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Two models of disorder in two dimensions are discussed. The first is a localization theory
that treats noninteracting particles by perturbation theory in the weak scattering limit. A weak
magnetic field is found to have strong effects on the previously predicted logarithmic rise in
resistivity at low temperatures. No logarithmic divergence is found for the Hall constant. A
second model treats the disorder scattering by conventional diagramatic technique but includes
the effects of interactions. In a short communication it has previously been reported that the
resistivity and Hall constant both show a logarithmic increase at low temperatures. The details
of the calculation are reported here, together with an extension to thin wires which shows a

T=1/2 divergence in the resistivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last year there have been a number of in-
teresting contributions towards our understanding of
electronic localization in disordered systems.!™ It
has been proposed! that there exists a one-parameter
scaling theory for the localization problem and that
the appropriate scaling parameter is g (L), a dimen-
sionless number defined as the conductance in units
of e/k of a sample of size L. If such a scaling theory
exists, the behavior of the conductance as a function
of L is determined by the following scaling equation:

dIng
dInL

Special interests have been focused on two dimen-
sions, where Abrahams ef al. argued that 8 —0 for
large g. Furthermore they proposed that 3 is a
smooth monotonic function, so that it has an expan-
sion for large g of the form

B(g)=_§+}b7 . 1.2)

=p(g) . 1.n

Equations (1.1) and (1.2) have the physical conse-
quence that all states are localized in two dimensions,
no matter how weak the disorder. The localization is
logarithmic at first, changing over to exponential on a
longer length scale. Equation (1.2) is supported by a
perturbation theory"? based on the summation of a
certain class of diagrams which reveals contributions
to the conductivity of the form — (2#?)~! InL. Thus
the perturbation theory is consistent with

= (27?)~!. This consistency is checked to second
order with the demonstration® that conductivity di-
agrams of order g7'(InL)? sum to zero. The coeffi-
cient b has recently been shown to vanish* by sum-
ming terms of order g~ InL. These results are in
agreement with those obtained by Wegner? using a
quite different-approach.

We should mention two pieces of work that are in
disagreement with the above references. Using the
memory-functional approach, Gotze and co-workers®
obtained a result different from the above in that
a =0 and b is finite. We comment that Gotze did
not consider the class of diagrams included in Refs. 1
and 3, so that it is not difficult to understand why he
obtained @ =0. Furthermore his finite b comes from
singular contributions to the conductivity of the form
g~ " InL which arises from the vanishing energy
denominator of the diffusion pole. A direct calcula-
tion* (rather than via the memory-functional ap-
proach) shows that all g~' InL terms arising from the
diffusion pole alone also cancel, in contrast with the
b # 0 result of Ref. 5. A second work that is in
disagreement with the one-parameter scaling theory is
a numerical implementation of the general scaling
idea.® The numerical results are more consistent with
B =0 for g greater than a certain critical value. How-
ever the numerical approach is an approximate one,
valid for small g, and is subject to systematic error
for intermediate values of g.

Commenting further on the perturbation theory, it
has been found that the cancellations that led to the
logarithmic singularity in the perturbation theory is
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extremely delicate. For example, introduction of a
random local magnetic field (to simulate magnetic
impurities) is sufficient to cut off the singularity.’
These calculations have also been done for spin-orbit
scattering.® While spin-orbit scattering does not cut
off the divergence, its effect is to produce a leading
contribution to the B8 function of the opposite sign,
i.e., a=—(472)"". Such a result implies an infinite
conductivity for g greater than a certain critical value.
At the very least, such a strange result means that a
much deeper understanding of the structure of the
perturbation theory is required. .

A logarithmic rise in resistivity at low temperatures
has been observed in thin films® and in the silicon
inversion layer.! Many features are in agreement
with predictions based on Egs. (1.1) and (1.2). How-
ever the experimental systems all involve a Fermi sea
of interacting electrons whereas the localization
theory is a strictly single-particle theory. The effects
of interactions on a disordered system in the metallic
regime (i.e., kp/ >> 1, where | =v7 is the electron
mean-free path) must be investigated. The result'!-!?
shows that interactions effects alone (without the ef-
fects of localization) also produce a logarithmic rise
in resistivity consistent with the experimental obser-
vations.

This paper is divided into two parts. In the first
part we try to develop further understanding of the
perturbation theory of localization by extending the
work of Refs. 1 and 3 to various physical situations.
We consider the effects of a magnetic field on the
logarithmic singularity in the resistivity. The Hall
coefficient is then calculated. In the second part we
focus on the interaction effects while ignoring locali-
zation. The Hall coefficient is calculated and con-
trasted with the localization theory prediction. In the
course of our presentations, the conductivity calcula-
tion will also be reviewed so that details omitted in
earlier brief communications will be supplied. We
also present results for the resistivity in 1D that is
appropriate for thin wires. The predictions for the
two theories are very different and it is hoped that
this work will help clarify the comparison between
theory and experiments.

