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We develop a novel formulation of dc electrical linear-response theory for a phase-coherent con-
ductor with multiple leads valid in arbitrarily strong magnetic field and for a given impurity
configuration and measuring geometry. This formulation is convenient for discussion of the quan-
tum Hall effect and mesoscopic transport phenomena. We express the total current response I,
through lead m completely in terms of the voltages V, applied at the leads, independent of the elec-
tric field in the material, i.e., I,, =3 ,8m, V,. We show that while the current-density response is
not in general expressible as a Fermi-surface quantity, the total transport current determined by
these conductance coefficients g,,, does depend only on the wave functions (or Green functions) at
the Fermi surface as T—0. This yields new and useful Green-function expressions for the g,,, and
the longitudinal and Hall resistances. When transformed by appropriate applications of scattering
theory, these expressions are shown to be equivalent to the relation g,,, =T ,,,, where T,,, is the sum
of all the transmission coefficients between leads m and n, as first obtained by Biittiker on the basis
of phenomenological arguments. A brief discussion of the relation between this formula and other
proposed Landauer formulas is given. It is noted that the occurrence of the quantum Hall effect is
very natural in this formulation and simple conditions on the scattering matrix of the conductor
which imply the quantum Hall effect are derived.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A reexamination of electrical linear-response theory in
an arbitrary magnetic field is of particular interest now
due to two major developments in the field of quantum-
transport phenomena. The first development is the
discovery of a wealth of novel sample-specific and
geometry-specific quantum phenomena in small (“meso-
scopic”) conductors at low temperature.! The second is
the discovery of the integer quantum Hall effect,? which
demonstrates that in the two-dimensional quantum limit
the Hall resistance shows highly nonlinear and (as the
system size goes to infinity) discontinuous dependence on
magnetic field.

In the former case, mesoscopic conductors, the first
novel effect discovered experimentally was the apparently
random dependence of the resistance of a given sample
on magnetic field (or carrier density in gated semiconduc-
tor systems) which was reproducible in a given sample al-
though differing from sample to sample.>~® The samples
initially studied were in the diffusive regime, in which the
voltage probes are separated by a distance greater than
the elastic scattering length /, but the temperature is low
enough that inelastic scattering is negligible. It is now
understood that the reproducible resistance noise arises
from a quantum-interference effect similar to laser speck-
le whose manifestation in a given sample depends on the
particular configuration of impurities;”® the statistical be-
havior of these (time-independent) fluctuations was
shown to have some universal features.”'® These mea-
surements also revealed a further initially puzzling obser-
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vation: although putatively measurements of the longitu-
dinal resistance, the magnetoresistance pattern
(“magnetofingerprint”) of a given sample was not sym-
metric in magnetic field. It was subsequently shown that
this asymmetry arises from the multiprobe nature of the
measurement and that the data do satisfy reciprocity
symmetries implied by time-reversal symmetry.!!!2
These results make it clear that in the phase-coherent re-
gime all parts of the sample contribute essentially equally
to the fluctuations in the resistance, and simply attaching
leads along the wire in the standard geometry does not
ensure that the longitudinal resistivity is being measured.
This emphasizes the nonlocal nature of the transport
measurements in mesoscopic systems, which, for exam-
ple, leads to a saturation in the resistance fluctuations
when the probes are spaced less than an inelastic length
apart, at a magnitude corresponding to conductance fluc-
tuations of order e?/h per phase-coherent volume.!3 !
In addition to the electric resistance, other transport
properties of mesoscopic systems should show fluctuating
behavior.!

