system, acting to decrease the critical tem-
perature and increase the solubility limit of the bcc structure.

This work also demonstrates that EGQCA is a power-
ful tool for designing new alloyed superhydrides. We have
modeled the Y1−xCaxH6 for the first time, predicting a ho-
mogenous, regular substitutional solid solution without inter-
growth precipitates, ordered intermetallics, or clustering ten-
dencies, notwithstanding the inherent challenges associated
with synthesizing high-pressure hydrides in diamond anvil
cells. While following Vegard’s law and Hume-Rothery’s
rules, the Y1−xCaxH6 solid solution exhibits a complex be-
havior regarding superconducting properties. The variation of
Tc as a function of composition does not follow a linear trend.
Adding calcium marginally elevates Tc, reaching 216 K at Ca-
28 at. %, representing a 2.4 % increase. Above x = 0.28, Tc
decreases linearly until Ca-87 at. %, where the lowest Tc of
199 K in Y1−xCaxH6 is attained. Conversely, as yttrium con-
tent decreases in the CaH6 phase, Tc increases again up to
204 K.

YH6–CaH6 offers a promising platform for developing and
refining techniques for designing superhydride alloys. Syn-
thesizing Y1−xCaxH6 compounds as regular solid solutions
should be relatively straightforward due to favorable thermo-
dynamic and structural properties. This provides experimen-
talists with an advantage in enhancing growth techniques and
fine-tuning compositions under extreme conditions. The pre-
dicted superconducting behavior for Y1−xCaxH6 alloys also
suggests the potential for complex features in Tc of disordered
superhydrides, extending beyond the typical linear or dome-
like behaviors observed in superconducting solid solutions.

In summary, EGQCA is a new, efficient methodology for
modeling superconducting alloys. With advancements in ab
initio computational techniques for computing complex vari-
ables, such as the static screened Coulomb potential, and inte-
gration with machine-learned inter-atomic potentials, the era
of fully in silico high-throughput design of superconducting
alloys is around the corner. We hope our work inspires further
experimental and theoretical investigations into well-known
superconducting solid solutions. Finally, we want to highlight
that EGQCA particularly possesses a promising potential for
engineering superhydride alloys, as the correlation effects and
electron-electron interactions are usually smaller compared to
the strong electron-phonon mass-enhanced parameters.

V. METHODS

First-principles electronic structure calculations were con-
ducted using Density Functional Theory (DFT) [130] within
the Kohn-Sham scheme [131] employing the pseudopoten-
tial approach, as implemented in Quantum Espresso [132,
133]. Exchange and correlation effects were treated us-
ing scalar-relativistic pseudopotentials within the generalized
gradient approximation (GGA) according to Perdew-Burke-
Ernzerhof (PBE) parametrization [134]. Projector augmented
wave (PAW) pseudopotentials [135–137] were utilized for
Mg1−xAlxB2, while optimized norm-conserving Vanderbilt
pseudopotentials [138, 139] were employed for Nb1−xTix,
Nb1−xVx, and Y1−xCaxH6. Self-consistent-field (SCF) calcu-
lations with a convergence threshold of 10−10 Ry were car-
ried out using Methfessel-Paxton smearing [140]. Lattice pa-
rameters and atomic positions were fully relaxed to achieve a
ground-state convergence of 10−7 Ry in total energy and 10−6

Ry/a0 for forces acting on the nuclei.
The non-equivalent clusters were generated using the Su-
percell program [141].

The dynamical matrices and the linear variation of the
self-consistent potential were calculated within the density-
functional perturbation theory [42] as implemented in Quan-
tum Espresso [132, 133]. The threshold for self-consistency
is set to 10−14 or lower.

Coulomb pseudopotentials were calculated according to the
Morel-Anderson approximation at the GW level using the
SternheimerGW code [80].

Further computational details can be found in the Supple-
mentary Table 1.
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