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Abstract

Since BCS theory of superconductivity is non-linear, it is difficult to study superconduct-
ing properties analytically. There is a more tractable linear criterion which determines a
temperature 17 below which the system is superconducting. Here, we observe that there is a
similar linear criterion which gives a temperature T, above which no superconductivity oc-
curs. We provide examples of translation invariant systems where T;, > T} as well as systems
where T,, = T;. Furthermore, we estimate T, for half-spaces and show that it is exponentially
small in the weak coupling limit, exhibiting the same asymptotics as the critical temperature
for full space.

1 Introduction

Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) theory is a successful model for superconductivity. Recent
developments include the rigorous derivation of the Ginzburg-Landau equation from BCS theory
[2,13L161[7], universality of the ratio of the energy gap and the critical temperature [13HI5], and
the existence of boundary superconductivity [I0,I8,[19]. While BCS theory is difficult to study
in general due to its non-linearity, there is a linear criterion to derive a temperature 7; below
which the system is superconducting [4,9]. This linear criterion was for instance applied to study
boundary superconductivity in [TOJI8|19]. It is expected that superconductivity can occur above
T; in some systems [I8/[I7]. In this paper we observe that there is a linear criterion, which gives
a temperature T, > T; above which no superconductivity occurs. If the two temperatures
agree, T, := T, = T; is the unique critical temperature of the system which separates the
superconducting and normal phase.

We compare T, and T} for translation-invariant systems, where we restrict to SU(2)-invariant
states, but allow for nonzero total momentum. It has been known that if the minimizer of the
BCS functional has zero total momentum, i.e. is translation invariant, there is a unique critical
temperature T, [12]. However, it is unclear whether the minimizer indeed is translation invariant.
There is an argument in [12] which shows translation invariance of the minimizer if the BCS
functional is minimized over a larger set of states, where the Cooper-pair wave function is not
required to by symmetric. We adapt this argument with the symmetry condition imposed to
find sufficient conditions for T;, and T} to agree. However, we also show that there are translation
invariant systems where T;, > T;. In particular, we point out that it is an open question whether
there is a unique critical temperature in all translation-invariant BCS functionals restricted to
SU (2)-invariant states.

Furthermore, we study T, on half-spaces and derive the first rigorous upper bounds on the
BCS critical temperatures for systems with boundary. We extend results from [I0,[I§] on the
relative difference of the critical temperatures on half- and full space in the weak and strong
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coupling limits. It turns out that even though superconductivity occurs at elevated temperatures
in the presence of a boundary [TOJI8], the effect vanishes in the weak-coupling limit. In particular,
on half-spaces superconductivity can only occur at temperatures exponentially small in the
coupling, like on full space.

In the following, we explain the two linear criteria in more detail. In Section we present
and discuss our main results.

1.1 The two linear criteria

BCS theory is based on minimizing the BCS functional. If the minimizer has a non-trivial
pairing term «, the system is in a superconducting state. Given a system with shape 2 and
assuming SU (2)-invariance, the functional is defined on Hermitian states I" of the following form

r— (g 10‘7), (1.1)

where v and « are operators acting on L?(Q2) and 0 < I' < 1. The operator 7 is self-adjoint,
while « is symmetric, i.e. the kernel satisfies a(z,y) = a(y,z). The BCS functional is given by

F(I) =Tr (hy) —=TS(T) — f V(z —y)|a(z,y)Pdedy, (1.2)
QxQ
where h is a one-particle Hamiltonian, T is the temperature, S(I') = —Tr (I'InT") is the entropy,
V' is the effective interaction between the electrons, and a(z,y) is the integral kernel of a [12].
Compared to [12] the chemical potential has been absorbed into the one-particle Hamiltonian
and does not appear explicitly in the functional.
The corresponding Euler-Lagrange equation is given by [5]

T
H Thh{——=1]=0 1.3
s+ (o) (1.3
where
h A
and A(z,y) = —2V(x — y)a(z,y). There is always one solution of the Euler-Lagrange with

a = 0, called the normal state. The corresponding v is given by v = (1 + exp(h/T))~*. The
question is, whether the normal state minimizes the BCS functional. If the Hessian of the
functional at the normal state has negative spectrum, the normal state is not the minimizer and
therefore there is superconductivity. To express the Hessian, define the operator

T ha + hy
= tanh(h,/2T") + tanh(h,/2T")

(1.5)

on L?(2 x Q) through functional calculus [5]. Let V act on L?(Q x ) as multiplication with
V(x — y). If one computes the Hessian for variations of «, one finds that it equals Ly — V
restricted to symmetric functions a(x,y) = a(y,z). If this operator has spectrum below zero,
there is superconductivity. One can define

T :=inf{T' > 0:infos(Ly — V) = 0}, (1.6)

where o denotes the spectrum and the subscript s denotes that the domain is restricted to
symmetric functions. The system is in a superconducting state for T' < T;.

We now observe that a similar linear criterion gives a temperature 7T, such that the system
is in the normal state for T' > T,. The idea of having a linear criterion for an upper bound on
the critical temperature has previously occurred in [8] for a translation invariant, spin polarized
system. We need the following two Lemmas, which are taken from [12, Lemma 4.1, Lemma 4.2].



Lemma 1.1. Let Ty = (1 + e0/T)=1 be the normal state. With the relative entropy

D) = %Tr [M(nT —InT') + (1 — )(In(1 = T) — In(1 — I'))] (1.7)
one can write
F(T) = F(To) = DT = | Ve —y)lata,y)dady (1)

Lemma 1.2. With Ty = (1 + e0/T)=1 we have

Hy

Ho
tanh 5P

TD(T||To) = %Tr [ (T — r0)2] + ;TTr [(D(1-T)-To(1-T¢))?]  (1.9)

Neglecting nonnegative terms, one can bound

TD(F||F0)>%Tr[ Ho <°‘0a _O)]

Ho ao
tanh 7P

The expression on the right equals (o, Dra), where

T = %tanh(}iz ) %tanh(};Lyy/QT) (1.10)
is defined in L2(Q2 x ). Combining this with Lemma [T} gives

F() — F(To) = {a, (Dr — V)a). (1.11)
In particular, if inf o5(Dp — V') > 0, the system is in the normal state. Define T, as

T, :=sup{T > 0 :infos(Dr — V) < 0}. (1.12)

The system is in the normal state for temperatures above T,,.
1.2 Results
We now fix the one-particle Hamiltonian to be h = —A—pu, where A is the Laplace operator with

appropriate boundary conditions and g € R is the chemical potential and consider dimensions
d € {1,2,3}. In the translation invariant case, we assume € to be R%. The other domains {2
we shall consider are half-spaces (0,00) x R4~! with Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions.
For the interaction V' we shall assume the following.

