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This paper introduces the Julia package IsoME, an easy-to-use yet accurate and robust computational tool
designed to calculate superconducting properties. Multiple levels of approximation are supported, ranging
from the basic McMillan-Allen-Dynes formula and its machine learning-enhanced variant to Eliashberg the-
ory including static Coulomb interactions derived from GW calculations, offering a fully ab initio approach to
determine superconducting properties, such as the critical superconducting temperature (Tc) and the supercon-
ducting gap function (∆). We validate IsoME by benchmarking it against various materials, demonstrating its
versatility and performance across different theoretical levels. The findings indicate that the previously held
assumption that Eliashberg theory overestimates Tc is no longer valid when µ∗ is appropriately adjusted to ac-
count for the finite Matsubara frequency cutoff. Furthermore, we conclude that the constant density of states
(DOS) approximation remains accurate in most cases. By unifying multiple approximation schemes within a
single framework, IsoME combines first-principles precision with computational efficiency, enabling seamless
integration into high-throughput workflows through its Tc search mode. This makes IsoME a powerful and
reliable tool for advancing superconductivity research.

INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of superconductivity by Onnes in
1911 [1], unraveling the nature of the superconducting phase
has remained a central challenge in condensed matter physics.
A significant milestone was achieved by the Bardeen-Cooper-
Schrieffer (BCS) theory [2], which provided the first micro-
scopic description of weak-coupling superconductors. This
concept was later generalized by the Migdal-Eliashberg (ME)
theory [3, 4], treating the problem in a many-body perturba-
tion approach, to account for effects such as retardation and
strong coupling. Building on these ab-initio methods, simpli-
fied semi-empirical equations for the critical temperature (Tc)
such as the McMillan [5] and Allen-Dynes [6] equations were
formulated as practical approximations. While these equa-
tions often provide accurate estimates for Tc, they do not cap-
ture the full complexity of the underlying physics. They are
limited to predict Tc alone, neglecting all other superconduct-
ing properties relevant for applications, such as single-photon
detection [7], Josephson junctions [8], and qubits [9].

Therefore, until today, ME theory, along with density func-
tional theory for superconductors (SCDFT) [10–12], remains
the state-of-the-art framework for describing superconduc-
tors.

Although ME theory has been available since the 1960s,
progress in the field of superconductivity has historically been
driven by experimental discoveries. This stems primarily from
the computational complexity of the two essential steps re-
quired to predict novel superconductors: first, determining
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the (meta-)stable crystal structure, and second, accurately cal-
culating their superconducting properties. The exponential
growth in computational power over the past decades, how-
ever, coupled with the development of highly efficient and ac-
curate numerical codes, has led to a paradigm shift towards
the discovery of superconductors in silico [13].

The impact of refined computational methods has been
strikingly demonstrated with the advent of high-pressure hy-
dride superconductors [14–16]. The breakthrough began in
2014 with H3S, for which theory predicted a record-high
Tc [17], soon followed by its independent experimental re-
alization [18]. Since then, every hydride superconductor re-
alized experimentally has first been predicted theoretically,
underscoring the reliability of computational approaches [13,
15]. Notable examples include LaH10 [19, 20], YH6 [19, 21],
and LaBeH8 [22–24]. These successes stress that carefully
conducted crystal structure predictions, combined with accu-
rate Tc computations, serve as trustworthy guides for experi-
mental efforts.

With this work, we aim to further facilitate the prediction
and description of superconductors by introducing the very
efficient and highly accurate, open-source Julia [25] package
IsoME [26]. IsoME enables the calculation of superconduct-
ing properties at different levels of approximation within the
framework of isotropic ME theory, as schematically depicted
in Fig. 1. In its default setup, IsoME solves the isotropic
ME equations with just α2F - the Eliashberg spectral func-
tion - as input, which can be obtained with modern den-
sity functional theory/density functional perturbation theory
(DFT/DFPT) codes. For more advanced calculations, addi-
tional inputs such as the electronic density of states (DOS) and
screened Coulomb interaction W can be incorporated, allow-
ing for a fully ab-initio treatment of superconductivity [27–

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

03
55

9v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

up
r-

co
n]

  5
 M

ar
 2

02
5

mailto:christoph.heil@tugraz.at


2

Figure 1: Flowchart of the IsoME code showing how input and output files are associated with each level of theory. The
α2F(ω) file is the only input needed for the constant DOS (cDOS) approximation and is also required for all other

computations. The electronic DOS and screened Coulomb interaction are specifically needed for variable DOS (vDOS) and W
calculations, respectively. As output, Tc and the components of the self-energy are returned.

32]. Furthermore, IsoME supports a Tc search mode, elimi-
nating the need for explicit temperature specification and en-
hancing efficiency in high-throughput calculations. Combined
with the different levels of theory, this provides valuable infor-
mation to guide experimental efforts.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. I, we describe
the functionalities of IsoME, evaluate its performance, and
present insights from our benchmarking study. Sec. II reviews
the ME theory and details the isotropic equations correspond-
ing to the highest level of theory implemented in IsoME. Fi-
nally, Sec. III provides the computational details of our calcu-
lations.

I. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

IsoME

The IsoME code package [26] is highly flexible, enabling
detailed analysis across the following multiple levels of ap-
proximation for studying the properties of the superconduct-
ing phase, schematically depticted in Fig. 1.

The set of equations (13a)-(13c), (15a), and (15b), as
detailed in Sec. II, constitutes currently the most complete
and rigorous implementation to solve the isotropic Migdal-
Eliashberg theory completely from first-principles, taking into
account the full energy dependence of the electronic DOS and
the screened Coulomb interaction, giving access to not only

Tc, but also to the superconducting gap function ∆, the mass
renormalization Z, the energy shift χ, and thus the full Nambu-
Gor’kov Green’s function Ĝ [33]. Throughout this text, we
will refer to this level of theory as vDOS+W (for variable
DOS with static Coulomb W). A future version of IsoME cur-
rently in development will allow to perform the transforma-
tion from Matsubara to real frequency space using Nevanlinna
analytic continuation [34].

The IsoME package further allows to efficiently solve two
simplified forms of Eliashberg theory, employing two com-
mon approximations.

