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Predictions of topological p-wave superconductivity and Majorana zero modes (MZMs) in hy-
brid superconductor-semiconductor nanowires have been difficult to realize experimentally. Conse-
quently, researchers are actively exploring alternative platforms for MZMs. In this work, we theoret-
ically study depleted nanowires with intrinsic superconductivity (as opposed to proximity-induced).
Using a self-consistent Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov mean field theory, we compute the topological phase
diagram versus Zeeman field and filling for intrinsic wires with attractive interactions. We find that,
although intrinsic wires could be less vulnerable than hybrids to topology-adverse effects, such as
disorder and metallization, they are hindered by a fundamental limitation of their own. Although a
topological p-wave phase is indeed possible, it is far less robust than in hybrid Majorana nanowires.
Instead of remaining stable beyond the topological transition, it is found to decay exponentially
with Zeeman field, greatly reducing the parameter region with an appreciable topological gap.

Among the known emergent states associated with
topological materials, Majorana zero modes (MZMs) in
topological p-wave superconductors occupy a prominent
place [1–3]. The properties of MZMs are remarkable
even compared to other kinds of topologically protected
states: they are spatially bound, zero-charge, zero-spin
and zero-energy fractionalized quasiparticles, immune to
local perturbations, and with non-Abelian anyon statis-
tics [2, 4, 5]. They are thus able to form a decoherence-
free subspace to store and geometrically transform quan-
tum information through the braiding group [6]. Unfor-
tunately, and because of their very nature, MZMs have
proven to be elusive. Despite our best continued efforts
and the many potential sightings in experiments [7–13],
candidate MZMs refuse to behave as predicted by the-
ory, so considerable questions still remain about these
detections [14–19].

The most studied platform for MZMs is known as the
Majorana hybrid nanowire [20, 21]. It is composed of a
semiconductor nanowire with strong spin-orbit coupling
(SOC) partially or fully covered by an s-wave supercon-
ductor. Under a strong Zeeman field above a critical
value, this kind of device is predicted to undergo a tran-
sition into a one-dimensional (1D) p-wave topological su-
perconductor phase with MZMs at its ends. This hybrid
wire approach to MZMs has spurred great interest and
excitement in the last decade because of its elegance,
experimental feasibility, and apparent simplicity. The
simplicity was, unfortunately, deceptive. Even the best
hybrid devices were riddled with a host of unwanted ef-
fects [14], notably metallization [22], disorder [18, 23, 24],
trivial state pinning [25, 26], smooth confinement [27–31],
etc., which introduced the possibility of various types
of false positives. In view of these problems, some re-
searchers have slowly turned their efforts towards other
possible realizations of p-wave superconductivity. One
minimal variation is to make the Majorana nanowire “in-
trinsic” (as opposed to hybrid) by fabricating it from
a hypothetical semiconductor material with strong SOC
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FIG. 1. Three models for Majorana nanowires. U is an onsite
Hubbard interaction, ∆ is a superconducting pairing.

that possesses a superconducting phase even close to de-
pletion [32–34]. Since superconductivity would be in-
trinsic to the wire, the issues associated with the con-
tact with an electronically dense s-wave superconductor
would be avoided. The predictions of D-class [35] topo-
logical phases valid for hybrid nanowires do not necessar-
ily apply to the intrinsic case. The conventional hybrid-
wire description with externally fixed order parameter
becomes inaccurate, and a more precise, self-consistent
characterization of the intrinsic pairing potential as a
function of magnetic field and filling becomes essential.

In this work, we study the topological phase diagram
of an intrinsic Majorana nanowire within a self-consistent
Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) mean-field theory of in-
teractions [36, 37] and compare it to its hybrid coun-
terpart. We demonstrate that while a p-wave phase is
indeed possible in the intrinsic case, it is far less robust
than in the hybrid Majorana nanowire. Instead of re-
maining stable beyond the critical magnetic field, it is
found to decay exponentially with field, greatly reduc-
ing the region in the phase diagram with an apprecia-
ble topological gap. This behavior also destroys Majo-
rana oscillations with magnetic field and Fermi energy,
which are considered one of the most characteristic dis-
tinguishing features of MZMs in hybrid nanowires [38].
We additionally show that long-range attractive interac-
tions contribute to a slower, but still exponential decay
of the topological gap while also substantially changing
the topological phase boundary.