Assumption 1.3. Let d € {1,2,3}. Assume that

(i) V e LP4(RY), where p; = 1, po > 1, and p3 > 3/2. For d = 1, V may also be the difference
of two bounded, positive Borel measures.

(i) V(r) =V(-r)

With these assumptions on V', Dy — V and L7 — V define self-adjoint operators via the
KLMN theorem, see e.g. [16, Section 11.3] and [20, Theorem 6.24]. Both infos(Ly — V) and
inf og(Dp — V') are continuous in 7', the proof is analogous to [I8, Lemma 4.1]. Furthermore,
since Ly = Dr > 2T [18, Lemma 2.7], the temperatures 7; and T, satisfy T; < T,, < oo.
Since Dr is strictly increasing in T, if T, is positive, it is the unique temperature satisfying

ianS(DT - V) = 0.



1.2.1 Translation invariant systems

It has been shown in [9], that if one restricts the BCS functional to translation invariant states
a(z,y) = a(x — y), there is a unique critical temperature separating the normal from the
superconducting phase. Define the operator K7 — V acting in L?(R%), where

h
Krp — % (1.13)
and with slight abuse of notation V' here denotes the one-body operator acting as multiplication
with V(r). We shall see that the restriction of both operators Ly — V and Dp — V to such
states with zero total momentum give K7 — V. Thus, the lower and upper bounds on the
critical temperature match in this case. Now, one may ask whether the minimizer of the BCS
functional is translation invariant. This question has been addressed in [12, Section F]. The
arguments presented there show that the BCS functional has a translation invariant minimizer
on an enlarged domain, where the symmetry condition «(z,y) = a(y,z) is dropped. We follow
the arguments in [12] Section F] to derive sufficient conditions for 7; and T, to agree when the
symmetry condition a(z,y) = a(y,x) is imposed.
Note that since V(r) = V(—r), the operator K7 — V commutes with reflections ¢ (r) —
Y(—r). Let 04/o(K1 — V) denote the spectrum of K7 — V restricted to even/odd functions. In
momentum space, Kp acts as multiplication by

2
p R
Kr(p) = a

= (1.14)
tanh %

which attains the minimal value 27 on the Fermi sphere p? = p for u > 0.

Lemma 1.4. Letd e {1,2,3} and pe R. Let Q = R? and let V satisfy Assumption[T3. If there
is a temperature T, such that inf o, (K7, — V) = infos(Kr, — V) =0, then T, =T, = T;.

Remark 1.5. The conditions in Lemma [[.4] are satisfied in several situations. For d = 1, one
example is V' = A§, where J is the Delta-distribution and A > 0. Since J vanishes on odd
functions, inf o, (K7 — Ad) = 2T > inf o (K7 — AJ) for all T. Furthermore, if x> 0, for all
values A > 0 there is a unique 7 > 0 such that o4(K7, — AJ) = 0 [10].

There are more generic examples in d € {1, 2, 3} at weak enough coupling and p > 0. Consider
interactions AV with V € L. Denote the Fourier transform by TA/(p) = (2m)~92 Spa € PV (r)dr.
The weak coupling properties are encoded in the operator V,, : L*(S%1) — L2?(S41), with
integral kernel

1 ~
Vulp. q) = (2m) i V(yulp —q)). (1.15)
Let ef/ “ = sup 05/aVy- Note that for d = 1 we have ef/ ¢ = %, where s corresponds

to the + and a to the — sign, respectively. If e}, > 0, for all A > 0 there is a temperature
Te(A) > 0 such that infog(K7,(n) — V) = 0 [12)[14]. Furthermore, if e;, > ej, then the ground
state of Kr,(») — AV is even at weak enough coupling. This follows from the asymptotics of
the corresponding Birman-Schwinger operators proved in [12,[14]. Therefore, the conditions
in Lemma [[4] to have a unique critical temperature are satisfied at weak enough coupling if
ey, > max{eZ,O}.

The condition e;, > max{e,, 0} is satisfied in dimension one if V(0) and 17(2\//7) are positive.
In dimensions two and three, the condition is satisfied for instance if V' is a radial function with

~

V >=0and V #£0 [12].

While we have now seen cases where T, = T, the following Theorem provides an example

where T}, > Tj. Let e = 2%.



Theorem 1.6. Let > 0. Let V satisfy V(r) = V(—r) as well as (1 + |- [*)V € L}(R) and
e;, > 0. Then for all X > 0 the temperatures Ti(A) and Ty(X\) are positive. As A — O the
asymptotics of Ty(\) and T, () are given by

Ti(A) = pe /) +00), (1.16)
Tu()\) — Me—ul/Q/()\maX{ei,%eg})"rO(l)‘ (117)

In particular, if V(0) > 0 and V(Z\/ﬁ) < 0, the ratio T,(N)/T;(N\) — o0 in the limit A\ — 0.

This theorem shows, that with the existing methods it is not possible to determine whether
for general V' there is a unique critical temperature for the BCS functional, even in a translation-
invariant setting. It is thus an open problem to clarify, whether there is a unique critical
temperature, and, if yes, where in the interval [T}, T,] it lies.

Remark 1.7. Considering a setting analogous to Theorem in dimensions two and three, we
expect Tj(A\) and T, (A) both to be given by

pef“l_m/()‘efb)*o(l) (1.18)
for A — 0. In particular, finding suitable V' where T}(\) < Ty, () for d € {2,3}, would require a
more involved analysis going to higher orders of the expansion.

Let us explain the intuition behind (IL.I8]). First, notice that this is the leading order asymp-
totics of the critical temperature defined using K7 — V', computed in [12,[14]. In dimension one,
for both T; and T), the term e}, originates in the singularity of the respective Birman-Schwinger
operator at total momentum zero. Additionally, for T}, the contribution %68 stems from a singu-
larity of the Birman-Schwinger operator at total momentum ,//, as explained in Sections 3] and
M In dimensions two and three, however, the Birman-Schwinger operator only has a singularity
at total momentum zero (see Section [F). This is why we only expect the contribution e;, from
total momentum zero to appear. Since at total momentum zero, Lt —V and Dp —V agree with
K71 —V, we expect the asymptotics of T; and T, to agree to leading order with the asymptotics
derived in [12,[14].