(i) µ approximation: The computation of W is a challenging
and resource-intensive task in itself. For cases where this is
not possible or desired, we have implemented the option to use
a single scalar µ∗ - the Morel-Anderson pseudopotential [35]
- instead of the full energy-dependent W. It is defined as

µ∗ =
µ

1 + µ ln
(
εel
ℏωph

) , (1)

where µ is the Fermi-surface averaged W, ωph is a charac-
teristic cutoff frequency for the phonon-induced interaction,
and εel is a characteristic electronic energy scale. When used
within the McMillan-Allen-Dynes formula and its modifica-
tions, a µ∗AD between 0.1 and 0.16 has been found to be ap-
propriate for most conventional superconductors when com-
pared to experiments [6]. Within ME theory, however, the
corresponding phonon energy scale is given by the Matsubara
frequency cutoff ωc, thus µ∗ within the Eliashberg formalism
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(µ∗E) needs to scale accordingly with ωc [32].
Within IsoME, users can specify either µ, µ∗AD, or µ∗E. In

case µ∗AD is supplied, the corresponding µ∗E is determined us-
ing [32]

1
µ∗E
=

1
µ∗AD
+ ln

(
ωph

ωc

)
. (2)

Employing this approximation results in a simplified set of
equations, as provided in [Eqs. (6)-(9)] of the Supplemental
Material (SM) [36]. Throughout the paper, this approximation
will be abbreviated as vDOS+µ.

(ii) cDOS approximation: IsoME also supports the constant
DOS (cDOS) approximation, in which case the Eliashberg
equations simplify significantly as χ = 0 and the chemical
potential µF is constant. The corresponding set of equations
is provided in Eqs. (12) and (13) of the SM [36]. We will
refer to this approximation as cDOS+µ. At this lowest level
of theory, illustrated by the blue color in the flowchart, only
the Eliashberg spectral function α2F(ω) is required as input,
making IsoME suitable for integration into high-throughput
workflows. To further support such applications, we have im-
plemented a dedicated Tc search mode for all levels of theory.
This mode automatically determines Tc to the nearest Kelvin
without the need for explicit temperature specification.

We also want to mention at this point that considerable ef-
fort has been invested in selecting default parameters that, in
most cases, ensure both computational efficiency and robust
convergence. Further details can be found in Sec. II.

IsoME can be installed with the Julia package manager.
Computations are started by handing over the input arguments
to the EliashbergSolver() function. As mentioned above, for
the cDOS+µ approximation, only the α2F(ω) file is required.
1 using IsoME
2

3 inp = arguments(
4 a2f_file = "path-to-a2f-file",
5 outdir = "path-to-output-directory",
6 )
7

8 EliashbergSolver(inp)

All other input flags have predefined default values which
are contained within the custom data type arguments().
For further information, we refer to the documentation
of the package. We want to stress at this point that
IsoME can automatically detect the different file formatting
for Quantum Espresso (QE) [37–39], EPW [40, 41] and
BerkeleyGW [42–44]. Automatic compatibility with other
DFT/DFPT/GW packages is currently under development.

For more advanced calculations, the electronic DOS can
also be provided, resulting in the vDOS+µ variant, depicted
by the green color in Fig. 1. The most rigorous approach -
vDOS+W - incorporates both the variable DOS (vDOS) and
the full static Coulomb interaction W(ε, ε′), as presented on
the right-hand side of the flowchart. To initiate any of these
variants, it is necessary to include the additional input files
and to set the respective flags.

1 using IsoME
2

3 inp = arguments(
4 a2f_file = "path-to-a2f-file",
5 dos_file = "path-to-dos-file",
6 Weep_file = "path-to-W-file",
7 outdir = "path-to-output-directory",
8 cDOS_flag = 0, # 0 = vDOS, 1 = cDOS
9 include_weep = 1, # 0 = mu, 1 = W

10 )
11

12 EliashbergSolver(inp)

IsoME includes, in principle, a fourth level of approxima-
tion that combines the static Coulomb interaction W(ε, ε′)
with the cDOS approximation, as detailed in [Eqs. (1)-(5)] of
the SM [36]. However, this variant is not recommended, as it
requires the same input data as the vDOS+W approach while
being less rigorous and offering no notable computational ad-
vantage.

The outputs produced by IsoME include the critical temper-
ature Tc, the superconducting gap function ∆, and the renor-
malization function Z. When using the vDOS+µ or vDOS+W
approaches, the energy shift χ and the phononic/electronic
contributions to the anomalous self-energy ϕph/c are also pro-
vided (see the bottom panel of Fig. 1). Moreover, IsoME au-
tomatically generates a plot of the gap function at the zeroth
Matsubara frequency, ∆0, which approximates the gap on the
real frequency axis. Fig. 2 presents the temperature depen-
dence of ∆0 for LaBeH8: the individual dots correspond to the
calculated temperature points, while the dashed line is the re-
sult of a curve fitting using the functional form known from

BCS theory ∆0(T ) = ∆0(0) tanh
(
πkB Tc
∆0(0)

√
a
(

Tc
T − 1

))
, with fit-

ting parameters a, ∆0(0), and Tc. Regardless of the selected
approximation, the package also evaluates the critical temper-
ature using both the McMillan-Allen-Dynes formula (Sup-
plementary Eq. (17) [5, 6, 45]) and its machine learning-
enhanced variant (Supplementary Eq. (21) [46]).

Benchmarking

Offering the above-mentioned range of approximations,
IsoME maintains high efficiency and performance. Calcula-
tions can be performed on standard PCs within a reasonable
timeframe, as shown in Tab. I, which lists the runtimes for
single-temperature calculations at 1, 10, and 100 K for the hy-
dride superconductor LaBH8 [23] across the three theoretical
levels available in IsoME. Computation time grows as tem-
perature decreases, due to the increasing number of Matsub-
ara frequency points at lower temperatures. We implemented
a sparse-sampling scheme [47–49], to speed up the calcula-
tions at very low temperatures.

Furthermore, IsoME features an automatic Tc search mode,
which further enhances computational efficiency. Fig. 3a il-
lustrates the runtime required to determine Tc for Nb, LaBeH8
and NbC. In the case of Nb, IsoME calculated the Tc within
28 s using the cDOS+µ method, within 91 s with the vDOS+µ
method, and within 287 s with the vDOS+W method. For
LaBeH8, the vDOS+µ/W calculations took slightly longer
than for Nb due to the broader temperature search range. All
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Figure 2: Temperature evolution of the superconducting gap
∆0 for LaBeH8 as computed by IsoME. The markers indicate
the actual calculation points, and the dashed curve represents

the fitted function described in the main text.

Table I: Computation runtimes of IsoME for LaBH8 at three
temperatures for the three theoretical levels.

1 K 10 K 100 K

cDOS+µ 138 s 0.8 s 0.1 s
vDOS+µ 346 s 10.7 s 1.9 s
vDOS+W 370 s 28.0 s 15.0 s

these calculations were performed on a single core of an off-
the-shelf workstation.