II. MAGNETORESISTIVITY IN THE
LOCALIZATION THEORY

We begin by reviewing the perturbation theory'?
for the conductivity at frequency () that leads to the
logarithmic divergence in the absence of a magnetic
field. The divergence occurs in the summation of the
set of maximally crossed diagrams shown in Fig. 1(a).
It is instructive to show the diagram in an equivalent
way shown in Fig. 1(b). The maximally crossed di-
agram in the particle hole propagator becomes a
ladder diagram in the particle-particle propagator

o
%n

° o
*

© ©,

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 1. (a) Lowest-order logarithmic correction to the
conductivity diagram; (b) Fig. 1(a) redrawn to emphasize
the ladder diagram in the particle-particle channel; and (c)
the same diagram in real-space representation.

P(p +E', €)) which satisfies the Dyson equation
P(P+7. Q) =u?+u?P(P+7. QP(F+7.Q) ,
2.1

where 7~' =27 N,u? is the scattering rate, N, is the
single spin density of states, and u? represent the
mean-square impurity potential. The kernel

P(BF+7, Q)

=36 (p, )G (~F1+F+7 . e+ Q)
T’.l

=2aN;7[1=7D(F+P )2 +iQr] , (2.2)

where G+(p, w) =[w—e(p) £i/2717 and D =%v}7

is the diffusion coefficient in 2D. Combining Eqgs.
(2.1) and (2.2), we obtain

P(P+F, Q) =utr"—iQ+D(F+7)2]" .
2.3)

The most direct way to see Eq. (2.3) is that if the ar-
row on one of the particle lines is reversed and its
momentum replaced by its opposite sign, the diagram
is identical to a particle-hole ladder which is well
known to have a diffusion pole of the form shown in
Eq. (2.3). From Eq. (2.3) it is readily seen that upon
integration over p, p’ to obtain the conductivity, the
region of integration near f)’l =—7 leads to a loga-
rithmic term InQ in 2D

s
47

o2

do=— In|Q7r| 2.4)
h— .

where s is the spin and other, such as orbital, degen-

eracy.

While the diffusion pole in the particle-hole propa-
gator follows from particle conservation the same
cannot be said of the particle-particle propagator. In
particular if the particle-hole transformation just dis-
cussed is violated, it is possible that the pole in Eq.
(2.3) may be cut off. This is what happened in the
case of spin-flip scattering.” As we shall see, applica-
tion of a magnetic field also introduces a cutoff.

In the presence of a magnetic field the conductivity
transverse to the magnetic field should be calculated
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in the coordinate representation as shown in Fig.
1(c). Impurity averaging effectively introduces a
short range interaction between electlrons and it suf-
fices to study the propagator P(T, T, Q) which satis-
fies the Dyson equation
P(7,T,Q)
=u(T-T)+u> 3 P(T, T, QP(T, T, Q) ,
r
1
(2.5)
where

Po(F, T)=G_(T, T1,e)G(T, Tr,e+t Q) (2.6
J

na

where , , denotes the set of Landau orbits for a
doubly charged particle. Combmmg Egs. (2.5) and
(2.8) we obtain

Yna(TUmal(T)
na 4D (eH/[kc)(n +3) =i Q

B(T, T =“—
T

(.9)

The conductivity can now be calculated by combining
Eq. (2.9) with

(T, T, e+ Q)G (T, Tret Q)

XxG_(Ty T,)G_(T', Ty, e) .
Noting that G has a range in space given by the
mean-free path /, the important region of integration
is for [T —T | =/ On the other hand the nth term
in the sum in Eq. (2.9) is slowly varying on a length
scale small compared with the cyclotron radius of the
nth Landau orbit. We can then limit the sum to
n < n, where n, = (fc/2eH)!"2 and set T=T . The
integration over the four G’s is the same as in the ab-
sence of a magnetic field. Upon integrating P (T, T)
over T, we obtain

SUH(Q)
-1

DeH

=———e—4”2R Del (, +1y_iq

dm? ke ke T

(2.10)

The magnetic field of interest is usually sufficiently
small so that n,, >> 1 in which case Eq. (2.10) be-

comes
1_iQ| ke eH

(2.11)

6’2

s —
(27)? fic

SO'H-_-

Bo(F, T, Q) =20N 17 St o (Tt ol T )[1—471)[

and G is the Green’s function in a magnetic field. If
the Landau orbit is much larger than the Fermi
wavelength, we can use the quasiclassical approxima-
tion'?