Self-consistent superconductivity.—We start by pre-
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senting a summary of the self-consistent Bardeen-
Cooper-Schriefer (BCS) and HFB theories of supercon-
ductivity applied to the attractive Hubbard model. Full
details are presented in the Appendices.

Consider a Hubbard model on a lattice with attractive
onsite interactions U < 0,

HHub = H0 +HU , (1)

H0 = −t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

c†iσcjσ + (2t− µ)
∑
i,σ

niσ, (2)

HU = U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓. (3)

In the above equation, ⟨i, j⟩ denotes nearest-neighbor site
indices, µ the Fermi energy, t = ℏ2/2ma20 the hopping
amplitude, m the effective mass, a0 the lattice spacing,

c†iσ (ciσ) the creation (destruction) particle operators at

site i with spin σ =↑, ↓, and niσ = c†iσciσ the number
operator.

The BCS theory of superconductivity in metals [39]
predicts that, below a certain critical temperature Tc,
the attractive (U < 0) interaction will give rise to a
finite complex-valued superconducting order parameter
∆ii = U⟨ci↑ci↓⟩. The anomalous order parameter ∆ii

creates a superconducting gap Ω for quasiparticle excita-
tions that corresponds to the binding energy of Cooper
pairs in the BCS condensate. (In a uniform and infi-
nite U < 0 Hubbard model with time-reversal symmetry,
Ω = |∆|, but not necessarily in more general situations.)
The key insight of the BCS theory is that by relaxing
the constraint of a fixed number of particles [39, 40],
U < 0 will naturally lead, by spontaneous breaking of
the gauge symmetry, to the emergence of a non-zero ∆ii

at a self-consistent mean-field level, transforming Eq. (1)
into HHub

BCS = H0 +ΣBCS, where

ΣBCS =
∑
i

∆iic†i↓c
†
i↑ + h.c. (4)

This ΣBCS is the mean-field version of the interaction
term HU . The self-consistent mean-field condition for
∆ii is straightforward to obtain in the case of an infinite,
uniform system (see Appendix A), and is given by the
so-called “gap equation”,

∆ = −U

N

∑
k

∆

2Ek
tanh

(
Ek

2kBT

)
, (5)

where ∆ = ∆ii (assumed real without loss of gen-
erality), N is the number of sites, T is temperature,

Ek =
√
∆2 + ϵ2k and ϵk are the eigenvalues of H0 and

∆. The above gap equation is valid only in the Andreev
limit of dense metals, that is, as long as

∆ ≪ µ. (6)

It also assumes no spin-mixing terms in H0.

Although the above form of BCS theory is valid in
conventional superconductors, it is not applicable to Ma-
jorana nanowires, nearly-depleted semiconductors with
strong SOC and magnetic fields. The correct mean-field
treatment of superconductivity in this case requires a
generalization of the gap equation, known as HFB theory.
The HFB theory does not make any assumption about

the normal Hamiltonian H0 or the Fermi energy, and
therefore needs to keep track of all the possible local order
parameters, each of which influences the others. These
can all be written in terms of different components of
the local density matrix in Nambu space, including both
its normal electron-electron (ee) and “anomalous” hole-
electron (he) blocks,

ρiieσ,eσ′ = ⟨c†iσ′ciσ⟩, ρiihσ,eσ′ = ⟨ciσ′ciσ⟩. (7)

These can be computed in equilibrium by summing all
thermally occupied Bogoliubov eigenstantes of the com-
plete mean-field Hamiltonian HHFB = H0+ΣHFB, where
the self-energy ΣBCS in Eq. (4) has been replaced by the
more general ΣHFB that reads

ΣHFB =
1

2

∑
iσσ′

(c†iσ, ciσ)Σ̌
ii
σσ′

(
ciσ′

c†iσ′

)
, (8)

Σ̌ij = Uδij

(
1

2
Tr(τz ρ̃

ii)τz − τz ρ̃
iiτz

)
, (9)

ρ̃ij =

(
ρijee (ρjihe)

†

ρijhe −(ρjiee)
T

)
. (10)