To quantitatively validate our computational framework,
we first performed benchmark calculations of Tc’s (to the
nearest Kelvin) for an extensive set of materials using the de-
fault value of µ∗ = 0.12. This approach allowed us to sidestep
the considerable computational cost associated with a full W
calculation. The results, presented in Tab. I of the SM [36],
show excellent agreement across the various levels of approx-
imation and with experimental data.

Encouraged by these promising benchmarks, we subse-
quently computed both W and µ using BerkeleyGW [42–44]
for several particularly interesting materials, thereby obtain-
ing fully ab initio results from ME theory. The set of mate-
rials comprises elementary, binary, and ternary superconduc-
tors, including high-pressure hydrides. The results are sum-
marized in Tab. II.

Elementary superconductors: Elementary superconductors
typically consist of only a few atoms per unit cell, making
them amenable to both detailed experimental characterization
and accurate theoretical modeling. This is confirmed by our
benchmark study on Nb, Al, and Tc, where all approximations
yield very similar Tc values. For instance, when comparing
calculations with constant and variable DOS for Nb - which
exhibits a pronounced peak at the Fermi level - we observe a
deviation of only 1 K. Furthermore, incorporating an energy-
dependent Coulomb interaction W(ε, ε′) does not notably al-
ter the computed Tc for these materials. Overall, our results
agree closely with experimental measurements, with one no-
table exception: Technetium. Here, reproducing the experi-
mental Tc of 11 K would require a larger effective Coulomb

parameter than the calculated static value of µ = 0.21. This
discrepancy is consistent with the findings of Ref. [54], which
suggest that spin fluctuations - absent in our Coulomb-only
treatment - may further suppress Tc in Technetium.

While the semi-empirical equations provide accurate esti-
mations for Tc’s of elementary superconductors, they do not
provide any insight into the nature of the superconducting
state. ME theory, on the other hand, offers a detailed de-
scription of the self-energy components, which we show as
an example for Nb in panels (b) and (c) of Fig. 3. The fol-
lowing characteristics are observed across all materials con-
sidered: At moderately high Matsubara frequencies, the mass
renormalization function Z quickly approaches unity, while
the phonon contribution to the order parameter, ϕph, vanishes.
In contrast, the energy shift χ decays to zero only at signif-
icantly higher frequencies. Moreover, the electronic com-
ponent of the order parameter, ϕc, exhibits distinct features
that reflect the influence of both the DOS and the energy-
dependent Coulomb interaction W(ε, ε′).

Disordered binary alloy superconductors: Alloy supercon-
ductors, including NbN, NbTi, TiN, and NbC, are of partic-
ular interest due to their prevalence in numerous technolog-
ical applications. However, unlike elementary superconduc-
tors, modeling disordered binary superconductors poses sig-
nificant challenges, often attributable to vacancies that result
in an off-stoichiometry phase rather than a 1:1 ratio. To bench-
mark IsoME, we approximated the structure of the alloys by
a 1:1 stoichiometry, which leads to an overestimation of Tc
across all levels of approximation. The effect is particularly
pronounced for TiN, where the calculated Tc is three times
higher than the experimental one. For NbC, the calculated Tc
aligns more closely with experiments, particularly when us-
ing a standard µ∗AD value of 0.12 instead of the computed one
(see Tab. I in the SM [36]). For alloyed systems, the limitation
arises not from the theoretical treatment of superconductivity
itself but from the inadequate representation of the disordered
crystal structure. To accurately capture defects, large super-
cells are necessary, rendering simulations prohibitively costly
and time-consuming. Methods such as the supercell approach
used for NbTi in Ref. [55] or the ECQCA framework [56] pro-
vide potential solutions, yet these refinements are beyond the
scope of this work.

Hydrides: Building on Ashcroft’s prediction that atomic
hydrogen under high pressure could have a record-breaking
high Tc [57], hydrogen-based superconductors have attracted
significant attention. Some compounds achieve supercon-
ductivity at or near room temperature but at unfeasibly high
pressures for practical applications. Considerable efforts are
being made to realize a hydrogen superconductor stable un-
der near-ambient conditions. Modeling such materials accu-
rately is particularly challenging, as hydrogen compounds can
exhibit properties distinct from other conventional supercon-
ductors, including exceptionally strong electron-phonon cou-
pling, unique electronic features at the Fermi level, and quan-
tum anharmonic effects [13].

Indeed, the hydrides included in our calculations exhibit
the most pronounced discrepancy between different levels of
theory. In contrast, for non-hydrides, both the McMillan-
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Table II: Comparison of resulting Tc for different levels of theory within IsoME. T AD
c , T ML

c , T E, cdos, µ
c , T E, vdos, µ

c , T E, vdos, W
c , and

T exp
c are the critical superconducting temperatures within McMillan-Allen-Dynes, the machine learned improvement of it,
Migdal-Eliashberg constant DOS and variable DOS using µ as input, Migdal-Eliashberg variable DOS including static

Coulomb interactions, and the experimental value, respectively. The given µ value was calculated within GW. The asterisk
indicates alloyed materials, where the crystal structure and 1:1 stoichiometry used to model the material may differ from the

experimental one.

Compound µ (from W) T AD
c T ML

c T E, cdos, µ
c T E, vdos, µ

c T E, vdos, W
c T exp

c
[K] [K] [K] [K] [K] [K]

Nb 0.38 9 9 9 8 7 9.1-9.5 [50]
Al 0.26 1 1 1 1 1 1.2 [50]
Tc 0.21 16 17 16 16 16 8.2-9.3-11.1 [50]

NbC 0.17 17 17 16 15 16 12.8* [51]
TiN 0.13 18 17 17 16 17 5.6* [50]

H3S (200 GPa) 0.29 225 255 237 216 211 172-184 [18]
YH6 (200 GPa) 0.20 208 237 231 226 227 208-214 [52]

LaBeH8 (100 GPa) 0.16 130 139 141 140 140 104 [53]
LaBH8(50 GPa) 0.13 147 161 152 154 158 -

Figure 3: Duration of Tc calculations and self-energy components of Nb. Panel (a) illustrates the runtime for the Tc search
mode for the different levels of theory for Nb, LaBeH8, and NbC. In panel (b), the energy shift χ (solid green line), the

renormalization function Z (dashed blue line), and the phononic part of the order parameter ϕph (dash-dotted brown line) are
shown. The electronic part of the order parameter ϕc is displayed in panel (c) as solid brown line.