~ ’ ?~ o — ’
¢ (7 ) =explie L A(T)-aT)o(r-7)

2.7
where th,e integral is along a straight line connecting
T and T . The quantity Py is well known in the
theory of dirty superconductors. Its calculation is

shown in Appendix A for completeness, and we ob-
tain

(n +-)+IQT , 2.8)

f

where  is the digamma function. If Q (f#c/4eH)/D
>> 1, ¢ approaches a logarithm, aridd we recover the
InQ 7 divergence in Eq. (2.4). In the opposite limit,
the second term in Eq. (2.11) dominates and a loga-
rithmic dependence on H is predicted. The sensitivi-
ty to a magnetic field is a consequence of the peculiar
structure of the maximally crossed diagram (Fig. 1);
the particle and hole move along opposite paths in
space so that the phase factors in Eq. (2.7) add in-
stead of cancel.

Let us now adopt the interpretation!* !’ that at finite
temperatures () is to be replaced by the inelastic
scattering rate 7;,'. Equation (2.11) then yields a
critical H, given by

deH [ic=(Dry)™" . 2.12)

Equation (2.12) states that the size of the lowest
Landau orbital is comparable to the diffusion length
in the time 7;,. Note that H, can be extremely small.
For instance, a diffusion length of 10~* cm corre-
sponds to H,=10 G.

III. HALL EFFECT IN THE LOCALIZATION THEORY
The Hall current is the current response that is
linear in an electric field and a magnetic field. Let us

define iQKl =F and ik x K2= H. The kinetic ener-
gy is of the form

H

[F+e(A, +AN]?

—o

1
2m

2 — —
L4 5 (Ry+Ry) + L (R + KT
2m m 2m

3.1
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The Hall current is proportional to E x H which can Our strategy is to write down the usual conductivity
be written as Q[A,(kK-A;) — k(A A,)]. We note diagram, and then insert a magnetic field vertex
that the term A,(k - A;) can be obtained from a which carries a momentum k into each Green’s func-
second-order perturbation theory in the second term tion G (P). Each magnetic vertex is assigned a value
in Eq. (3.1) whereas the term k (A;- A,) also has eA,  (P+K/2)/m=eA, P/m. ltis instructive to
contributions from a first-order perturbation in the test this on the lowest-order diagram shown in Fig. 2.
last term in Eq. (3.1). Thus it is simpler to look for Figure 2(a) makes the following contribution to the
the former term. current
J
- ie? (® de - -, T V(T =V(E L == T
Ja==35 )0 2m §G+(p)G+(p+k)G_(p)(A1' P)(A- PP +k/2) . (3.2)
[

We want to keep terms to first order in K- 1_\'1. This can come only from an expansion of G (P +X) since the
contribution from the last term in Eq. (3.2) will be proportional to (A;+ A,)k. Upon expansion we can do the P
integration by separating the angular and radial components

- _igée pdp 4 1 1 (3.3)
a m* ' 2m)2 pYoam—er+if/2r (p22m —ep—i/27)3 '
I
where usual transport theory (s is the spin and other degen-
do - - - eracies).
F= f—;—(."n “PI(Ap)(k-p)p Now we are ready to calculate the Hall effect in the
localization theory. Figures 3 are generated by insert-
=i[(7\' KA+ (A A)K+ (A, )AL ing the magnetic vertex in every possible way into
3 1 2 1° A2 2 . . . . .o -
Fig. 1(a). (It is easy to show that insertion into op-
(3.4) posite sides of the particle-particle ladder cancel each
: other.) We expand the k dependence in G (P + k)
Again, only the first term in Eq. (3.4) is of interest to as before. Figures 3(c) and 3(d) equals minus the
us. The p integration in Eq. (3.3) can now be done, complex conjugate of Figs. 3(a) and 3(b). Together
giving we have
. 3 N
- Qe - ier 8T, =3¢pp, (3.7
e vl O kK)A,73 G}_T . 3.9 In=~ 3t
. h
Note that care must be taken to evaluate the p* term where
in the numerator in the integral at the pole, yielding _ - _ —uinQr -
the second term in Eq. (3.5). Pi= %P(q, O ==4iDr . (3.8)
Diagram 2(b) can be calculated in the same way,
and we obtain j,=— j,. Thus we obtain the Hall
current K
T % E k\ +k p //
= 3
JH O'HH X E ) (36) S —p+q —p+q oek
where oy =5 (e3H/m)epr?/2m in agreement with the A
) ~p—k+q -pta
(a) (b)
[
Tk
. p ptk P
Q ok Q .k

p

©
]
x
©
I
=
\ =
s
- H

pi
() (b) (c) (d)
FIG. 2. Diagrams for the Hall effect. Dashed line carries FIG. 3. Diagrams for the Hall effect obtained by inserting
momentum k and represents linear response in the magnetic the magnetic vertex (dashed line carrying momentum k) in

field. Fig. 1(a).
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is from the particle-particle ladder as in the conduc-
tivity calculation, and