Remark 1.8. Consider 1 > 0 and an interaction AV in 1d with e}, > 0 and A > 0. In order
for T)(\) and T, () to agree at weak enough coupling, e}, > e, or equivalently 17(2\/;7) > 0, is
a sufficient condition according to Remark On the other hand, Theorem implies that

5 = e, or V(2,/u) = 0, is a necessary condition.

€u

1.2.2 Half-spaces

Assume that the interaction AV is such that on Qg = R% at weak enough coupling there is a
unique critical temperature T (X) = T2 (A) = T2(A) determined through inf o4 (K70, —AV) = 0.
We introduce a Dirichlet or Neumann boundary cutting space in half and consider £ = (0, 00) x
R41 and the corresponding T}'(A) and 7.} (\). It was shown in [I0LI8] that there are systems
where TH(A) > T2()), i.e. where in the presence of a boundary, superconductivity persists at
higher temperatures. Furthermore, it was shown that the relative difference of T}'()\) and T2(\)
vanishes in the weak coupling limit. Here we extend these results and show that the relative
difference of T}()\) and T(\) vanishes in the weak coupling limit. This bounds the temperature
range at which boundary superconductivity can occur.

Theorem 1.9. Let 1 > 0 and d € {1,2,3}. Let V satisfy Assumption[.3, V =0, (1+]-|})V e
LY(R) for d =1 and V e L*(R?) for d € {2,3}, and e;, > max{0,ej}. Then

T~ 700

Jim =y = 0 (1.19)

5



This implies that asymptotically T.}(\) = TO(A\)(1 + o(1)). For the latter, the asymptotics
were computed in [12[14], which to leading order read

pl=d/2
TH(N) = T2A)(1 + o(1)) = prexp (— ——+ o<1>> .
o

In particular, also on half-spaces superconductivity only occurs at temperatures exponentially
small as A — 0.

Remark 1.10. We believe that the assumption V' = 0 in Theorem [[.9]is not necessary for the
result to hold. However, it is required by our proof method.

In the last result we consider the strong coupling limit. Recall from Remark that for
the system on R with interaction V' = AJ, for all A > 0 there is a unique critical temperature
T2(\) = TX(A\) = T2(N\). In [10] it was shown that for Dirichlet boundary conditions on the
half-line, the temperature Tll()\) satisfies

LT - T

Jim ey = 0. (1.20)

Here we improve this result and show that the relative difference of T} (\) and T?(\) vanishes
in the strong coupling limit.

Theorem 1.11. Let p > 0, d = 1 and let the interaction be V.= A6 for A > 0. Assume Dirichlet
boundary conditions on (0,00). In the strong coupling limit

L T — T

Jim e = 0. (1.21)

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section Bl we compare the operators
Ly, Dy and K7 and prove Lemma [[L4l In Section [3 we analyze the weak coupling asymptotics
of the Birman-Schwinger operators corresponding to D — AV and Ly — AV. These asymptotics
are then used to prove Theorems and [L9] in Sections @ and [l respectively. The proof of
Theorem [[.TT]is discussed in Section [6l

2 Relation of Ly and Dy to Ky

Assume that Q = R? in this section. We claimed in the introduction that Ly — V and Dp — V.
restricted to zero total momentum agree with K7 — V. The operator K acts as multiplication
with

2
.
Kr(p) = —2—F
tanh (I)Z—T’i)

in momentum space. Let U be the unitary operator on L?(R¢ x R?) switching to relative and
center of mass coordinates r =z —y, z = = + v,

Un(r, 2) — Qd%w((r +2)/2, (= — 1)/2). (2.1)

The operator U(Dy — V)UT acts as

eip (r—r")+ig-(z—2")

Nr(p, q)fli/)(rl, 2\dr'dz'dpdq — V (r)(r, 2),

U(Dy — VYU (r.2) = f

RA4d (27T)2d



where .

(p+q)? —p (p—q)?—p

Nrlp.o) =2{ — (Ergr=s)  tann (L=gi=r)

(2.2)

Similarly, for U(Ly — V)UT replace Nz by Br in the equation above, where Br is defined as

+q)%— —q)2—
ltanh <(p 3%1 “) + tanh <7(p g% “)
2 PP+ —p '

Note that Br(p,q) < Nr(p,q) and thus Ly = Dr, see [18, Lemma 2.7]. Both operators U(Dr —
V)UT and U(Ly — V)U' are translation invariant in z-direction and we can restrict them to
a fixed total momentum ¢. Since Np(p,0)~! = Br(p,0)™' = Kr(p), indeed K1 — V is the
restriction of Lt — V and Dy — V to zero total momentum.

2.1 Proof of Lemma [1.4]

We are now ready to prove Lemma [[L4l The proof is an adaptation of the arguments in [12]
Section F] and [18, Lemma 2.4].

Proof of Lemma[1.7] We want to argue that inf os(Ly, — V) = infos(Dr, — V) = 0. For any
ae H'(RY x RY) with a(z,y) = a(y,z), let é&(r,y) := a(r +y,y). Since « is symmetric, we may
write

(D =V)oy = | Calg) Kraltddy = [ V= latea)ldedy  (24)

Using the translation invariance of Kr in the first term and substituting » = x —y in the second
term, we obtain

(o, (Dr = V)ay = Rd<07(-,y)7 (K1 = V)a(,y))dy (2.5)

Note that & is not symmetric. Therefore, inf o4(D7—V) = inf o (K7 — V') without the restriction
to symmetric states. At the same time, inf os(Kp — V) > inf o4(Lp — V') since Kp — V equals
the restriction of Ly — V to zero total momentum. In total, we have the chain of inequalities

infos(Kr —V)>infos(Ly — V) = infos(Dr — V) = info(Kr — V).