Here τz is the third Pauli matrix on the Nambu (elec-
tron/hole) space and the trace is taken over both Nambu
and spin spaces [we have omitted the spin indices in Eqs.
(9) and (10) for brevity]. The above equation, together
with Eq. (7), define a set of self-consistent equations with
2× 2 matrices ρiiee and ρiihe as unknowns. To solve them,
one typically starts from a seed guess and then uses the
HHFB they define to obtain a new density matrix, iterat-
ing until convergence.
The expression for ΣHFB is valid beyond the standard

BCS theory, for arbitrary filling, SOC and Zeeman. Ap-
pendix A presents a compact derivation, also generalized
to interactions of arbitrary range. In Appendix B we de-
rive, in the case of α = 0, an analytic generalization of
the self-consistent gap equation for ∆, Eq. (5), and also
for the renormalized µ and the Zeeman field.
The HFB theory allows one to explore self-consistent

superconductivity in Majorana nanowires, where the
standard BCS assumptions are violated in three ways:
the wires are close to depletion, they include SOC-
induced spin-mixing, and they are subject to Zeeman
fields. In the following, we analyze and compare, in the
context of HFB theory, the phase diagram of three mod-
els relevant to Majorana nanowires: the Oreg-Lutchyn
model, the self-consistent hybrid model and the self-
consistent intrinsic model, see Fig. 1.
The Oreg-Lutchyn model.—The Oreg-Lutchyn (OL)

model [20, 21] has been extensively used to describe
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hybrid Majorana nanowires, a type of semiconductor
nanowire (typically made of InAs or InSb) on top of
which a conventional superconductor shell (typically
made of Al) is deposited or grown. The nanowire has
strong Rashba SOC αkzσy (kz is the electron wavevec-
tor along the wire) and is subject to an external Zeeman
field VZσz = 1

2gBzσz, where g is the g-factor, Bz the
applied magnetic field, and σ are spin Pauli matrices.
The shell induces superconductivity on the semiconduc-
tor by proximity, which the model treats at the simplest
possible level, by adding a constant BCS pairing to the
semiconductor Hamiltonian

HOL = H0 +HSOC +HZ +ΣBCS, (11)

HSOC =
α

2a0

∑
i,σ

(
c†i+1σ̄ci,σ + h.c.

)
, (12)

HZ = VZ

∑
i

(
c†i↑ci↑ − c†i↓ci↓

)
. (13)

The spin σ̄ denotes the opposite of σ. The pairing ∆ is
fixed to a certain value related to the shell pairing and
the transparency of the contact. Thus, any self-consistent
dependence of ∆ on other parameters or on position is
ignored.

The basic properties of the OL model have been stud-
ied in great detail [2, 41]. Here we summarize three key
results: (i) The infinite OL model undergoes a band in-

version as VZ exceeds a critical value V c
Z =

√
∆2 + µ2.

The system then develops a topological p-wave super-
conducting phase with a mini-gap that grows with spin-
orbit strength. (ii) For long but finite nanowires with
VZ > V c

Z , zero-energy Majorana bound states appear at
the ends of the wire, whose wave function extent LM is
inversely proportional to the topological minigap. (iii)
When the length L of the topological nanowire decreases
below 2LM , the two end Majorana bound states be-
gin to overlap and split, oscillating around zero energy
as ±δϵ ∼ ±e−2L/LM cos(kFL), where kF is the Fermi
wavevector in the normal phase.

We show in the following that this model and its pre-
dictions are qualitatively accurate compared to a self-
consistent hybrid nanowire, as long as the parent super-
conductor satisfies Eq. (6). However, it fails to describe
self-consistent intrinsic Majorana nanowires, where su-
perconductivity comes from attractive interactions in the
semiconductor wire itself.