Allen-Dynes equation and its machine-learned improved vari-
ant agree with ME theory within 2 K. However, hydrides differ
from the materials used to fit the AD equation, leading to de-
viations of 19, 10, and 11 K for YH6, LaBeH8, and LaBH8
respectively, when compared to the vDOS+W approximation,
while the T ML

c model aligns with ME calculations within a
few percent. Interestingly, for H3S, the difference for T AD

c is
19 K, whereas the machine-learned formula deviates by 44 K
from T E, vdos, W

c . This underscores the importance of ab-initio
methods to predict superconductors, as novel materials may
exhibit properties not (well) represented in certain datasets.
Additionally, first-principles methods give more insights into
the underlying physics, such as access to the gap function ∆
and other components of the self-energy (see Fig. 2 and 3).

It is important to note that perfect agreement between calcu-
lated and experimental Tc values for hydride superconductors
is not expected. Our calculations are based on ideal, high-
symmetry structures with perfect three-dimensional periodic-
ity (i.e., single crystals). In contrast, experimental syntheses -
especially under extreme conditions - often yield samples with

impurities, vacancies, and other types of disorder that can alter
superconducting properties. Moreover, quantum anharmonic
effects, which are particularly significant in these materials,
are not included in our current approach [58–61]. Despite
these differences, the strong agreement between our calcu-
lated Tc values and experimental observations underscores the
robustness of our theoretical framework.

The results obtained for constant or variable DOS using
the µ approximation differ only by a few percent for YH6,
LaBeH8, and LaBH8. H3S, however, shows a pronounced
peak at the Fermi level, where the assumption of a constant
DOS around the Fermi level is no longer valid. As a result, a
difference of 21 K is observed, where the Tc calculated using
vDOS+µ is closer to the experimental value. The largest de-
viation in Tc between vDOS+µ and vDOS+W occurs for H3S
and LaBH8, where W(ε, ε′) varies strongly at the Fermi en-
ergy, leading to a difference of 5 and 4 K, respectively. In gen-
eral, taking into account the full energy-dependent Coulomb
repulsion had little influence on most materials in our bench-
mark study. However, a more pronounced impact is expected
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Figure 4: Comparison of Tc values for different smearing values for materials in the benchmark study. Left: The calculated Tc’s
with cDOS+µ are shown as blue bars, the experimental values as black lines. For LaBH8, no experimental data is available.
Red and crosshatched bars indicate the Tc values in the unconverged region. Right: Convergence behavior of Nb (blue dots)

and LaBH8 (green triangles and stars) with respect to smearing. The lines serve as guides to the eye.

in Chevrel phases, multigap superconductors, or low dimen-
sional systems [31].

IsoME was designed as a robust and user-friendly frame-
work for calculating superconducting properties. Neverthe-
less, for reliable Tc predictions and proper interpretation of
the results, several aspects must be considered when using
IsoME:

First, accurate results can only be achieved through care-
fully conducted convergence tests for the input files. In par-
ticular, the α2F(ω) data needs to be of sufficient quality.
In the following, we examine how different Brillouin zone
grids influence Tc. The electron-phonon coupling for most
materials in Tab. II was computed with Quantum Espresso,
where very dense q-grids can get prohibitively expensive, re-
quiring smearing techniques to facilitate convergence. How-
ever, as Fig. 4 illustrates, varying the smearing parameters
in the α2F(ω) calculations can lead to significant deviations
in the predicted Tc. In several instances (e.g., H3S, YH6,
LaBeH8, and LaBH8), convergence could not be attained with
the Quantum Espresso α2F(ω) data. To overcome this limi-
tation, we interpolated the data to a significantly denser grid
using EPW, effectively eliminating the dependence on smear-
ing. The right panel of Fig. 4 further illustrates this behav-
ior: while Nb attains convergence even with coarser grids
for larger smearing values, LaBH8 fails to converge under
these conditions. Although these results were obtained using
the cDOS+µ approximation, we observed a consistent trend
across different theoretical approaches.

Second, the choice of µ significantly influences the results.
Traditionally, µ∗ is treated as an adjustable parameter and is
typically chosen within the range of 0.1 to 0.16 to fit experi-
mental values. For fully ab-initio calculations, µmust be com-
puted and µ∗E adapted according to Eq. (2), as was done for the
results presented in Tab. II.

In light of these considerations, we compare the results pre-
sented in Tab. II with those available in the literature and reex-
amine YH6 and H3S, which were also studied by some of the
present authors in Ref. [27]. First, a comment on the semi-

empirical approximations: In the present work, the McMil-
lan formula modified by Allen-Dynes was applied, whereas in
Ref. [27], the original McMillan equation as given in Eq. (14)
in the SM [36] was used together with a µ∗AD of 0.1. If we
employ the McMillan equation and the same µ∗AD for YH6 and
H3S, we obtain the previously reported Tc’s of 154 and 173 K,
respectively. Additionally, also T ML

c is reproduced when set-
ting µ∗AD = 0.1. Second, comparing Tc’s based on ME theory
is less straightforward. While our results are based on the
isotropic approximation, the findings in Ref. [27] are obtained
from anisotropic calculations. To ensure a meaningful com-
parison, we performed IsoME calculations using the same pa-
rameters as reported in Ref. [27], including a Matsubara fre-
quency cutoff ωc of 6,000 meV, an electronic energy cutoff of
1,000 meV, and an unmodified µ∗E. Under these conditions,
our results across all approximations deviate by no more than
7% for YH6 and 5% for H3S.

CONCLUSION

We have developed the open-source Julia package IsoME,
which provides a straightforward and efficient method for
solving the isotropic Migdal-Eliashberg equations and evalu-
ating Tc across different levels of approximation. These range
from the semi-empirical McMillan Allen Dynes formula and
the ML variant to the isotropic Migdal-Eliashberg approach,
which can include either a constant or variable DOS and static
Coulomb interactions. To demonstrate the accuracy and ver-
satility of the code, we conducted a benchmark study on a di-
verse set of materials, including elementary, binary alloy, and
ternary hydride superconductors, and compared the results to
existing literature. Although the constant DOS approximation
works well for many conventional superconductors, IsoME’s
flexible framework also supports the analysis of systems with
complex electronic structures, which require both a refined
treatment of the DOS near the Fermi level and the explicit in-
clusion of Coulomb interactions.
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IsoME represents a significant advancement in the compu-
tational treatment of superconductivity, by offering multiple
levels of approximation and a dedicated Tc search mode. This
makes it a valuable tool for both theoretical investigations and
high-throughput material discovery, paving the way for more
accurate and efficient predictions of superconducting proper-
ties.