By assumption, at temperature 7T, the left and the right hand side equal zero, thus all of the
terms equal zero. Due to strict monotonicity of D in T, T,, = T.. Furthermore, T; = T,
provided that for T' < T, we have inf o5(Lp — V') < 0. This follows from strict monotonicity of
KT inT. |

3 Weak coupling asymptotics

In this section we introduce the notation needed to study the weak coupling asymptotics. Fur-
thermore, we prove some results in dimension one, which will be useful for proving both Theo-
rem [LL6] and 9

To study the weak coupling asymptotics, we apply the Birman-Schwinger principle, similarly
to [12,[141[18]. Recall the definitions of U, N7, and By from (2.1)), (22]), and (2.3)), respectively.
For ¢ € R? we shall denote by Nr(-,q), Br(-,q) the operators acting on L?(R%) through multi-
plication by Nr(p,q), Br(p,q) in momentum space. Consider the operators

VI2Np( ) |VIV? and VY2Bp(-,q)|V|Y? (3.1)



on L2(R%), where V/2(r) = sgn(V(r))|V(r)|Y2. They are precisely the Birman-Schwinger
operators corresponding to U(Dr—AV)UT and U(Ly—AV)UT at total momentum ¢, respectively.
With the convention that sgn(0) = 0, the spectra of the Birman-Schwinger operators satisfy

sgninf o(Dyp — AV) = —sgnsupsup o(VY2Np (-, q)|V|V2 = A7), (3.2)
q

where I denotes the identity operator. Similarly for Ly and Bpr. We can also restrict to
symmetric states on both sides.

Since the Birman-Schwinger operators are bounded for 7" away from zero, the temperatures
T, and T; must go to zero in the weak coupling limit. Therefore, we need to understand the be-
havior of the Birman-Schwinger operators at low temperatures. For the operators V1/ QKQT ! |V|1/ 2
and V2Br(-,q)[V|"/? the low temperature asymptotics are discussed in [12,14] and [I8, Proof
of Lemma 6.3], respectively. In both cases, the Birman-Schwinger operators have a singular
part, which grows logarithmically in 7. The singular part is supported on the Fermi sphere
p? = p. Additionally, for VY/2Br(-, ¢)|V |2 to diverge, the total momentum g must vanish with
T.

In this paper, we consider the low temperature asymptotics of VY2Nrp (-, ¢q)[V|"/2. We find
that in dimensions 2,3, the operator behaves similarly to V2Bp(-, q)|V|*/2, see Section Bl In
dimension 1 however, there is an additional divergent contribution from relative momentum
p = 0 and total momentum ¢ = p. We shall make this statement precise in the following.

Let 7, : L*(R) — L2({~1,1}) be given by F,i(p) = (2m)~ Y2 { e PVi=)(z)dz and let
Fo : LY(R) — C denote Foyp = (2m) /2 §g ¥(x)dz. Define the functions

Nem Nem
mr(q) :=L Br(p,q)dp and nr(q) :=f0 Nr(p, q)dp. (3.3)

Note that mz(q) < nr(q). Define the families of operators Qr(q), Wr(q) : L*(R) — L®(R) for
q € R through

Q1(q) = mr (@) F FuXonax(T/pulal/ it} <1/2 (3.4)

and
Wr(q) = nr(q) (flqumax{T/u,\q\/\/ﬁ}<1/2 + QfSFOXmaX{T/,uJ|q|f\/m/\/ﬁ}<1/2>7 (3.5)

where y denotes the characteristic function. The operators Q7(q) are nonzero when g is smaller
than ,/11/2, and they equal .7-",1.7:” up to a factor. The operators Wr(q) have an additional term

-7:(;(]:0 when ¢ is close to the Fermi sphere. The following Lemma states, that the operators
Qr(gq) and Wr(q) capture the divergence of Br(-,q) and Nr(-,q), respectively.

Lemma 3.1. Let > 0. Let V satisfy (1+]-[)V € LYR), V(r) = V(~r). Then

sup sup||[VY2Br(-, )|V Y2 = VV2Qr(q)|V]V?| < oo (3.6)
T>0 geR

and
sup sup||V 2Nz (-, q)| V|2 — VV2Wr(q)|V |2 < 0. (3.7)
T>0 geR

For the operator By an analogous result in dimensions 2 and 3 has been proven in [I8] Proof
of Lemma 6.3]. The asymptotics of Q7 (¢q) and Wr(q) are determined by the behaviour of mr(q)
and nr(q). The following Lemma states that my(q) diverges logarithmically for ¢ = 0, whereas

nt(q) diverges for [q| € {0, \/11}.



Lemma 3.2. Let u > 0. Then there is a constant C independent of T and q, such that

1
—1/2
mr(g) < = In <M+—W> Xmax{(T/pulql/yiy<1/2 + € (38)

and

1
< _1/21 -
TLT(Q) Y | (T/M I |q\/\/ﬁ> Xmax{T/u,|q|//B}<1/2

N ( : ) Xmax(T/p|la|— /il yiy<t/2 T C- (3.9)
2 T/p+ llal = v/ul/y/1

Furthermore, the following lower bounds hold as T — 0:

mr(0) = np(0) = p~ Y2 In(/T) + O(1)  and np(/p) = %/ﬂ/? In(p/T) + O(1).

In the proofs, we will frequently apply the following bounds. Using that Nr is monotone
decreasing in 7', observe that

2

Nr(p,q) < =: M(p,q 3.10
2.9 (P =) —pul+ 10+ 9)*—p 2.9 (310)
Furthermore, the triangle inequality implies
1
M(p.q) (3.11)

<7
Ip? + q% — pl

Together with the bound Nr(p,q) < 1/2T it follows that for all e > 0 and p there is a constant
C(p, €) > 0 such that for all T, p, g

Xp2+q2<p+te C(p,€)
Jr
2T 1+p%+gq

Nr(p,q) < 5 Xp2 42> e (3.12)

3.1 Proof of Lemma [3.1]

Proof of Lemma[31l. We start by proving ([B.7), i.e. that the divergence of Np is captured by
Wr. Consider the case that T > /2 or |q| = %\/ﬁ Then Wr(g) = 0. The Schwarz inequality
implies that for 1 € L%(R) we have [[VV2[l, < (2m) V2[VV29|,; < 2n) Y2|[V][V20])..

Therefore,
IVY2Nr (@) VY2 < 2m) 7YV fR Nr(p, q)dp. (3.13)

The right hand side is bounded uniformly in 7" and ¢ since by (BI2]), there is a constant C' such
that Np(p,q) < C/(1+ p?) for all T > /2 or |q| > 2, /p.