The self-consistent hybrid nanowire model.—The hy-
brid model Hamiltonian includes the electrons of the shell
superconductor explicitly in order to compute its super-
conductivity self-consistently as a function of parameters,

Hhyb = HSM
0 +HSM

SOC +HSM
Z + (14)

HSC
0 +HSC

U +HSC
Z +HSC−SM,

HSC−SM = −t′

i∈SC
j∈SM∑
⟨i,j⟩σ

c†iσcjσ + h.c. (15)

The labels SM and SC indicate two distinct parallel
one-dimensional lattices, one for the semiconductor and
the other for the superconductor. The coupling between
them, HSC−SM, is governed by the hopping parameter t′.
We assume that the Fermi energy in the superconductor
(dubbed µSC, as opposed to µ in the semiconductor) is
large, so that the standard BCS theory could be applied
to it in isolation, as done in Eq. (4).
The HFB self-consistent mean-field approximation

Hhyb
HFB of the hybrid system as a whole can be obtained

by replacing HSC
U above with ΣSC

HFB following Eq. (9),
and solving for ρiiee and ρiihe with Eq. (7). This can be
done either for an infinite and uniform nanowire (using
the Bloch theorem to obtain position-independent ρ’s)
or for a finite nanowire (so that ρii is site dependent).
The gap Ω (that is, the smallest positive eigenvalue) of

the resulting Hhyb
HFB in the long but finite nanowire is

shown in Fig. 2(a) as a function of VZ and the semi-
conductor’s µ. The onsite interaction U is chosen so that
Ω(VZ = 0) = ∆ ≈ 0.38 meV. We see that Ω vanishes

for VZ greater than V c
Z ≈

√
µ2 +∆2 (gray curve), as

expected from the OL model, due to the emergence of
a MZM at the boundaries. Figure 2(b) shows the full
spectrum along a cut with fixed µ (dashed blue line in
Fig. 2(a)). Since the nanowire in this simulation has
L > 2LM , the smallest eigenvalues (solid blue line in
Fig. 2(b)) go to zero in the topological region, with-
out any Majorana oscillations. For comparison, the non-
self-consistent HOL spectrum is shown in gray in Fig.

2(b), matching with good accuracy the Hhyb
HFB spectrum.

As in the OL model, the self-consistent p-wave mini-gap
above the zero mode is robust and remains finite as VZ

increases, moving deeper into the topological region. Its
evolution along the fixed-µ cut, computed in an infinite
nanowire, is shown in blue in Fig. 2(e), with the OL
equivalent in light gray. The qualitative agreement be-
tween the two models is the result of the parent super-
conductor satisfying the Andreev condition ∆ ≪ µSC.
The intrinsic nanowire model.—The case of a Majo-

rana nanowire with intrinsic superconductivity (i.e. not
induced externally by a superconducting shell) is surpris-
ingly different. The model for such a nanowire is defined
by

Hint = H0 +HSOC +HZ +HU . (16)

Note that attractive interactions U < 0 are now present
in the semiconductor itself. Since the filling of the wire
may be small, or even zero, the Andreev limit in Eq.
(6) is not satisfied. Moreover, the SOC term and Zee-
man fields are no longer irrelevant to the superconducting
order parameter. Therefore, it should not be expected
that the mean field Hint

HFB necessarily matches the phe-
nomenology of the OL model. The gap and spectrum of
Hint

HFB are shown in Figs. 2(c,d) for a finite wire with
equivalent parameters as the hybrid case of Figs. 2(a,b).
We see that, indeed, while the topological boundary and
band inversion are qualitatively similar, the behavior of
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FIG. 2. (a) Topological phase diagram of the finite-length,
self-consistent hybrid Majorana nanowire model as a function
of Zeeman field VZ and Fermi energy µ in the semiconductor.
Color encodes the energy Ω of the lowest-lying excitation at
each point. The white line marks the topological transition
in bulk, and the gray line the transition in the Oreg-Lutchyn
(OL) model for comparison. (b) Linecut of the low-energy
spectrum along the blue dashed line in (a), exhibiting a topo-
logical transition and the emergence of non-oscillating Ma-
jorana zero modes (MZMs) beyond a critical Zeeman field
V c
Z . The spectrum of the OL model is shown in gray. (c,d)

Analogues of (a,b) for the self-consistent intrinsic nanowire
model. (e) Gap as a function of VZ in an infinite nanowire
for all three models. The dashed line is the analytical re-
sult from the generalized gap equation without SOC, see Ap-
pendix B, showing that SOC is essential to develop a topolog-
ical p-wave gap in Majorana nanowires. Hybrid parameters:
U = −32meV, µSC = 10meV, semiconductor g-factor g = 12
(gs = 2 in the superconductor), SC-SM hopping t′ = 0.8t.
Intrinsic parameters: U = −8.0meV. Common parameters:
wire length L = 2000nm, lattice constant a0 = 10nm, effec-
tive mass m = 0.023me, SOC α = 40meV.