II. METHODS

Isotropic Midgal-Eliashberg theory

Conventional superconductivity arises from the formation
of Cooper pairs, where an attractive interaction between elec-
trons mediated by the electron-phonon coupling enables them
to overcome the repulsive Coulomb interaction. This is de-
scribed by ME theory, most conveniently formulated within
the Nambu-Gor’kov formalism [33], leading to a generalized
2 × 2 Green’s function propagator in Matsubara frequency
space given by

Ĝnk(iω j) =
(
Gnk(iω j) Fnk(iω j)
F∗nk(iω j) −Gn−k(−iω j)

)
. (3)

The diagonal elements describe single particle excitations, the
off-diagonal elements are the anomalous propagators describ-
ing the Cooper-pair amplitude, with band index n, wavevector
k, and iω j as fermionic Matsubara frequencies. The Dyson
equation relates the interacting (Gnk) and non-interacting
Green’s functions (G0

nk) via a self-energy Σ̂nk(iω j) [62, 63]

Ĝ−1
nk (iω j) = Ĝ0−1

nk (iω j) − Σ̂nk(iω j) , (4)

which can be further decomposed in Nambu space using the
Pauli matrices τi [64]:

Σ̂nk(iω j) =iω j

[
1 − Znk(iω j)

]
τ̂0

+ χnk(iω j)τ̂3 + ϕnk(iω j)τ̂1 .
(5)

The as of yet unknown components of the self-energy can be
identified as the mass renormalization function Z, the energy
shift χ, and the anomalous self-energy ϕ [27].

On the other hand, based on the Fröhlich Hamiltonian for
a coupled electron-phonon system with Coulomb interactions
and employing Migdal’s approximation [3, 4, 65], we can find
an alternative expression for the electron self-energy Σ̂nk(iωn)
given by

Σ̂nk(iω j) = −
1
β

∑
k′n′ j′

τ̂3Ĝn′k′ (iω j′ )τ̂3

[
Wnk,n′k′ (iω j − iω j′ )

+
∑
λ

|gnn′λ(k,k′)|2Dk−k′λ(iω j − iω j′ )
]
.

(6)

Here, the first term describes the dynamically screened
vertex-corrected Coulomb electron-electron interaction
Wnk,n′k′ (iω j − iω j′ ), while the second term describes the
interaction of electrons and phonons (with mode index λ)

via the electron-phonon coupling matrix element gnn′λ(k,k′)
and the phonon propagator Dk−k′λ(iωn − iω j′ ) [65, 66]. The
inverse temperature is denoted by β = (kBT )−1.

Assuming a static Coulomb interaction [32] and using the
spectral representation of Dk−k′λ(iωn − iω j′ ), the electron self-
energy from Eq. (6) becomes

Σ̂nk(iω j) = −
1
β

∑
k′n′ j′

τ̂3Ĝn′k′ (iω j′ )τ̂3 ×[
Wnk,n′k′ −

∫ ∞

0
dω

α2Fnk,n′k′ (ω)
N(εF)

2ω
(ω j − ω j′ )2 + ω2

]
,

(7)

where we have introduced the Eliashberg spectral func-
tion [65, 66]

α2Fnk,n′k′ (ω) = N(εF)
∑
λ

|gnn′λ(k,k′)|2Bk−k′λ(ω) , (8)

and the density of states per spin at the Fermi level
εF, N(εF). Note: In most cases, the fully interacting
phonon Green’s function is well approximated by choosing
Bk−k′λ(ω) ≈ δ(ω − ωk−k′,λ) [65].

Lastly, defining the electron-phonon coupling parameter
as [6, 67]

λnk,n′k′ (ω j) =
∫ ∞

0
dω α2Fnk,n′k′ (ω)

2ω
ω2

j + ω
2

(9)

allows us to rewrite Eq. (7) in a more compact form

Σ̂nk(iω j) = −
1
β

∑
k′n′ j′

τ̂3Ĝn′k′ (iω j′ )τ̂3

×

[
Wnk,n′k′ −

λnk,n′k′ (ω j − ω j′ )
N(εF)

]
.

(10)

By comparing the two different expressions for the self-
energy in Eq. (5) and Eq. (10), we arrive at a set of coupled
equations - the anisotropic full-bandwidth Migdal-Eliashberg
equations - that determine the previously introduced functions
Z, χ and ϕ, as discussed in [Eqs. (13)-(16)] of Ref. [27] and
allow a very detailed, wave-vector resolved investigation of
the properties of the superconducting phase.

Solving these equations is extremely demanding compu-
tationally, as the electron-phonon coupling can vary signifi-
cantly near the Fermi surface, requiring very fine k-point sam-
pling. However, for most materials - except for a few notable
layered systems such as MgB2 [68–70], CaC6 [71, 72], and
NbS2 [73] - this complexity can be mitigated by employing
the isotropic approximation, where all quantities are averaged
over the Brillouin zone [32, 74].

In particular, for the Eliashberg spectral function and the
static Coulomb interaction we get

α2F(ω) =
1

N(εF)2

∑
nk,n′k′

α2Fnk,n′k′ (ω)δ(εnk − εF)δ(εn′k′ − εF)

(11)
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W(ε, ε′) =
1

N(ε)N(ε′)

∑
nk,n′k′

Wnk,n′k′δ(εnk − ε)δ(εn′k′ − ε) ,

(12)

respectively.
The final set of coupled equations for the self-energy com-

ponents in the isotropic approximation, as implemented in
IsoME, is given by

Z(iω j) = 1 +
kBT

N(εF)ω j

∫
dε′N(ε′)

∑
j′

ω j′Z(iω j′ )
Θ(ε′, iω j′ )

λ(ω j − ω j′ ) (13a)

χ(iω j) = −
kBT

N(εF)

∫
dε′N(ε′)

∑
j′

ε′ − µF + χ(iω j′ )
Θ(ε′, iω j′ )

λ(ω j − ω j′ ) (13b)

ϕph(iω j) =
kBT

N(εF)

∫
dε′N(ε′)

∑
j′

ϕ(ε′, iω j′ )
Θ(ε′, iω j′ )

λ(ω j − ω j′ ) (13c)

ϕc(ε) = −kBT
∫

dε′N(ε′)W(ε, ε′)
∑

j′

ϕ(ε′, iω j′ )
Θ(ε′, iω j′ )

(13d)

Ne =

∫
dε′N(ε′)

1 − 2kBT
∑

j

ε′ − µF + χ(iω j)
Θ(ε′, iω j)

 , (13e)

with Θ(ε, iω j) = [ω jZ(iω j)]2+ [ε−µF+χ(iω j)]2+ [ϕ(ε, iω j)]2

and ϕ(ε, iω j) = ϕph(ω j) + ϕc(ε). A detailed derivation is not
within the scope of this manuscript and can be found else-
where [31, 41]. The last Eq. (13e) fixes the electron num-
ber and is used to determine the chemical potential µF self-
consistently [27, 75]. From the anomalous self-energy ϕ and
the renormalization function Z, the superconducting gap func-
tion can be obtained via

∆(ε, iω j) =
ϕ(ε, iω j)
Z(iω j)

. (14)

The critical superconducting temperature Tc is defined as the
temperature for which ∆ vanishes.