For the approximation of N it remains to consider the case T < /2 and |q| < 2,/ We
prove the following Lemma below.

Lemma 3.3. Let > 0 and M as in (310). Then,

V3
sup f M(p, 9)|[p| — v/Eldp < o0 (3.14)
lal</i/2 ) /3

and

Nem
sup f M(p, q)lpldp < (3.15)
lg—y/Al< /2 /3R



Let X7 := Nz (-,q) — Wr(q). For T < p1/2 and |q| < 2./, the integral kernel of X7 is given
by

1 V3p iz — i/ (z— ip(z—
XT(w’y):%f_mNT(p’q)[(elp(w D VIt P =D s |
+i Nr(p,q)e?* ¥ dp (3.16)
27 Jip|>v3n

The second integral is uniformly bounded in 7' and ¢ according to (B.12). Using [e®* — ¢%%| <
|z||p — ¢| and then Lemma [3:3, we bound the first term by

b =9l ™ pry, ) [lol - v +lp Jap < Cle ]
pral Bl L VElXg <t vz + PIX) g - ymi<2 g | 4P -y

for some constant C' independent of x, y. In particular, the Hilbert-Schmidt norm | V2 X7|V|V2|24 <
C §ge |[V(2)|(1 + | — y|)?|V (y)|dzdy. The latter is finite since we assume that V, |- [?V e L.

In total, we have proved the approximation for V/2Np|V|Y/? stated in (37). To prove (B8],
the approximation for V1/ ZBT|V|1/ 2 we proceed similarly. We start with the case 7' > p/2 or

lq| = \/1/2. Analogously to ([B.13]) we have
V2B a)lVIY] < 2o VI | Brip. ).

For T > /2 or |q| > 2./i boundedness follows from (B12)), as for Nr. In contrast to N, the
integral of By is also bounded for \/i1/2 < |q| < 2./p, i.e.

sup f Br(p,q)dp < oo,
T>0,|q|=/n/2 JR

which was shown in the proof of [10, Lemma 4.4].
For the case T' < u1/2 and q < /11/2, we define X7 = Br(-,q) — Qr(q). The integral kernel
is

1 V3 i i/ 7 (T— 1 in(x—
Xr(v,y) = o f WBT<p,q)<elp<$‘y>—eW'5'( MNdp+ o f | JB_BT(pmeW Ydp (3.17)
—/3u p|>+/3u

Again, the second integral is uniformly bounded in 7" and ¢ by (B.12]), while it again follows
from Lemma B3] that the first is bounded by C|z — y| for a constant C independent of T" and
q. With the same argument as before, one concludes that the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of X is
bounded uniformly in 7" and gq. O

Proof of Lemma[3.3. The intuition is that M diverges linearly at p = 0 or p = \/u if ¢ = /i or
q = 0, respectively. We need to show that the additional factor of |[p| — \/u| or [p| is sufficient
to cancel the divergence of the integral uniformly in ¢. For fixed ¢, we will distinguish cases
depending on the signs of (p — ¢)? — p and (p + q)% — p.

We start by proving ([B.I4]). Since M is an even function in both p and ¢, it suffices to
consider p,q = 0. We split the following integral into three parts

V3n VE=G = p VEE |p — /il
f M(p,Q)IIPI\/ﬁIdp=f %dzwf idp
0 0 p—p°—q Ji—q  2pq
VB g
+f #dp, (3.18)
Vitg PP @ —p
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where in the first part both (p — ¢)? — p and (p + ¢)? — u are negative, in the second part
(p + q)? — 1 becomes positive and in the third part both are positive. The last term is bounded
by

[

5 dp < o0.
vE PP H

For the middle term, we use that (p — /u)/p < 1 due to the constraints 4 SV —q<p<

VBt q < 34. The factor 1/2¢ cancels with the size of the integration domain and the integral
is thus bounded by 1. For the first term we carry out the integration and obtain

MR [t R/ [0 O/ T No Tk N G S/ [ L (Rt
jo M*p2*q2dp_ 5 N +<2 5 ,u—qQ)ln(q) 2ln< 5 )

Clearly, the first and the last summand are bounded uniformly for 0 < ¢ < 4 We need to
check that the middle term is bounded as ¢ — 0, but this follows from

o ¢ .
V=@  Niu—¢Wu—q¢+ i)

This completes the proof of (3.14)).
Now we shall prove (B.I5]). Again since M is even, it suffices to consider p > 0 and we split

V3p lv/1—q p N/ AT V3n P
j M(p, q)pdp = f ———dp + f —dp + f —————dp.  (3.19)
0 0 I —p* = ¢ |\ i—a 24 Jitg PP+ @ —p

The first term equals %‘ In (\/g;q) ‘ The second term is bounded above by 1. The third term

equals %ln <2(12(“thjq)>. Hence, all of them are uniformly bounded for \/11/2 < ¢ < 3,/p/2. O

3.2 Proof of Lemma

Proof of Lemma[32. For T'— 0, the function Nt converges pointwise to M. For ¢ € {0, /i},
the integral { M (p,q)dp diverges. Hence, np will diverge for T small and ¢ close to zero or
\/p- For mp, there is no divergence at q = \/u, since By converges to zero instead of M when
(p+q)? — p and (p — q)* — p have opposite signs [10].

To compute the upper bound on np, the main idea is to find the origin of the divergence.
Everywhere else the integral of Ny can be bounded uniformly in 7" and ¢g. For the diverging
parts we bound the function Np above by a function for which the integral can be computed
explicitly.

For the lower bounds, the idea is to reduce them to similar lower bounds which are already
known [10}11].

Upper bound. We shall first prove the upper bound on nr(g). Since np(—q) = nr(q) it
suffices to consider ¢ > 0. We will use the bound Nz (p,q) < min{1/2T, M (p,q)} and M(p,q) <
1/|p* + ¢* — p|. It follows that for T' > p/2 or ¢ > 3,/i/2, the function Np(p,q) is bounded
above by 1/u. Thus nr(q) < C; for a constant C; and it suffices to restrict to 7" < u/2 and
q < 3,/11/2 from now on.