More recent experiments have probed the ballistic re-
gime in which bulk elastic scattering is negligible and the
resistance arises entirely from the sample geometry.
Here novel behavior is observed even in the absence of a
magnetic field. For example, in four-probe measurements
such samples showed a nonlocal average resistance for
each bend in the probe geometry,?® and in two-probe
geometries with a constriction (point contact) they
showed a dramatic new effect, point-contact resistance
quantized in steps of approximately e/ (per spin).?! =23
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All of these phenomena arise from the dependence of the
linear-response  coefficients on specific impurity
configurations and/or sample geometries, and an ade-
quate theoretical understanding of such effects requires a
formulation of linear-response theory valid for a given
system. We provide such a formulation below.

The relevance of our calculation to the quantum Hall
effect is somewhat different. The integer quantum Hall
effect is typically studied in larger semiconducting sam-
ples, and is observed to be relatively insensitive to the
measuring geometry and impurity configuration in these
systems. In addition, there undeniably exists an adequate
theoretical understanding of many features of the effect.?
Nonetheless, relatively little of this understanding is
based upon actual microscopic calculations of the Hall
resistance of a two-dimensional (2D) quantum-
mechanical system, and there appears to be some
disagreement in the literature upon appropriate starting
points for such a calculation.?* This is of particular im-
portance when one considers questions relating to the
breakdown of the quantization in the region of “extended
states” between the plateaus, for which a complete theory
does not yet exist. We present an exact formal theory of
the Hall resistance, which provides a different and poten-
tially useful starting point for microscopic calculations.
In particular, the scattering formulation of the theory,
first introduced by Biittiker!? on the basis of Landauer-
type arguments® (and which we derive from linear-
response theory below), is sufficiently simple that the ex-
istence of the quantum Hall effect under rather general
conditions can be seen from elementary physical argu-
ments?®27 (as will be discussed in the final section of the
paper).

The most obvious immediate application of our theory
is to the intersection of these two areas, transport in
mesoscopic systems in a magnetic field, and, in particu-
lar, the Hall effect in such systems. This has been a sub-
ject of intense experimental interest recently.”® 737 The
2D semiconductor systems that show the quantum Hall
effect on the macroscopic scale also show it on a mesos-
copic scale, but with generally poorer quantization and
with sample-specific fluctuations and resonant effects su-
perimposed.’*® The statistical behavior of these fluctua-
tions is not yet completely understood. In addition, gated
samples exhibit quantization of the “longitudinal resis-
tance,”?273* an effect which follows almost trivially from
the scattering formulation of the theory.?”3>%° Finally,
there are the intriguing phenomena of the disappearance
(or “quenching”) of the low-field Hall effect in ultrathin
ballistic samples?®2%363740 and the coherent electron
focusing®!' and “generalized Hall effect,”*> which have re-
cently been studied in detail in the ballistic semiconduc-
tor point-contact systems.

With these motivations, the present work has three
major goals. (1) To provide a formulation of electrical
linear-response theory in an arbitrary magnetic field, of
particular relevance for multiprobe mesoscopic conduc-
tors, which is valid for a given sample geometry and a
given impurity configuration. (2) To express the theory
only in terms of the exact eigenstates of the system (and,
equivalently, the exact Green functions). Hence we pro-
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vide a theoretical starting point for microscopic calcula-
tions based only on the exact relations of current conser-
vation and time-reversal symmetry, and containing no
physical assumptions about the nature of the states, im-
plicit averaging procedures, etc. other than the important
assumption of the approximate validity of the
noninteracting-electron model. (3) To rewrite the theory
in terms of the exact scattering states in order to make
contact with the Landauer-type formulations. In this re-
gard we use the term “Landauer formula” in a general
way to denote any expression for the linear-response
coefficients in terms of the S matrix of the conductor.
We demonstrate the exact equivalence of our linear-
response formula to the multiprobe Landauer formula
proposed by Biittiker.!?