Py=— 52061 (F)G(P) ~cc

7
x(A; F) (A B)EK-F)(=F)
=—idmlepr* (K, K)A, . (3.9)

Here the angular and radial p integration is evaluated
as in Eq. (3.5). The result is that

8jy=080yH xE , (3.10)
where
seH 2T
doy= ) InlQ7| . B.11)

Comparing with Eq. (3.6) we have
SO'H 2

Q7| . (3.12)

oy 2mert

Experimental measurements of Hall effect are usu-
ally expressed in terms of the Hall constant
Ry=E,/jH = oy/(o?H). Combining Egs. (3.12)
and (2.4) we obtain

8Ry/Ry=0 , (3.13)

where R is the resistance per square. In the free
electron model, Ry = (nec)™!, so that a naive in-
terpretation would state that the logarithmic correc-
tion is in the scattering rate, and not in the carrier
density. This result for the Hall constant was first
obtained by Fukuyama.!6

IV. HALL EFFECT IN THE INTERACTING
FERMION SYSTEM

In this section we purposely ignore the complica-
tions due to the crossed diagrams treated in earlier
sections. We assume that such diagrams have been
suppressed by any one of the mechanisms already
discussed, such as magnetic field and spin-flip
scattering. (This point is further discussed in Appen-
dix B.) Instead the impurity scattering is treated by
the conventional diagrammatic technique in the
krl >> 1 limit and we include the effects of electron
electron interaction to lowest order.!""'? The interac-
tion is taken to be the dynamically screened Coulomb
interaction

vs(g, w) =v5(q)/[1 +v5(g)1I(q, )] , 4.1)

where vg(g) =2we?/|q| is the bare interaction in 2D

and
H(qylmn)=SNqu2/(lw,,|+Dq2) . (4.2)

Here Ny =m/2m is the single spin density of states.
In the small ¢, w limit, and subject to the condition
Dkq >> |w,| where k =e2sN, is the screening con-
stant

1 lw,|+Dg?

N Dq? (4.3)

vs(q:iwn) =

and is independent of the bare coupling e?.

As in the last section we calculate the Hall current
by inserting an additional vertex into the conductivity
diagrams. The conductivity results have been report-
ed before!!" 12 but we take this opportunity to supply
some details. The important feature is that vertex
correction as shown in Fig. 4 gives rise to diffusive-
like divergence for small ¢ and w

(loml +Dg?)™'77 if €,(ey—wm) <0

r (q, Wy, €n)
1 otherwise.

4.4)

The diagrams that contribute to the conductivity are
shown in Fig. 5. These diagrams are generated in a
conserving approximation from an exchange self-
energy diagram [Fig. 7(a)]. In Appendix C we show
that the sum of diagrams (a), (b), and (c) is exactly
zero so that the conductivity correction comes only
from Figs. 5(d) and 5(e). In the following we
present the calculation for zero temperature. The
finite temperature case proceeds along similar lines
and we simply give the result.

We begin by doing the momentum sum in the
electron Green’s function. The sum factorizes into
two parts on either side of the impurity ladder. Let
us label by M the left side of Fig. 5(d). Note that in
order to obtain the divergence given in Eq. (4.4), we
must have €, e + () positive and € + ) + » negative
and vice versa. Thus we obtain

— d*v - .\ P
M(3) = (2ﬂp)2Gi(p)G_(p+q)-,%
5)lg. 2|2
f(2 GG m]m
=2er7°q . 4.5)

Next we note that the integrand for diagram (d) and

P-q,€-w

FIG. 4. Vertex correction.
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(e) are the same, except that (d) is proportional to € < 0, however, the conditions are
M(q)M(q) while (e) is proportional to M(q)

x M(—§)=—M(g)M(T) so (d) and (e) are oppo-

site in sign. However, care must be taken in writing and
down the region of integration. For € > 0, we denote
the contribution from Figs. 5(d) and 5(e) by d. and
e+, respectively, and it turns out that the region of
integration is the same so that d,+e,.=0. For

e+0<0, e+w+Q>0 ford_

et <0, etw>0 fore_ .