For \/p1/2 < q < 3,/i1/2, we estimate as follows

v/l la— i+ T/ Vi V3

nr(q) < f M(p,q)dp + J ﬁdp + J M(p,q)dp + f M(p,q)dp
0 =l lg—/EI+T/ i Vi

(3.20)
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The second term is clearly bounded by a constant independent of 7" and ¢q. The same is true
for the last term, since there p? + ¢ > p + p/4, and thus M(p,q) < 4/p. For the first term,
carrying out the integration gives

1 (VE=0)'?Y .

-— artanh <W) if \/1/2 <q<./K,
0 e if [q] = /&,

arctan (%) if /i< q<3y/p/2

?—p

This is bounded by
ﬁ sup0<m$1/\/gx*1 artanhz i \/1/2 < q < /I,
ﬁ SUD,~0 z larctan z if \/ﬁ <q< 3\/ﬁ/2,

Both of the suprema give finite values. Therefore, the first term in (3.20) is bounded by a
constant independent of 7', q. The third term in ([B:20]) equals

Vi
lq—/A|+T/ i 2P4 2q lg — Bl +T/yR
For |q — \/u|,T/\/it < \/11/2 observe that

() ()| < o () < v <= o2

Therefore, (3:20) is bounded above by ﬁ In <%) + C4 for some Cy < 0.

It remains to consider 0 < ¢ < ,/t/2. Similarly to the previous case, we bound

Vi—q—T/ /i N Nem
nr(q) < f M(p,q)dp + f M (p,q)dp + f M(p,q)dp+C  (3.22)
0 VA= VE+a+T/ i

for some C < o0, where C' comes from the intervals of order T where we apply the bound
Nr(p,q) < 1/2T. The first term equals

VE—a=T/\/k —qg—T
f S dp=————m (1 po VRO TIVE ) (3.23)
0 H—p*—q 24/ p — ¢? V=@ =\ u+q+T/\/u

Observe that \/p — ¢> — /it = —¢*//ft, which for ¢ < \/f1/2 is bounded below by —¢/2. Due
to the constraints q/,/u,T/p < 1/2, we have 1 < m. Combining these bounds, the

expression in (3.23)) is bounded above by

ul— q> 8 <Q/\/ﬁ5+ T/M) s 2\1//7 8 (cz/\/ﬁ5+ T/u) e

for some finite constant C' independent of ¢ and T', which follows from an estimate analogous to

321). The second term in ([B.22]) equals 0 for ¢ = 0 and for ¢ > 0

Vitg 1 2 1
J —dp=—In <1 + q > < supz~tln(1l + z).
Vi—q 2pq 2q Vi —q VE =4 2>0

For 0 < g < ,/it/2 this is bounded by a finite constant independent of ¢q. The third term in

3:22)) equals

f@ . dp<f@ S dp = ! ln< V3 -1 )
irrr i PPt G = ) prgeryya 2V — V) 2 \ag/\u+T/un)"
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Therefore, the expression in ([8.22) is bounded by

L ( ! > +C
VE S \a/\r+ T/
for some finite constant C3. Collecting all the bounds for nr(g), we obtain (B.9) with C =
max{Cl, CQ, Cg}
For the upper bound on mp(q), since mp(q) < ny(gq) we apply the bound (B9]) on nr(q) de-
rived above for |g < (/11/2. For [q| = \/i/2, it was shown in [10, Lemma 4.4] that supy.¢ |¢> /a2 M7 (9) =

SUPT~0,|q|> /52 §z Br(p,q)dp < 0. Hence, the upper bound (B8] follows.
Lower bounds. The desired lower bound for

VI tanh((r? = 10)/2T |

mr(0) = np(0) f —

0 p

follows from [10, Lemma 3.5]. To prove the lower bound for ny(\/), we first observe that if
|z| = |y|, then due to monotonicity of z/tanh(x)

2 - tanh(a:)‘

T Y
tanh(z) + tanh(y) x

This implies that

VE/2 tanh (%) 511/4 . " 1
n > dp = f t~ " tanh | — | ———dt,
(Vi) 0 P(2y/1t + p) b 0 (2T> 2/ +t

where we substituted ¢ = p(2,/u + p). We can rewrite the latter as

5u/4 51/4 tanh ( 55
1 J = tanh (i)dt _ lf <2T> dt
2,/1 Jo 2T 2J)o  Vettyp(Wet+t+ )

The second term is bounded as T' — 0 and the first term asymptotically equals ﬁ Inp/T+0(1)

as was shown in [I1, Lemma 1]. In total, we have np(\/) > ﬁ Inp/T + O(1). O

4 Proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem [1.d. The goal is to compute the weak coupling asymptotics of T; and T, in
dimension one. Recall the operators F,, and Fy defined above ([B.3). For = € {0, 1}, the operator

Vl/Qf;fm|V|1/2 has the same spectrum as ]:mV]:mT up to zero. For z = 0, the spectrum is just
the number ief = (27)~Y/2V(0). The operator fMV.F,E is precisely V, defined in (LIZ). In

particular, sup Us(]:ﬂV]:l) =€), = W

observed that sup O’S(VI/Q./—",I./—"M|V|1/2) = e}, > 0 and sup US(V1/2.7-"3.7-"0|V|1/2) = 1¢s.
Combining Lemmas B.1] and B2 we obtain that for T — 0

. By assumption, we have e}, > 0. In total, we

supsupaS(V1/2NT(-, q)|V\1/2) = sup sup JS(VI/QWT(q)W\l/Q) +O(1)
q q

= p~ Y2 In(p/T) max {efw %eé} +0(1) (4.1)

and similarly

supsup o, (VY*Br(-, )|V]?) = =2 In(u/T)e;, + O(1).
q
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According to the Birman-Schwinger principle ([3.2)), inf o5(Dr,(n) — AV) = 0 is equivalent to
sup, sup US(V1/2NTH()\ q)|V['/?) = \=1. In particular, for all A > 0 the temperature T, ()\) is
positive. At weak Couphng we obtain the asymptotics

Tu()\) = ue 7u1/2/()\max{e#,QeO})JrO(l)

as A — 0. Analogously, we obtain for A — 0

T(N) = et 2/0ei) 0,

5 Proof of Theorem

The goal is to prove
- T,(N) — TP
lim 4——————

oy

In [I8] a similar statement was proved for T}! instead of T}, i.e.

o ) = T2

=0.
A—0 TCO()\)

For a large part of the proof, one can follow the same strategy and just replace 1} by T,, and B
by Np. Therefore, instead of repeating the whole proof, we only mention which changes need
to be made to [I8, Section 6]. Recall that V' = 0 by assumption. This assumption is necessary
for the proof strategy in [18] to work. The function

Er(q) = Su%||vl/2NT(‘aQ)V1/2Hs — [VY2Nr( )V (5.1)
geR
plays an important role. Here, ||-||s denotes the operator norm on the space of even L?-functions.