the minigap in the topological region has a very different
behavior. The minigap is dramatically more fragile, de-
creasing exponentially with VZ after the transition (red
curve in Fig. 2(e)), which leads to its collapse shortly
after, instead of remaining roughly constant as in the hy-
brid case. As a result, the parameter space region with
MZMs is strongly reduced to a narrow black strip in Fig.
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FIG. 3. (a-c) Phase diagram of an infinite intrinsic nanowire
with screened Coulomb interactions of increasing range, gov-
erned by the screening length λ. The λ = 0 case corresponds
to purely onsite interactions, see Fig. 2. As λ increases
the topological boundary becomes sharper at its V c

Z mini-
mum. U is chosen in each case to yield a fixed ∆ = 0.38
meV at VZ = 0, namely U = −8.0meV, U = −3.9meV and
U = −4.3meV, respectively (other parameters as in Fig. 2).
(d,e) The gaps along the horizontal cuts [dashed in (a-c)] be-
come longer range, but are still exponentially decaying with
VZ , as shown by the log-plot (e). For comparison, the OL gap
(gray) decays much more slowly, as a power-law.

2(c). After the collapse of the minigap, the Majoranas
quickly become delocalized finite-energy Andreev states.
This is not the result of a suboptimal choice of model pa-
rameters but stems from the intrinsic origin of the p-wave
pairing.

We confirmed that this type of behavior is also generic
in the case of multimode intrinsic nanowires. We ex-
tend the nanowire model to have M transverse modes by
employing a quasi-1D lattice with M sites in the trans-
verse direction, generalizing also HSOC to include an ad-
ditional αkyσz term. The filled subbands develop a finite
pairing because of the attractive interactions. The shal-
lowest mode can undergo a topological transition like for
M = 1. However, its p-wave minigap is not affected by
the pairing of the rest of the orthogonal eigenmodes, so
that the minigap still collapses shortly after the critical
Zeeman V c

Z (not shown).

We have explored a second generalization: intrin-
sic nanowires with finite-range interactions. We re-
place HU in Eq. (16) with Eq. (A2) and vij =
1
2Ua0e

−|ri−rj |/λ/|ri − rj | for i ̸= j (screened Coulomb
interaction with screening length λ), while still imposing
vii = U on each site. The self-consistent HFB decoupling
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then results in a topological boundary that considerably
deviates from the OL-like hyperbolic shape as λ grows;
see Fig. (3)(a-c). The topological minigap becomes more
robust, remaining finite farther into the topological re-
gion. However, it still decays exponentially, as shown in
Figs. (3)(d,e)

Conclusion.—The exponential decay of the minigap in
intrinsic nanowires stems from competing requirements
for the topological phase: spinlessness and superconduc-
tivity. As the Zeeman field VZ exceeds the critical V c

Z ,
one spin sector is depleted. Thus, the probability of find-
ing two electrons at a given site forming a singlet to con-
dense into a Cooper pair vanishes in the absence of SOC
(black dashed line in Fig. 2(e)). With a finite SOC,
this probability grows as a result of the SOC-induced
spin canting of states with opposite momenta. The cant-
ing, and hence the singlet probability, decreases with VZ .
Since the mean-field self-consistent pairing depends ex-
ponentially on this probability, see Eq. (B18), we ob-
tain an exponential decay of the pairing with VZ . This
is the underlying mechanism behind the fragile topol-
ogy observed in our numerical simulations. In stark con-
trast, the pairing in the superconductor shell of a hybrid

nanowire remains essentially unaffected by Zeeman, since
its large Fermi energy guarantees spinful carriers and a
large VZ-independent singlet probability on any site. The
proximity-induced pairing on the semiconductor then de-
pends only linearly on the spin canting itself, which falls
as a weak power law with VZ .