Thus the sum is
J

. 0 de (* do dq M(M: A)u? ivg(q, w)
d_+e_=ise? | 4€ do ‘
st el B (272 J “i(w+0)+Dg? (—iw+Dg)e

(4.6)

In Eq. (4.6) the first diffusion pole comes from the impurity ladder and the ( —iw + Dg?)~? comes from the ver-
tex correction to v;. Equation (4.6) must be combined with the other pair of diagrams similar to Figs. 5(d) and
5(e) but with the dressing of the particle and the hole line interchanged. In this case it is the e < 0 part that can-
cels while the € > 0 part exactly equals Eq. (4.6). Thus we obtain

- 00 € — _.-_. 2 X :
57 =2ise2fﬂ ;’_ff do _M(M-K)u ivy(q, )
—J._

“.7n
227 —i(0+Q)+Dqg? (—iw+Dg?)?

We note that the expression Eq. (4.4) is valid only for ot << 1 so that the w integration must be cut off.
Since the integrand is independent of € we can rearrange the integration as follows:

f:deﬁ‘_ndw=£)mdej:'+ndw =J:)ndwj;mde+f;/fdwj:u_nde =J:)ndww+ﬂf:rdw . . (4.8)

The second term in Eq. (4.8) is more singular in the small o limit and is the dominant term. Using the asymp-
totic form Eq. (4.3) and Eq. (4.5) into Eq. (4.7) we obtain

57 = L0 2f‘/*g_w_ d’q i(2er7°)*q (T K)u?

=19,
27 ¢ Ja g Q2m)? [—i(o+ Q) +Dg?l(—iw+ Dg?)sN,Dg?r?

(4.9

The use of Eq. (4.3) is justified because the impor-
tant region of ¢ integration is Dg? = w due to the
divergence of the integrand, so that the condition
Dgk >> w is satisfied. We remark that this is not
the case in the density of states calculation, in which
case the full Eq. (4.1) must be used, leading to the.
(In©)? result given in Eq. (10) of Ref. 11. Return-

p, €+

ptg€etw+l

P, €tw
p-q,€

(d) (e)

FIG. 5. Diagrams contributing to conductivity to first or-
der in interaction (wavy line).

[

ing to Eq. (4.9), the integral is clearly logarithmically
divergent, giving

3j=iN1Adc , (4.10)
where
e? 1
= . 4.11
do e 2m? In| Q7| ( )

The above computation can easily be performed at
finite temperature by using imaginary frequencies and
analytic continuation to the real axis. Not unexpect-
edly the result is

so=21 1ars 4.12)
fc 2a?
when T >> ().

In Ref. 11 we have shown that for a short-range
interaction the Hartree term also becomes important.
Diagrams similar to Fig. 5 can be generated and the
total conductivity correction is

so=--—_(2-2pmlarl , 4.13)
4

e
kc
where F is given in Appendix B.

In view of the experimental interest in thin wires,!’
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we digress to discuss the one-dimensional situation.
In a strictly one-dimensional system, the localization
length equals the mean-free path /, and the treatment
here is not adequate. However in a thin wire of cross
section d X d, the localization length ¢ can be much
greater than /. The cutoff length scale of the present
treatment is (D/T)Y2. If this length is much less
than ¢, the effects of localization are not yet ap-
parent, and the present treatment is valid. Further-
more the divergent contribution in Eq. (4.9) comes
from the small § limit. If (D/Q)Y2or (D/T)V?is
much greater than 4 we must replace the usual

1 1 dq,
A g 1 , 4.14
vol % dr v 2 (4.14)

even though other aspects of the problem that in-
volve short distances, such as the diffusion constant
D, should remain three dimensional. The integral in
Eq. (4.9) is easily done and we obtain

1/2
2
bo, = L2

d? ke w

D

o7 (4.15)

Equation (4.15) is the exchange contribution to the
conductivity. We must add the Hartree contribution
just as in Eq. (4.13). We recall that in 2D the real
and imaginary part of v;(q, w) make equal contribu-
tions to the exchange term, whereas only the real
part contribute to the Hartree correction. Putting in a
factor of 2 for the spin in the Hartree term, we ob-
tain Eq. (4.13). An interesting difference arises in
the 1D case. A simple calculation shows that the
imaginary part of v,(q, w) contributes three times as
much as the real part to the exchange term. Inclu-
sion of the Hartree term thus gives

D

d? ke 2@ | 2T

12
] 4-2F") , (4.16)

where F' is given by Eq. (B1) but evaluated for a 3D
Fermi surface. F' also approaches unity if 2kz/k —0
and zero for large 2kr/x. Whereas in 2D the conduc-
tivity corrections cancels for short screening length,
the divergence in 1D survives even in this limit.
From Eq. (4.16) we also see that the correction to

=(A, f)‘)'q‘[f('- -’%]GlGi +2(A,- ﬁ)ﬁ[k’- 1’”7

m

e ——

ptq

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 6. Different ways of inserting a magnetic vertex
(dashed line) into the M factor [half of the conductivity di-
agrams shown in Figs. 5(d) and 5(e)].

the conductivity is inversely proportional to the
cross-sectional area d2. This is in agreement with ex-
perimental observation.!” Again it is interesting to
note that Eq. (4.16) has the same functional form as
the prediction of localization theory if T is replaced
by r;;'. Eq. (4.16) says that if T >> 7!, interactions
effects will produce corrections to the conductivity on
a length scale such that localization effects are not yet
significant. Furthermore, unlike 2D, Eq. (4.16) pre-
dicts a quite different absolute value for the correc-
tion compared with the localization theory and could
easily be tested experimentally.