The argument in [18] is based on the observation that E7(g) = 0 as well as three key Lemmas, [18]
Lemma 6.1, Lemma 6.2, Lemma 6.3].

The proofs of [I8, Lemma 6.1, Lemma 6.2] rely on the bound By < M only, where M was
defined in ([BI0). Since the function N7 is also bounded above by M, the proofs go through
just replacing By by Np.

For [18, Lemma 6.3], however, while the statement is still true after replacing By with Np,
some non-trivial changes need to be made to the proof. The following Lemma is left to prove.

Lemma 5.1. Let > 0, d € {1,2,3}. Let V > 0 satisfy Assumptions[.3, (1 +|-|?)V € L}(R)
ford=1,V e L' (RY) forde {2,3}, and e;, > max{0, e} }. Let 0 <e < ./u. There are constants
c1,¢2,T1 > 0 such that for 0 <T < Ty and |q| > € we have Er(q) > c1|In(c2/T)|.

Proof. First we need to understand the asymptotics of supqeRHVI/2NT(-, Q) V2|4 for T — 0.
We shall argue that at small enough temperatures, the supremum is attained at ¢ = 0. Recall the
assumption e’ > max{O ea} According to Remark [LLH] there is a Ag such that for 0 < A < g it
holds that T(#( A) =T\ and the ground state of K7o(y) — AV is even. Let Ty = T%(\o). Due
to the monotonicity of Nr in T, for all T < Ty there is a A < Ao such that T' = T2()\) = T2(\).
The Birman-Schwinger principle for Dy — AV and K — AV implies that

1
sup|[VY2Nr (- ) V25 = N V2N (-, 0)V 2],
q
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Figure 1: Two circles of radius /i, centered at (—|q|,0) and (|q|,0). Assume that the coordinate
system is chosen such that ¢ = (|¢|,0,0) and write the vector p = (p1,p). The points in As lie
in one of the circles, but not in the other. Thus A, is the shaded area. The points in A3 either
lie in both circles or outside both of them, i.e. the white area. The sketch is adapted from [18].

Hence, the supremum is attained at momentum ¢ = 0 for 7" < Ty. For ¢ = 0 it was computed
in [12,[14] that for T'— 0

V2N (L 0V = e i (£) + 0(1).

We need to show for |¢| > e that the second term in E(q), ||[VY?Nr(-,q)V/?|s grows more
slowly.

Dimension one: In dimension one, apart from the singularity at total momentum zero,
there is another singularity at [¢| = /u. We need to check that the divergence at the latter
singularity is slower than at ¢ = 0. Combining Lemmas Bl and B2 if |¢| > € we obtain that

1, _
sup sup||V2Nr (-, VY| < Segu? In(p/T) + O(1),
T>0|q|>€

where ef = 2(27) Y2V (0) > 0 since V > 0. The assumption e, > €, implies 17(2\/@ > 0, and
thus e, > %e(“j and the claim follows.
Dimensions two and three: We show that in dimensions two and three there is no

divergence away from zero total momentum, i.e. supyosupjys||VY2Nz(-,q)V/?| < oo. This
follows if we prove that sup|q|>6||V1/2M(-, q)V'2|| < o0, where M was defined in (BI0).

We define the sets A; = {p € R%p? > 3u}, Ay = {pe Rp? < 3u, (p—q)®>—p)((p+¢)*>—p) <
0}, and Az = {pe R4p? < 3u, (p—q)?> —p)((p+q)* — i) > 0}. The sets Ay and Ay are sketched
in Figure [l Let x4, denote the corresponding characteristic functions. To bound the norm of
V12M (-, q)V''/2, we split the operator into the sum of the three operators V/2M (., Q)X A, (V12
for 1 < j < 3 and bound each of the norms.

Recall that M(-,q)xa,(p) < C/(1 + p?) according to B.I2). It follows from the Hardy-
Littlewood-Sobolev inequality that ||V gﬁVl/ 2| < oo, where A is the Laplacian [12}[14L[16].
Therefore,

sup [VY2M (-, g)xa, (V2] < 0.
lg|>e€
To bound
sup [VY2M (- g)xa, (V2]

lg|>e
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one uses the Schwarz inequality to obtain

sup VY201 ( a)xcas (V21 < V1 sup | M(p.a)cas () (5.2

lg|>e€ lg|>e JR
To bound the latter, first notice that we may assume ¢ = (|g|,0) without loss of generality by
rotating the coordinate system of p and ¢. Observe that
1
2[p1lq|

It is evident from Figure [ that in the domain Ay, we have max{0, |q| — \/u} < |p1| < /&t + |q]
and

M(p, (lq],0))xa,(p) =

1] € (v/max{0, u — (Ip1| + a2} /e — (Ip1| = la])?).

We first carry out the integration over the angular part of p. In d = 3, the angular part gives
a contribution 27|p| < 27,/ =: ¢3, in d = 2 we get a factor cz = 2. Integrating now over the
radial part of p and using the symmetry in p; — —p1, gives

VE+lal

|, 200 al. 0)xss 0)p < (Vi o1~ alP—/max{0, — (o1 + a))
R \Q| max{0,|q|—/m} P1
(5.3)
Let us distinguish the cases ¢ > (/n and ¢ < /. For ¢ > /p the right hand side of (5.3))
reduces to
Vitld q
—/1— (p1 — |q|)dp1.
|Q| lg|—vE P1
Using that 1 — (p1 — |q])? < 2p1q| for |g| > /&, this is bounded by

\/icd j\/ﬁJrq 1 2\fcd 1/2
7 —75dp1 < (Vi + gD < 4eq.
|q|1/2 lal =/ p}/z lq |1/2 T