Equation (14) concludes the theoretical framework. In the

following, we discuss numerical challenges and provide im-
plementation details. In equations involving a sum over Mat-
subara frequencies, the summation formally extends over in-
finitely many frequencies. To perform such an infinite sum
numerically, a cutoff frequency, ωc, is introduced as a con-
vergence parameter. λ decays as 1/ω2

j and thus Z, χ, and
ϕph decay as 1/ω4

j , ensuring convergence for relatively small
ωc (of the order of 10-20 times the Debye frequency of the
system). This is not the case for ϕc and Ne, where consid-
erably higher cutoffs are needed. A similar argument holds
for the integrals over real energies ε, where electron-phonon
interactions are restricted to energies close to the Fermi en-
ergy while Coulomb interactions decay considerably slower.
One can improve convergence and accuracy by approximat-
ing Z(iω j) = 1, ϕ(ε, iω j) = 0 and χ(iω j) = 0 for ω j > ωc and
|ε| > εc, allowing to rewrite Eqs. (13d) and (13e) as [31, 76]

ϕc(ε) =
∫

dε′N(ε′)W(ε, ε′)

ϕc(ε′)
2

tanh
[
β
2

√
(ε′ − µF)2 + ϕc2 (ε′)

]
√

(ε′ − µF)2 + ϕc2 (ε′)
+ 2kBT

ω j≤ωc∑
j′=0

 ϕ(ε′, iω j′ )
Θ(ε′, iω j′ )

−
ϕc(ε′)

ω2
j′ + (ε′ − µF)2 + ϕc2 (ε′)




(15a)

Ne ≈

∫
dεN(ε)

2nF(ε − µF) − 4kBT
ω j≤ωc∑

j=0

ε − µF + χ(iω j)
Θ(ε, iω j)

−
ε − µF

ω2
j + (ε − µF)2


 . (15b)

To maintain charge neutrality in vDOS+µ and vDOS+W
calculations, the chemical potential should be continuously
updated according to Eq. (15b).

Within IsoME, we found that choosing ωc ∼ 5–10 eV is
sufficient to ensure both computational feasibility and high

accuracy. Additionally, we implemented a sparse-sampling
scheme to enhance the efficiency of the summation over Mat-
subara frequencies [47–49]. Given that the overhead associ-
ated with setting up the irreducible sparse-sampling basis out-
weighs the time savings from the summation for temperatures
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above 2 K, sparse-sampling is activated only for temperatures
below this threshold.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

DFT and DFPT calculations

Density functional (perturbation) theory calculations
were performed using Quantum Espresso [37–39], scalar-
relativistic optimized norm-conserving Vanderbilt pseudopo-
tentials [77], and the PBE-GGA exchange and correlation
functional [78]. For the following materials, a plane-wave
cutoff energy for the wavefunctions of 80 Ry was applied, and
the respective k-grid for each material is given in parenthe-
sis: Nb (163), Tc (183), Sn (8×8×14), TiN (123), NbC (143),
H3S (203), YH6 (163), and LaBeH8 (123). A cutoff of 50 Ry
and a k-grid of 203 were used for Al. LaBH8 was calculated
with a cutoff of 90 Ry and a 163 k-grid. All materials were
calculated with a Methfessel-Paxton [79] smearing of 0.02 Ry,
except YH6, where a smearing of 0.04 Ry was applied. For the
relaxation of lattice parameters and atomic positions, the con-
vergence threshold was set to 10−7 Ry and 10−6 Ry/a0 for the
total energy and the forces, respectively. DFPT calculations
were conducted on a coarse 63 q-grid with a self-consistency
threshold of 10−14 or lower for all materials. The fine grid
consisted of 483 k- and q-points for YH6 and H3S, and 303

k- and q-points for LaBeH8 and LaBH8. More details on the
interpolation to the fine grids are provided in [27, 34].

IsoME

For the calculations with IsoME, a Matsubara frequency
cutoff omega c of 7,000 meV was employed. In variable
DOS calculations, the chemical potential was consistently up-
dated. The energy cutoff encut for all quantities was set to
5,000 meV, except in the calculation for the energy shift and
the µ update, where a reduced cutoff shiftcut of 2,000 meV
was applied.

In cases where both a DOS and a W file are supplied, we
renormalize µ based on the N(εF) from the DOS. This not
only ensures internal consistency but also facilitates improved
convergence of µ with respect to the Brillouin zone grid sam-
pling in our GW computations. When calculating µ∗E from a
provided µ, the characteristic cutoff frequency for the phonon-
introduced interaction ωph was set to the highest phonon fre-
quency, while the characteristic electronic energy scale typEl
was defined by the width of the bands crossing the Fermi level.

Calculation of W

Based on the DFT calculations in the normal state, the static
polarizability function can be computed by applying the ran-

dom phase approximation (RPA) as [42, 44]

χGG′ (q, 0) =
2

Nk

occ.∑
n′

emp.∑
n

∑
k

ρnk,n′k+q(G)
(
ρnk,n′k+q(G′)

)∗
εn′k+q − εnk

(16)
where Nk is the total number of wave vectors k in the first
Brillouin zone, G is a reciprocal lattice vector, and

ρnk,n′k+q(G) =
∫

ψ∗n′k+q(r)ei(q+G)·rψnk(r)dr (17)

denotes the plane-wave matrix element. The inverse static di-
electric function is expressed in terms of the static polarizabil-
ity function χGG′ :

ϵ−1
GG′ (q, 0) = δGG′ −

4πe2

Ω

χGG′ (q, 0)
|q +G||q +G′|

. (18)

Since the screened Coulomb interaction is written with the
Fourier transformation of ϵ−1 as

W(r, r′, 0) =
∫

dr′′
ϵ−1(r, r′′, 0)
|r′′ − r′|

, (19)

the screened Coulomb matrix element describing the scatter-
ing between two Kohn-Sham states is given by

Wnk,n′k+q =

∫ ∫
ψ∗n′k+q(r)ψnk(r)W(r, r′, 0)

× ψ∗n′−k−q(r′)ψn−k(r′)drdr′

=
4πe2

NqΩ

∑
G,G′

ϵ−1
GG′ (q)

ρnk,n′k+q(G)
(
ρnk,n′k+q(G′)

)∗
|q +G||q +G′|

.