It is worth pointing out that in 3D the situation is
reversed, so that the real part of v,(q, w) contribute
three times as much as the imaginary to the exchange
correction. Inclusion of the Hartree term thus gives
a correction to the conductivity of the form
TY/2(4—6F'). Thus the correction can change sign
depending on the screening length.

Now we are ready to compute the Hall current. As
in Sec. III, we insert a magnetic vertex in all possible
ways into the conductivity diagrams. Insertions into
the particle-hole ladder are found to cancel, just as the
case for the particle-particle ladder. In Appendix D
we show that the diagrams derived from the conduc-
tivity diagrams [Figs. 5(a), 5(b), and 5(c)] also cancel
each other. So we are left with diagrams derived
from Figs. 5(d) and 5(e), which can be broken up
into two pieces, each of which was labeled by M ear-
lier. We first consider the electromagnetic vertex
which carries no momentum. Figure 6 shows the
possible ways of inserting a magnetic vertex into M.
Recalling that M is linear in q, we must look for
terms linear in both § and X, i.e., terms of the form
(A,- §)K. Figures 6(a), 6(b), and 6(c) have the fol-
lowing values:

(4.17a)

(4.17b)
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—

The first term in Eq. (4.17b) is proportional to A,- k upon the angular P integration and therefore vanishes.

My = (A, B)(F+K)G_(p +9)G(F)GE(P+XK)

=(A‘2-’5)[Ea-1 GZGi+(K2~b’)b‘[2ﬁ‘-£”§'~1]GZGi , (4.18)
m m m
M. = (&, F)PG-_(F+T)G2(0)G+(F+F) =(K2'ﬁ)§[a.%lli-l’;—lazci . (4.19)
The total contribution is
M,+M,,+l\_'ic=(?\’2-B)?[a-%]GZGi+(K2~b‘)6l'ﬁ'%][ﬁ--§](20301+3GZGi)=0 . (4.20)

The cancellation is shown by a direct evaluation in
the way done in Eq. (3.5). Similar considerations
show the cancellation of the current vertex M which
carries a momentum K.

The conclusion of the above rather involved calcu-
lation is that

80y =0 . _ (4.21)

The conclusion is not changed when the Hartree
terms are included. In terms of the Hall constant, we
have

3Ry 3R
R, 2 R (4.22)
This result is to be contrasted with the localization
theory Eq. (3.13) and also with the naive single parti-
cle picture of a resistivity rise due to a carrier number
reduction. In that picture Ry =1/nec and

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper we studied the effects of a magnetic
field on two very different models. Both models
predict similar logarithmic rise in resistivity at low
temperatures. The first model deals with the localiza-
tion of noninteracting electrons. We find that the
temperature-dependent resistivity is suppressed by
very small magnetic fields. Furthermore a strong
negative magnetoresistance is predicted. This latter
prediction appears to be observed experimentally in
the silicon inversion layer.!® On the other hand no
logarithmic correction in the Hall constant is predict-
ed at low temperatures in the localization model.
The second model deals with interacting electrons in
the presence of weak impurity scattering. Since the
divergent resistivity comes from particle-hole diffu-
sion, a static magnetic field is not expected to have
strong effects on the divergence. The Hall constant
is predicted to increase logarithmically at low tem-

perature, but at a rate equal to twice that of the resis-
tivity. It is hoped this work will help decide which of
the two models is more closely related to experi-
ments.
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APPENDIX A

In this appendix we compute P, defined in Eq.
(2.5). To do so requires solving the integral equation

J BoE F 0 (FVaT =N m)uy(F) . (AD
By combining Egs. (2.5) and (2.6) we obtain
fPo(?—'r")explZie f:K(E‘)-d's‘ U (F)dT’
Ay (F) . (AD)

where P, is the zero-field propagator with a Fourier
transform given by Eq. (2.2). Equation (A2) can be
converted to a differential equation of infinite order
and solved.!® For our purpose it suffices to expand
A(3) and y,(T') about T to second order to pro-
duce the following differential equation:

1 8% :

Po(q =0) +3—671—2—

—Z+2eA
!