There is, of course, an enormous literature on
quantum-mechanical linear-response theory, dating back
to the original work of Kubo and Greenwood,*! and our
work relates to and builds on various previous calcula-
tions. Our analysis of the principal-value term in the
conductivity-response function, which results in a
Fermi-surface expression for the Hall resistance,*? is simi-
lar in several respects to that of Smr&ka and Str&da,**'®
and the method of making the connection between
Green-function expressions and the scattering matrix
builds on the previous work of Fisher and Lee,” Stone
and Szafer,** and Kucera and Stréda.** Our formulation
adds important new elements for two reasons.

First, most previous calculations have focused on
deriving expressions for the conductivity, or conductivity
tensor, whereas the quantities which characterize a given
system are the spatially varying conductivity-response
function o(x,x’) (which describes the current density
response to an electric field) or the conductance
coefficients (defined below) that describe the total current
flowing in and out of the system in response to voltages
applied at its boundaries. The conductivity tensor as a
set of intensive variables can only be defined as an aver-
age property of the system, usually obtained by averaging
o(x,x") over the sample volume,**'® or over the impurity
configurations of an ensemble of similar systems,*® or
both. Obviously, this is suspect in the mesoscopic re-
gime, where sample-specific fluctuations are important.
But there is another basic problem with this procedure:
o(x,x') and the conductance coefficients describe
different physical properties of the systems and have
different behaviors which become particularly important
in the presence of a magnetic field. o(x,x’) describes
both the transport current and the circulating or diag-
magnetic currents which always exist in the presence of a
magnetic field, whereas the conductance coefficients de-
scribe only the total transport currents. We show below
that only the conductance coefficients are completely de-
scribed by wave functions at the Fermi surfaces (as
T —0), whereas o(x,x’') depends, in general, on all the
states below the Fermi energy. Since it is the conduc-
tance coefficients which are measured in standard trans-
port experiments, this shows that the Hall resistance can
always be expressed as a Fermi-surface quantity (without
any additional assumptions about the existence of states
localized near the edges).
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The second new feature of our calculation concerns the
relationship between the scattering-theoretic approach
and linear-response theory. The linear-response theory
formulations proposed previously in order to describe a
given sample,*>*"*% such as that of Fisher and Lee,* or
Langreth and Abrahams,*® have focused on deriving vari-
ous versions of the Landauer formula in a two-probe
geometry, whereas it has now become apparent that a
multiprobe formula such as that of Biittiker!? is necessary
to describe the mesoscopic regime. -Stone and Szafer
have argued in a recent review article that Bittiker’s
multiprobe Landauer formula is the relevant Landauer
formula for describing standard transport experiments.**
Their conclusion is supported by the success of this for-
mula in describing the observed reciprocity sym-
metries!"1? and in quantitatively accounting for the resis-
tance fluctuations of multiprobe microstructures.'> 18
The same review derived the multiprobe formula from
linear-response theory in the absence of a magnetic field,
by an extension of the arguments used by Fisher and
Lee*? in the two-probe case, but pointed out the nontrivi-
al and crucial nature of the extension to finite magnetic
field. Recently, Landauer formulas have been proposed
to describe the high-magnetic-field limit on the basis of a
nominally two-probe geometry.*° These approaches
have been very useful in emphasizing the role of edge
states in establishing the quantum Hall effect, and of in-
teredge scattering in its breakdown; however, these for-
mulas have not been connected to a rigorous linear-
response calculation, and indeed probably do not provide
a full description of the Hall effect and its break-
down.**3132 The calculation that we present below is
very different from the calculation of Fisher and Lee®,
or, indeed, any of the previous derivations of Landauer
formulas from linear-response theory. All previous
derivations have started with an expression which was
manifestly on the Fermi surface (such an expression
arises immediately in the two-probe case, or in the pres-
ence of time-reversal symmetry), whereas our derivation
starts with the general expression for o(x,x’) in a mag-
netic field, which contains a non-Fermi-surface
(principal-value) term. We show that such a term leads
to a transport current that is a Fermi-surface quantity, a
result which is crucially needed in order to obtain the
correct reciprocity symmetries, implied by Biittiker’s
multiprobe Landauer formula. Thus our derivation pro-
vides the final step in proving the equivalence of the
scattering-theoretic (Landauer-Biittiker) and standard
(Kubo-Greenwood) approaches to linear-response theory.
In the final section we derive some general properties of
the multiprobe Landauer formula of particular interest
and relevance to experiments of high magnetic field, and
show that in a simple limit the original Landauer formu-
1a,” and a trivial multichannel extension of it, is ob-
tained.