(20)

Here, the relation ψn−k(r) = ψ∗nk(r) is used, which holds if the
Hamiltonian is invariant under time-reversal symmetry.

In this work, we used BerkeleyGW [42–44] to compute
χGG′ (q, 0) and ϵ−1

GG′ (q, 0) as defined in Eqs. (16) and (18), re-
spectively. These quantities were evaluated for G and G′ sat-
isfying |G2| < |Ecut|, where Ecut is the dielectric energy cutoff
and was set to 25 Ry for all materials. An 83 q-grid was used
for Nb, Al, and TiN; an 8 × 8 × 4 q-grid for Tc; and a 63

q-grid for NbC, H3S, YH6, LaBeH8, and LaBH8. The energy-
dependent Coulomb interaction W(ε, ε′) was computed using
Eqs. (12) and (20).
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S. Poncé, D. Rocca, R. Sabatini, B. Santra, M. Schlipf, A. P.
Seitsonen, A. Smogunov, I. Timrov, T. Thonhauser, P. Umari,
N. Vast, X. Wu, and S. Baroni, Journal of Physics: Condensed
Matter 29, 465901 (2017).

[39] P. Giannozzi, O. Baseggio, P. Bonfà, D. Brunato, R. Car,
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I. USAGE OF ISOME

IsoME [1] is a registered Julia package available for installation through various channels.
To install IsoME using the Julia package manager, follow these steps:

1. Ensure that you have Julia 1.10 or later installed.

2. Open the Julia REPL and run:

- using Pkg

- Pkg.add("IsoME")

Alternatively, the package can also be obtained from GitHub or Zenodo [1]. Detailed usage
instructions and further information are provided in the package documentation.

II. BENCHMARK AND CONVERGENCE TESTS

For comparison, Tab. I provides the Tc values for materials of our benchmark study,
calculated with the default value of µ∗

AD = 0.12. Additionally, when available, the results of
SCDFT calculation from the literature are included.

TABLE I: Comparison of resulting Tc for different levels of theory within IsoME. TAD
c ,

TML
c , TE, cdos, µ

c , TE, vdos, µ
c , T exp

c , and T SCDFT
c are the critical superconducting temperatures

within McMillan Allen Dynes, the machine learned improvement of it, Migdal-Eliashberg
constant DOS and variable DOS using µ∗

AD = 0.12, Migdal-Eliashberg variable DOS, the
experimental value, and the result obtained from SCDFT, respectively.

Compound TAD
c TML

c TE, cdos, µ
c TE, vdos, µ

c T exp
c T SCDFT

c

(K) (K) (K) (K) (K) (K)

Nb 9 9 9 8 9.1-9.5 [2] 11 [3]

Al 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.2 [2] 2 [3]

Tc 15 14 14 14 8.2-9.3-11.1 [2] -

β-Sn 6 6 5 5 3.7 [2] 5 [3]

Pb (wSOC) 7 7 7 - 7.2 [2] 6 [3]

Pb (woSOC) 8 9 8 - 7.2 [2] 6 [3]

NbC 14 14 13 13 12.8* [4] -

TiN 13 12 12 12 5.6* [2] -

Nb2S (225 GPa) 18 23 19 - - -

H3S (200GPa) 228 258 240 221 172-184 [5] 131 [6]

YH6 (200GPa) 201 229 224 221 208-214 [7] -

LaBeH8 (100GPa) 120 127 130 131 104 [8] -

LaBH8(50GPa) 133 145 138 142 - -

BaSiH8 (30GPa) 55 59 58 60 - -

† Corresponding author: christoph.heil@tugraz.at
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III. EQUATIONS

Starting from the most general form of the isotropic Eliashberg equations with static
Coulomb interactions [Eq. (13a)-(13d) and Eq. (13e) in the main text], three simpler ap-
proximations can be derived, which are also implemented within IsoME. The abbreviations
are discussed in Sec. II of the main text.

A. cDOS W

By assuming a constant DOS around the Fermi energy, the energy shift χ(ωj) vanishes,
and the particle number equation is automatically satisfied. The remaining equations then
simplify to

Z(iωj) = 1 +
π

βωj

∞∑

j′=0

ωj′Z(iωj′)λ
(−)
jj′√

Θ(0, ωj′)
(1)

ϕph(iωj) =
π

β

∞∑

j′=0

ϕ(0, ωj′)λ
(+)
jj′√

Θ(0, ωj′)
(2)

ϕc(ε) = −
∫

dε′W (ε, ε′)N(ε′)

{
ϕc(ε′)

2

tanh
[
β
2

√
ε′ + ϕc2(ε′)

]

√
ε′2 + ϕc2(ε′)

+ 2kBT
M∑

n′=0

[
ϕph(iωj′) + ϕc(ε′)

Θ(ε′, iωj′)
− ϕc(ε′)

ω2
j′ + ε′2 + ϕc2(ε′)

]} (3)

ϕ(ε, iωj) = ϕph(iωj) + ϕc(ε) (4)

Θ(ε, iωj) = [ωjZ(iωj)]
2 + ε2 + ϕ2(ε, iωj) (5)

This is similar to the approach followed in Ref. [9].

B. vDOS µ∗

If the Coulomb repulsion between electrons varies slowly around the Fermi level, it can
be approximated with a pseudopotential µ∗ as demonstrated in Ref. [10]. The corresponding
equations are given by

Z(iωj) = 1 +
kBT

N(εF)ωj

∫
dεN(ε)

∞∑

j′=0

ωj′Z(iωj′)

Θ(ε, iωj′)
λ
(−)
jj′ (6)

χ(iωj) = − kBT

N(εF)

∫
dεN(ε)

∞∑

j′=0

ε− µF + χ(iωj′)

Θ(ε, iωj′)
λ
(+)
jj′ (7)

ϕ(iωj) =
kBT

N(εF)

∫
dεN(ε)

∞∑

j′=0

ϕ(iωj′)

Θ(ε, iωj′)
[λ

(+)
jj′ − 2µ∗] (8)

3
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Ne =

∫
dεN(ε)

[
1− 2kBT

∑

j

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

Θ(ε, iωj)

]

≈ 2nF(ε− µF)− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

[
ε− µF + χ(iωj)

Θ(ε, iωj)
− ε− µF

ω2
j + (ε− µF)

2

] (9)

Θ(ε, iωj) = [ωjZ(iωj)]
2 + [ε− µF + χ(iωj)]

2 + [ϕ(iωj)]
2 (10)

where
λ
(±)
jj′ = λ(iωj − iωj′)± λ(iωj + iωj′) (11)

are differences of the electron-phonon coupling parameter [11]. These equations are derived
in Ref. [12].