Pn(T)

g =0

A0 (T) . (A3)

This simply shows that to this order, the effect of a
magnetic field is represented by V/i — V /i +2eA.
Using Eq. (2.2) we readily see that Eq. (A3) is the
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Landau equation for a doubly charged particle in a
magnetic field. Equation (2.7) follows immediately.

APPENDIX B

In this appendix we examine some consequences of
using the divergence in the particle-particle channel
in the interaction theory. Let us consider the self-
energy correction. We have an exchange contribu-
tion shown in Fig. 7(a). In Ref. 11 we pointed out
that the Hartree diagram 7(b) may also be important
if the interaction is short range. In the Hartree term
the momentum transfer in the interaction line is not
small and must be integra}ed over. Separating out
the integration over f)”, P in Fig. 7(b), we see that
the Hartree term is reduced from the exchange term
by a factor

F=u* 3 G.(F)G_(F)

PP

i v(f)”—ff”) i 1
X== G(PIG(Pp) . (B

In the limit 7~' —0, the magnitude of § and P are
near the Fermi wave vector. Only the angular in- ,
tegrati,(,m remains, where 9 is the angle between P
and p . In two dimensions the static screened
Coulomb interaction is

v(g)=-2me (B2)
[G]+«

where k =2me2sN, is the inverse screening length.
The momentum transfer | — P | = 2kgsin6/2, so

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 7. Self-energy correction from (a) exchange and (b)
Hartree diagrams. Figure 7(c) shows the Hartree diagram
with the ladder sum in the particle-particle channel and Fig.
7(d) is the exchange counterpart.

that Eq. (B1) becomes

_ (a0 1
2@ 1+ (2kg/k) sing/2

F (B3)

Clearly F approaches unity if 2kr/« — 0 and zero for
large 2kr/k.

It is natural to consider next the Hartree term
shown in Fig. 7(c) which makes use of the diver-
gence in the particle-particle channel. It equals Fig.
7(b) in the absence of any delocalizing factors, such
as spin-flip scattering or magnetic fields. The corre-
sponding exchange term is shown in Fig. 7(d). How-
ever it is different from Fig. 7(a) in that the momen-
tum transfer in the interaction line is not small.
Clearly Fig. 7(d) is smaller than Fig. 7(a) by the
same factor F given in Eq. (B3).

We thus conclude that if the interaction range is
long (2kr/k — o0), the exchange diagram 7(a) dom-
inates over the singularity caused by the particle-
particle channel as well as the Hartree term. In the
opposite limit of a short-range potential, the Hartree
term becomes important as well as the particle-
particle channel. However, the latter can be
suppressed by spin-flip scattering or a magnetic field.

At this point we also insert a note on the effects of
orbital degeneracy in the Hartree term. Such ques-
tions may be relevant to the silicon inversion layer.
Let us consider a model with two degenerate valleys
located at + K. In the absence of intervalley scatter-
ing, the Hartree term clearly has an additional factor
of 2 from the orbital degeneracy. In practice a
short-range impurity potential can produce intervalley
scattering. Let us say that the electron is initially in
valley + K. Then the electron loop in Fig. 7(b) can
either be in the + K valley but these will have dif-
ferent values. If the closed loop is also + K, interval-
ley scattering can take the particle-hole pair to the
— K valley. On the other hand if the loop is — K, in-
tervalley scattering does not operate because of the
conservation of momentum on the average. In the
latter case the diffusion pole and therefore the loga-
rithmic divergence is cut off if the intervalley scatter-
ing rate 75! is greater than Q or 7. In this case the
orbital dependency does not appear in the Hartree
term.

APPENDIX C

In this appendix we demonstrate the cancellation
between the conductivity diagrams [Figs. 5(a), 5(b),
and 5(c)]. The diffusion pole plays no role in this
cancellation, and we represent it by

dzq vs(q’ )

Slw)= 27)? (—iw+Dg?)?

(cH

Let us first consider Fig. 5(a). It is necessary to
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break up its contribution depending on the sign of €
and €+ ). We adopt the notation a . as the contri-
bution from Fig. 5(a) when € > 0 and e+ Q > 0, etc.
For a ., we note from Eq. (4.4) that in order to get
the diffusion pole, we must have e+ w + Q < 0.
This gives

—e—{1
an=Jde [ dur(—w) ZoFGLFIG(F) |
7
(C2)
Similarly
00 /7 23 (e - ’

= JTae [ dur(a) 2p#G2PGAF) (€D

Integration by parts yield the following equalities:

P=3pfGiG_=3,pfG,G2 =— 1 3 pAGIG?
7 7 7

=—2mwpiN,+> (Cc4)