Now, consider the case ¢ < /z. We rewrite the right hand side of (5.3]) as

Vi—ldl 1
o (Vi o TalP ~ Vi o+ Jal)? )
Vit q
—/1—(p1— lg])?dp1. (5.4)
|Q\ VE—lgl P1
For the first term, we shall use that
4p1|q
Vi (p—1a)? = — (pr + [g])?
T Vi (- a)? + i (o + Ja])?
4 4

w—(pr +1a)? ~ wAVE —lal = p1)'?
For the second term in (5.4), notice that for p; > /i — |q|, we have
p— (=) = p—pi = ¢+ 2pilal < p = (Vi = lal)® — ¢* + 2palal = 2lgl (Vi — lal +p1)
and p1 = (p1 + /i — |q])/2. In total, we can bound (5.4]) by

Vi—ldl 4 21/2. rvE+ldl 2
Cdj 1/4 Tzdp1 + 12df 7741
0 A (=gl = p1)Y g2 Jo (p1+ /1 — gV
8cq 8cd,ul/4
M1/4 (\//_j' - |q‘)1/2 + ‘Q|1/2 : (56)
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Since we assumed that € < |g| < y/fI, this is bounded by 8cq(1 + u!/%/y/€). This completes the
proof of sup‘q‘>EHV1/2M(-,q)XA2(-)Vl/QH < .
We are left with showing

sup |[V2M (-, q)x a, (- )V < 0.

lq|>e
This follows from elementary computations, as for As. In fact, the computation for supjy - V)2
is spelled out in [I8, Proof of Lemma 6.9 part (iv)]. The method carries over to the case |q| > €
and we therefore skip the details here. ]

6 Proof of Theorem [I.11]

The proof of Theorem [L.TT] follows the same strategy as the proof of the analogous result for Tl1
instead of T)! in [I0, Theorem 1.1]. Since the proof only requires two non-trivial modifications,
we do not reproduce the whole argument here, but only explain the necessary changes. It should
be noted that in [I0] the momenta in the relative and center of mass coordinates are scaled by a
factor of 1/2 compared to this paper, which becomes evident for instance when comparing the
definition of By in [10, (2.2)] with the one in (2.3]).

Recall the definitions of N7 (p, q) and Br(p, ¢) in (2.2) and (2.3]), respectively. In this section,
we shall write N7, and Bt to keep track of the value of i occurring in N7 and Br explicitly.

The first part of the argument in [10] is to rephrase the statement about the temperatures 7;!
and 70 in terms of the corresponding Birman-Schwinger operators. It turns out that the relative
difference of the temperatures Tl1 and T? vanishes in the strong coupling limit, if the lowest
eigenvalues of the Birman-Schwinger operators at temperature 7' = 1 and chemical potential
i = 0 agree. This is the content of [I0, Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2]. If we replace Tl1 by T} and
correspondingly Br, by Nt ,, the arguments in the proofs of these two Lemmas remain valid,
except for part (iv) of Lemma 5.1. Let N7, denote the operator on L*(R) with integral kernel
N7, (p, q). In analogy to [10, (5.3)], we need to show that

Lemma 6.1.

lim|| Ny, — Nioll = 1
MI_{%H 1u— Nioll =0 (6.1)
and
lim sup J(Nw(p, a) — N1,o(p,q))dg| = 0. (6.2)
=0 p R

Before we prove this Lemma, we shall explain the other nontrivial change. The second
part of the argument in [I0] is to argue that the largest eigenvalues of the Birman-Schwinger
operators corresponding to Tl1 and T? at T = 1, = 0 agree, which follows directly from the
properties of the function k(p,q) = min{B o(p,0), B1,(0,q)} listed in [10, Lemma 5.4]. Here,
we define k(p, q) = min{N0(p,0), N1,0(0,¢)}. Since N7 ,(p,0) = Bz ,(p,0), this coincides with
the definition of k in [10] (up to scaling p with 1/2). The only property listed in [I0, Lemma
5.4] requiring a new proof, is the first inequality

Nio(p,q) < k(p;q)- (63)
To prove this, observe that z/tanh(x) is convex and thus for all z,y € R

1( R >> 32 +) (6.4)

2 \tanh(z) = tanh(y)/) ~ tanh(1(z + y))

Setting x = (p + ¢)?/2 and y = (p — ¢)?/2, and using that x/tanh 2 is monotonously increasing
for x = 0, we obtain

1 - (P* +4¢*)/2 1 p? ¢ 1 _
Mol > e ey §max{tanh(p2/2)’ tanh(q2/2)} =307 (65)
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Therefore, N1(p,q) < k(p,q).
It only remains to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemma[61. To show that || Ny, — Nig|l vanishes as u — 0, we bound the operator
norm by the Hilbert-Schmidt norm,

N = Naol? < [ (V1o 0) = Nio(p, )P,
R

Since N, (p,q) < 1/2T and Nt ,(p,q) < WT%*M’ there is a constant ¢ such that for all u < 1
and p,q € R
c
N < ———5—.
1,u(p7 Q) p2 +q2 +1

The claim thus follows from dominated convergence.
To show that

sup
p

JR(NW(p’ q) — N1o(p, q))dq‘ (6.6)

vanishes as u — 0, we bound this expression above by

0
—N1,(p, q)’ dq. (6.7)

MSup sup f F)
R 14

P vel0,u]

With the notation f(z) = x/tanh(z/2) we have N1, (p,q) = 2(f((p+9)*—v)+ f((p—q)*—v)) L.
The derivative with respect to v is given by

0 -2
N0 =2(f(p+9* —v) + f(lp- )’ =v)  (F((p+a)* =)+ f(p—a)*~v)), (68)
where ) P
o I
) = tanh(z/2)  sinh?(z/2)
Using that |f'(z)| < 1 for the second factor and (6.4]) for the first term, we bound the derivative
of Ny, by

(6.9)

0 1
’_Nl,u(pa q)’ <

6.10

ov fp*+q* —v)? (610
To bound this further, we now restrict to v < 1 and use f(x) = 2max{1, 2}, and then maximize
over p and obtain

1 Xp2yg2=2 1 c

1
] < L Ll Xz Lo ¢ 6.11
‘au 1u(p Q)‘ A XpP+a?<2 Ty (p? + 2 —1)2 gra*<2 (¢ + 1) (610

for some finite constant c¢. Since this is integrable, the expression in (6.7]) vanishes in the limit
w— 0. ]
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