C. cDOS µ∗

Combining both of the previously mentioned approximations leads to

Z(iωj) = 1 +
πkBT

ωj

∞∑

j′=−∞

ωj′Z(ωj′)√
ω2
j′Z

2(ωj′) + ϕ2(iωj′)
λ(iωj − iωj′)

= 1 +
πkBT

ωj

∞∑

j′=0

ωj′Z(ωj′)√
ω2
j′Z

2(ωj′) + ϕ2(iωj′)
λ
(−)
jj′

(12)

ϕ(iωj) = πkBT
∞∑

j′=−∞

ϕ(iωj′)√
ω2
j′Z

2(ωj′) + ϕ2(iωj′)
[λ(iωj − iωj′)− µ∗]

= πkBT
∞∑

j′=0

ϕ(iωj′)√
ω2
j′Z

2(ωj′) + ϕ2(iωj′)
[λ

(+)
jj′ − 2µ∗] .

(13)

IV. SEMI-EMPIRICAL EQUATIONS FOR Tc

The McMillan equation [13] provides a direct but approximate method to calculate Tc

based on empirically derived parameters. With small modifications done by Dynes [14], Tc

is given by:

TMcM
c =

ωlog

1.2
exp

(
− 1.04(1 + λ)

λ− µ∗(1 + 0.62λ)

)
, (14)

where the logarithmic average of the electron-phonon spectral function ωlog and the electron-
phonon coupling strength λ are defined as

ωlog = exp

(
2

λ

∫ ∞

0

α2F (ω)

ω
ln(ω) dω

)
, (15)

λ =

∫ ∞

0

dω
α2F (Ω)

ω
. (16)

4
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The expression for α2F (Ω) is given in the main text Eq. (11), and µ∗ is the semi-empirical
Coulomb pseudopotential.

Allen and Dynes [15] added prefactors to optimize Eq. (14):

TAD
c = f1f2T

McM
c , (17)

with f1 and f2 defined by

f1 =

[
1 +

λ

2.46
(1 + 3.8µ∗)3/2

]1/3
, (18)

f2 = 1 +

(
ω2

ωlog
− 1

)
λ2

λ2 +
[
1.82(1 + 6.3µ∗) ω2

ωlog

]2 , (19)

and ω2 by:

ω2 =
2

λ

∫ ∞

0

α2F (ω)ω dω. (20)

Eq. (17) was further improved using machine learning to get the following expression for
a more accurate description, especially for high-Tc hydride superconductors [16]:

TML
c = fωfµT

McM
c , (21)

with the prefactors

fω = 1.92


λ+

ωlog

ω2
− 3

√
µ∗

√
λ · exp

(
ωlog

ω2

)


− 0.08, (22)

and

fµ =
6.86 exp

(
−λ
µ∗

)

1
λ
− µ∗ − ωlog

ω2

+ 1. (23)

V. DERIVATION OF THE ELECTRON NUMBER EQUATION

A. Non-interacting electrons

In the case of non-interacting (NI) electrons, the electron number can be calculated via

NNI
e = 2

∫
dεN(ε)nF(ε− εF)

=

∫
dεN(ε)

[
1− 2kBT

∞∑

j=−∞

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2

]
,

(24)

where N(ε) is the density of states per spin, nF is the Fermi distribution function, and ωj

are the fermionic Matsubara frequencies. Even though both formulations are equivalent,

5
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evaluating Eq. (24) through the Fermi function is numerically much more stable. At mod-
erate temperatures, convergence is achieved almost immediately due to the sharp drop in
the Fermi function. The summation however has to be truncated at some point, resulting
in an additional error SNI

tail(ε, εF)

2nF(ε− εF) = 1− 2kBT
∞∑

j=−∞

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2

= 1− 2 · 2kBT
∞∑

j=0

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2

= 1− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2 −4kBT
∞∑

ωj>ωc

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2 .

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=SNI

tail(ε,εF)

(25)

Rearranging for the tail gives an estimate of the error

SNI
tail(ε, εF) = 2nF(ε− εF)− 1 + 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

ε− εF

ω2
j + (ε− εF)

2 . (26)

B. Superconducting phase

In the superconducting phase (SC), the number of electrons can be obtained through a
generalization of Eq. (24):

NSC
e =

∫
dεN(ε)

[
1− 2kBT

∞∑

j=−∞

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)

]
, (27)

where the denominator is defined as

Θ(ε, iωj) = [ωjZ(iωj)]
2 + [ε− µF + χ(iωj)]

2 + [ϕ(ε, iωj)]
2 . (28)

Splitting the sum again at ωc and exploiting the fact that all self-energy components are
even functions of ωj gives an expression for the summation error:

1− 2kBT
∞∑

j=−∞

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
= 1− 2 · 2kBT

∞∑

j=0

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)

= 1− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
−4kBT

∞∑

ωj>ωc

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
.

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=SSC

tail(ε,µF)

(29)
Above the Matsubara frequency cutoff ωc, it is safe to assume that Z(iωj) = 1, χ(iωj) =
0, ϕph(iωj) = 0 and that the Coulomb contribution to the order parameter ϕc(ε) = 0 can be

6
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neglected. This allows us to approximate the superconducting tail by the non-interacting
tail in Eq. (26) as a function of the Fermi level SNI

tail(ε, εF) 7→ SNI
tail(ε, µF) ≈ SSC

tail(ε, µF) leading
to:

1− 2T
∞∑

j=−∞

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
≈ 1− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
+ SNI

tail(ε, µF)

= 2nF(ε− µF)− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

[
ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
− ε− µF

ω2
j + (ε− µF)

2

]
.

(30)
Inserting this into Eq. (27) yields

NSC
e =

∫
dεN(ε)

{
2nF(ε− µF)− 4kBT

ωj≤ωc∑

j=0

[
ε− µF + χ(iωj)

θ(ε, iωj)
− ε− µF

ω2
j + (ε− µF)

2

]}
,

(31)
which enables a more robust evaluation of the chemical potential. Based on numerical tests,
this approach requires much lower Matsubara frequency cutoffs.

C. µ-update

When performing calculations within the variable DOS approximation, the conservation
of electron number must be enforced by updating the chemical potential such that

f(µF) = NNI
e −NSC

e (µF)
!
= 0 (32)

is satisfied. NSC
e (µF) is a monotonic function of the chemical potential, guaranteeing a unique

solution. However, monotonicity is easily violated when introducing a finite Matsubara
frequency cutoff in the definition of NSC

e . Using Eq. (31) instead of Eq. (27), ensures both
faster convergence of the chemical potential and uniqueness of the root already at much
lower cutoffs.
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