In addition to Fig. 5(a) there is the diagram with the
self-energy correction on the hole line. We denote
its contribution by a4, etc. We find that

asy=al_ , a__=al, . (C5)
Next we consider Fig. 5(b). The only contribu-
tions are b, and b__ and we find
oo /7
b++=b__=fn deft dof(w) 3,pAGIG2 . (C6)
) 7
Combining Eq. (C1) to Eq. (C5) we have
a+++a__+aL+ +al_ +b+++b__
1) 1/r
=2P J:) def‘ dof(w) . (CT)
J
2 = Ty= 7 l=_ K
(13_._=2A]' (p— k)(pAz) P"”z_
P

||
o} M
::;1

7

a4=3 (&, F) (A, p)[k -p—]p(G3G++GzG")

where we have kept only terms that will produce

(A, X)A, as discussed in Sec. III. Next we consider
the diagrams with the self-energy on the hole line.
According to Eq. (C5) the diagrams with the same
limits of integration are those with € > 0 and

€+ Q > 0. Denoting these by a4+ and a4+ we find

‘K (P A)DPGIGL— 3 (A, P (A, p)[k J?—]p(2(;50+)
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Next we consider Fig. 5(a) with e <0 and e+ Q > 0.

1/
a_++aL+=2fnde_£+ndwf(m)%pﬁcicz

0 1/r
=-4PJ; dej: dof(e) . (C8)

Finally we have Fig. 5(c) which is a correction to the
scattering rate due to the density of state correction

Iz ' ’
sri=u? [ dof(@) 3,63 (F)G(F)
7

1/r
=—jT

dof(w) , (C9)

where we have used 7~'=2#N,u% In Fig. 5(c) only
the case € <0, €+ Q > 0 contributes, giving

a ’
c_ytely =2L dedr™'(€) 3,pPG3G-_

7

oo 1/r
=—41rN1*r3ppzj; def' dof(w) . (C10)

Combining Egs. (C7), (C8), (C10), and (C4) we see
that all the diagrams sum to zero.

APPENDIX D

In this appendix we show that the Hall diagrams
generated from the conductivity diagrams considered
in Appendix C also cancel.

First we note that diagrams generated from Fig.
5(b) occur in pairs [Figs. 8(b;) and 8(b,)] so that
their sum is even in K and therefore vanishes. Fig-
ures 8(a;) to 8(ay) are the diagrams generated from
Fig. 5(a). First we consider the case € <0,
€+ Q <0. Then a,—_+a,__ is also even in k. We
are left with

]GE(B—E)GE(B)G+(3)

(D1)
(D2)
I
that @344 =—as_ and a4y =—aj_, so that
XlEa3_..+a4__+a3’++ +a‘{++ (D3)

is purely imaginary.
These diagrams are now to be combined with
X,=a3 4+ases+a;__ +as_. As seen from Egs.
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FIG. 8. Hall Effect diagrams generated by adding magnetic vertex (dashed line) carrying momentum & into Figs. 5(a), 5(b),

and 5(c).

(C2) and (C3), X, and X, have different limits of integration. Furthermore the integrands of X, and X, are
complex conjugates of each other. Since X, is purely imaginary, we find

Q 1/r
Xi+x,= [ de [ dur() 3
7

+ (AP 'Kz)

ol

Next we perform similar calculation for

Y=a\++a,stas sta,y+ai,

+as-+ taj, +as4 (D5)
Again a|_y =—ai_4, etc., and we find
o 1/r - - —
v=J def dus(w 3 (R-R)(G-R)p
P
x (GiG32 —cc) . (D6)
Using the following identities
, P
3 |2-| (G3GE —cc)=—8mierrN, , (D7)

[- & -©6 Anseie.

R*%]ﬁ(cic;i —2G£G+)]—c.c.l . (D4)
[
. T
E[ﬁ (G+GE "C.C.)=47T/€FT4N1 ) (DS)
7
EGiGE =6mit*N, (DY)

-

3

we obtain
Q VA -
X1+X2+ Y=L dGL d(l)f‘((j))(/Al'k)AzEFS‘IT[-'T4 .
(D10)

Finally we are left with diagrams generated from
Fig. 5(c). It can be shown that insertions of the mag-
netic vertex inside the irhpurity-scattering self-energy
part are canceled, so that we are left with ¢;,c,, and
c3 and the corresponding ¢{ + ¢, +c3 which equals
¢y +c,+c3. The total contribution is

[} /7 —- — - B
2(C1_++C2_++C3_+)=2L def( dmf(w)(ST—])z(Alﬁ)(Azﬁ)[k%]3(30-61"03(;3.) . (Dll)
7

Using Eq. (C9) and upon evaluation of the integrals we find that Eq. (D11) exactly cancels X, + X, + Y given by

Eq. (D10).
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