Our results emphasize the fact that the pursuit of
topological intrinsic superconductivity is hindered by a
weak spin canting of spinless carriers. This limitation
does not affect Majoranas obtained by the time-reversal-
symmetric Fu-Kane approach [42], but it is expected to
make the Zeeman-driven OL mechanism problematic as
a route toward intrinsic topological superconductivity.
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Appendix A: Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov theory

Take a Hamiltonian with interactions of the form

H = H0 +Hint, (A1)

H0 =
∑
ij

c†iH
ij
0 cj ,

Hint =
1

2

∑
ij

c†i civ
ijc†jcj −

1

2

∑
i

c†i civ
ii, (A2)

where the last term removes spurious self-interactions.
Here we are assuming a spinless, single-orbital model, so
that i, j are purely spatial indices and vij = V (ri− rj) is
a scalar potential between sites i and j. We assume vij =
vji from this point on. We may add extra orbital indices
si at each site i (such as spin), so that our interaction
model becomes

Hint =
1

2

∑
isijsj

c†isicisiv
ijc†jsjcjsj −

1

2

∑
isi

c†isicisiv
ii

=
1

2

∑
ij

c†iciv
ijc†jcj −

1

2

∑
i

c†iciv
ii. (A3)

Here we have denoted composite index pairs, such as
(i, si), with bold indices, such as i. The interaction po-
tential vij is assumed independent of si, sj .
A perturbation theory treatment of the interaction

based on path integrals starts by casting the Hamilto-
nian into its normal-ordered form [43]. Normal ordering
cancels the self-interaction term in Hint,

Hint =
1

2

∑
ij

c†ic
†
jv

ijcjci. (A4)

The mean-field Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov decoupling (i.e.
including pairing) of the Hamiltonian then yields

H ≈ H0 +HH
int +HF

int +HB
int (A5)

=
∑
ij

[
c†i

(
Hij

0 +Σij
H +Σij

F

)
cj +

1

2

(
c†iΣ

ij
B c†j + h.c.

)]
,

where the Hartree (electrostatic), Fock (exchange) and
Bogoliubov (pairing) self-energies between spatial sites i
and j are matrices over orbital space given by [44]

Σij
H = δij1

∑
l

vil⟨c†l cl⟩ = δij1
∑
l

vilTrρllee,

Σij
F = −vij⟨c†j ⊗ ci⟩ = −vijρijee,

Σij
B = vij⟨cj ⊗ ci⟩ = vijρijeh. (A6)

The electron-electron, hole-hole and the anomalous den-
sity matrices are defined as

ρijee = ⟨c†j ⊗ ci⟩ = (ρjiee)
†,

ρijhh = ⟨cj ⊗ c†i⟩ = (ρjihh)
† = 1δij − (ρjiee)

T ,

ρijeh = ⟨cj ⊗ ci⟩ = −(ρjieh)
T = (ρjihe)

†,

ρijhe = ⟨c†j ⊗ c†i⟩ = −(ρjihe)
T = (ρjieh)

†. (A7)

The symbol ⊗ denotes a direct product, so that each of
the above expressions is a matrix over orbital space, e.g.

ρijes,es′ = ⟨c†js′cis⟩. Both ρee and ρhh are Hermitian, and
ρeh and ρhe are antisymmetric as a result of anticommu-
tation relations.

We can define Nambu spinors so that e, h become addi-

tional quantum numbers: č†i = (c†i , ci) and či = (ci, c
†
i).

[If we only have spin as orbital quantum numbers, we

obtain 4-component spinors č†i = (c†i↑, c
†
i↓, ci↑, ci↓).] The

corresponding Nambu density matrix reads

ρ̌ij = ⟨č†j ⊗ či⟩ =
(

ρijee ρijeh
ρijhe ρijhh

)
=

(
ρijee ρijeh
ρijhe 1δij − (ρjiee)

T

)
.

(A8)

The mean-field Hamiltonian operator can be written
in terms of Nambu spinors as

H =
1

2

∑
ij

č†i(Ȟ
ij
0 + Σ̌ij)čj , (A9)

Ȟij
0 =

(
Hij

0 0

0 −Hji
0

T

)
, (A10)

Σ̌ij =

(
δijΣ

ii
H +Σij

F Σij
B

Σji
B

†
−(δijΣ

ii
H +Σji

F )
T

)
.(A11)

Note that the 1/2 in Eq. (A5) is accounted for by the
1/2 in Eq. (A9).

We would now like to express Σ̌ more compactly in
terms of ρ̌ using Eqs. (A6). The Nambu density ma-
trix ρ̌ does not have the same symmetries as the Nambu
Hamiltonian Ȟ or Σ̌. However, the following object does

ρ̃ij =

(
ρijee ρijeh
ρijhe −(ρjiee)

T

)
= ρ̌ij − δij

(
0 0
0 1

)
. (A12)

This modified density matrix allows us to write the
Nambu mean-field Hamiltonian in a compact form

Σ̌ij =
1

2
δijτz

∑
l

vilTr(τz ρ̃
ll)− vijτz ρ̃

ijτz. (A13)

The first term corresponds to the Hartree mean field,
and the second one to both the Fock and the Bogoliubov
mean fields. Note that in the spinless case the i = j
Fock term perfectly cancels the self-interaction i = j = l
Hartree term, as expected from Eq. (A2).

If we specialize to the (spinful) Hubbard model, where

the interaction reads U
∑

i ni↑ni↓ (here niσ = c†iσciσ is
the number operator), we need to set vij = δijU , which
yields

Σ̌ij = Uδij

(
1

2
Tr(τz ρ̃

ii)τz − τz ρ̃
iiτz

)
. (A14)
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Appendix B: Generalized gap equations without
SOC

Let us consider H0 for an infinite nanowire without
SOC but with Zeeman field VZ ,

H0(k) =
∑
ks

c†ks [(ϵk − µ)δss′ + VZσss′ ] cks′ . (B1)

where k is a wavevector, not a site index, and ϵk is the
spin-independent dispersion relation.

We wish to spell out Eq. (A14) for this case, to ob-
tain a generalized version of the traditional self-consistent
BCS gap equation, see Eq. (5), but now using the full
Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov mean field theory. We rewrite
Eq. (A14) for i = j as

Σ̌ii = (δVZσz − δµσ0)τz +∆σyτy. (B2)

This is a re-parametrization of the 4× 4 matrix Σ̌ii con-
sistent with the symmetries of Eq. (A7), in which ∆ is
assumed to be real. Using this form, we can write the
off-diagonal Σii

eh block of Eq. (A14) as −iσy∆ = Uρiieh,
so in particular

∆ = Uρiie↓,h↑. (B3)

For the H0(k) at hand, we have

ρiie↓,h↑ =
1

N

∑
k

[
uk+v

∗
k+f(Ek+) + uk−v

∗
k−f(Ek−)

]
,

(B4)

where we have used ρ̌ij = 1
N

∑
k⟨č

†
k ⊗ čk⟩ek(xj−xi). Here

f(ϵ) = 1/(eϵ/kBT + 1) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution, k
is summed over all N wavevectors in the Brillouin zone
(N is also the total number of sites in the system). Note
that ρiie↑,h↓ = −ρiie↓,h↑.

In Eq. (B4), Ek± and (uk±, vk±) are, respectively, the
eigenvalues and (normalized) eigenvectors of the 2 × 2
e ↓ /h ↑ block of Ȟ(k) = Ȟ0(k) + Σ̌, namely

Ȟ(k)e↓/h↑ =

(
ϵ̃k − ṼZ ∆

∆ −ϵ̃k − ṼZ

)
. (B5)

The dressed normal eigenenergies and Zeeman fields are

ϵ̃k = ϵk − µ− δµ, (B6)

ṼZ = VZ + δVZ , (B7)

which contain the U -induced shifts to the Fermi energy
δµ and Zeeman field δVZ , respectively. We have Ek± =

ṼZ ±
√
∆2 + ϵ̃2k, and (uk±, vk±) are also straightforward.

Simplifying Eq. (B3) with Eq. (B4) we obtain the self-
consistent gap equation

∆ = −U

N

∑
k

∆

4Ẽk

[
tanh

(
Ẽk + ṼZ

2kBT

)
+ tanh

(
Ẽk − ṼZ

2kBT

)]
,

(B8)
where Ẽk =

√
∆2 + ϵ̃2k.

Ignoring VZ , δVZ and δµ, this reduces to the tradi-
tional gap equation often found in textbooks [40] that
is usually derived for an infinite system without Zeeman
and SOC,

∆ = −U

N

∑
k

∆

2Ek
tanh

(
Ek

2kBT

)
, (B9)

where Ek =
√

∆2 + ϵ2k. Note that this has a nonzero
solution only if U < 0 (attractive interaction).

In addition to the generalized Eq. (B8), we have im-
plicit, self-consistent conditions for δVZ and δµ as well.
These can be obtained by considering the diagonal ele-
ments of Σ̌ii

δVZσz − δµσ0 = U

(
ρi↓,i↓ee 0
0 ρi↑,i↑ee

)
, (B10)

where

ρiie↓,e↓ =
1

N

∑
k

[
|uk+|2f(Ek+) + |uk−|2f(Ek−)

]
, (B11)

and a similar ρiie↑,e↑ with flipped sign of ∆ and VZ . The
complete set of self-consistent equations is then

∆ = − U

4N

∑
k

∆

Ẽk

[
tanh

(
Ẽk + ṼZ

2kBT

)
+ tanh

(
Ẽk − ṼZ

2kBT

)]
, (B12)

δµ = −U

2
+

U

4N

∑
k

ϵ̃k

Ẽk

[
tanh

(
Ẽk + ṼZ

2kBT

)
+ tanh

(
Ẽk − ṼZ

2kBT

)]
, (B13)

δVZ =
U

2N

∑
k

sinh(ṼZ/kBT )

cosh(ṼZ/kBT ) + cosh(Ẽk/kBT )
. (B14)

If we impose δµ = δVZ = VZ = 0 we recover the conven-
tional gap equation, Eq. (B9), or Eq. (5) in the main

text. We emphasize that the above generalization of the
gap equation is made possible by neglecting SOC, so that
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the Hamiltonian Ȟ(k) can be decomposed into two de-
coupled blocks like Eq. (B5).

It is important to note that ∆ in the gap equation is
only the gap of the system if VZ = 0. The actual gap
is denoted as Ω in the main text and corresponds to the
minimal eigenvalue of Ȟ(k). The gap Ω without SOC
can be reduced to

Ω = max(0, |∆| − |VZ |). (B15)

This equation corresponds to the dashed line in Fig. 2(e).

We can solve the conventional gap equation (B9) an-
alytically in the zero-temperature small-gap limit. By
linearizing the dispersion as ϵk = ±vF (k ∓ kF ) where
vF and kF are Fermi velocity and wavevector, respec-
tively, and turning the sum 1

N

∑
k into an integral over

ϵk,
a0

2πvF

∫ ϵ0
−ϵ0

dϵk, where ϵ0 is a phenomenological cutoff,

Eq. (B9) becomes

∆ =
−2Ua0∆

2πvF

∫ ϵ0

−ϵ0

dϵ
1√

∆2 + ϵ2
. (B16)

This equation only has a non-zero solution ∆ for U < 0.
In the limit ∆ ≪ ϵ0, it simplifies to

∆ = ∆
2|U |a0
πvF

ln

(
2ϵ0
∆

)
. (B17)

For U < 0 the pairing potential then becomes

∆ = 2ϵ0 exp

(
− πℏvF
2|U |a0

)
, (B18)

where we have restored ℏ for clarity. This is the textbook
BCS solution [40].
This solution is also valid at finite |VZ | ≤ ∆, since the

tanh factors in Eq. (B8) remain equal to 1 throughout
the integration interval. For |VZ | > ∆ the gap Ω closes,
see Eq. (B15). The pairing, however, remains finite. The
generalization of Eq. (B17) for |VZ | > ∆ becomes

∆ = ∆
2|U |a0
πvF

[
ln

(
2ϵ0
∆

)
(B19)

+
1

2
ln

(
2VZ(VZ −

√
V 2
Z −∆2)−∆2

∆2

)]
.

Its solution can be formulated in terms of the pairing at
VZ = 0, Eq. (B18). Renaming this pairing as ∆0 =
∆(VZ = 0), the solution of Eq. (B19) can be expressed
as

∆ =

√
∆0(2|VZ | −∆0)

2ϵ0
, (B20)

subject to the condition that |VZ | > ∆, which implies in
particular |VZ | > ∆0/2, so the root is real.
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