Before embarking on the detailed calculations, we dis-
cuss some general features of the model and of the calcu-
lation. We consider a structure which consists of a finite
region connected to N, perfectly ordered, straight semi-
infinite leads (see Fig. 1); in the finite region there may be
disorder or particular geometric features which scatter

FIG. 1. An arbitrary multiprobe structure. A possibly disor-
dered region (hatched) is connected to N, straight, ordered
leads which are used to feed current or measure voltage.

the electrons (including, of course, the junctions between
the leads). The transport throughout the structure is
completely coherent, no phase breaking or inelastic
scattering within the sample is taken into account. We
apply voltages to the perfect leads which are constant in
space at frequency , find the current response, and take
the limit of the frequency going to zero.

The calculation is not performed self-consistently in
the sense that the fields resulting from charge imbalances
in the perfect leads caused by the current flow are not
taken into account. We argue that this is correct because
the voltages on the perfect leads are meant to represent
the chemical potentials of large phase-randomizing reser-
voirs; the voltages are not meant to represent the electro-
static potential in a true physical perfect lead (after all,
these are not present in the experiment). The perfect
leads are a construct for representing the complicated
transition from the phase-coherent region of interest to a
large reservoir. The chemical potential of a reservoir is
changed negligibly by the current flow into the system;
thus, to worry about the charge imbalances in the perfect
leads implied by our calculation is to take the perfect
leads too seriously.”> A self-consistent linear-response
theory has been proposed for two-probe models in con-
nection with derivations of the original Landauer formu-
la,*”*® but we argue that such calculations are not needed
if one does a multiprobe calculation, which then allows
the chemical-potential difference induced by the current
flow to be distinct from the chemical-potential difference
of the current source and sink. That the perfect leads in
such a model do indeed act like phase-breaking centers,
and hence define the boundaries of the phase-coherent re-
gion, has been indicated by physical arguments>* and by
numerical simulations.!® We also neglect self-consistency
in the mesoscopic region in the sense that we do not in-
clude screening of the charge inhomogeneities predicted
to occur within an interacting model.”> Therefore this
theory would not fully describe the current density within
the material, but as shown below, in a noninteracting
theory the total transport current is insensitive to the de-
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tails of the local current density, and this is consistent
with experiments in which materials with very different
screening lengths show quantitatively similar dc trans-
port behavior.'>1*

The calculation also satisfies the general constraints
that current conservation imposes on any sensible dc
transport theory.55 These are, first of all, that
V-(J(r))=0, where (J(r)) is the expectation value of
the current density determined by | o(x,x’')-E(r')dr'.
This, in turn, implies V;V;0,=0. Our formulation is
shown to satisfy this condition. It is important to realize
that current conservation does not imply V;0,;=0 (al-
though this stronger condition holds in the absence of a
field), and the conductivity-response tensor need not be
divergenceless in order for the total transport current to
be determined by the voltages at the boundaries. This
will be discussed in more detail below.

Our calculation starts by finding an expression for the
nonlocal conductivity, g(x,x’), in terms of an exact
eigenstate basis of the unperturbed Hamiltonian [Sec. II,
Eq. (29)]. By using current conservation the total current
response (conductance coefficients) are determined simply
by integrals of g(x,x’) over the cross sections of the per-
fect leads. Next, we express our result for ¢ in terms of
Green functions of the unperturbed system [Sec. III, Eq.
(52)]. When these are used to evaluate the conductance
coefficients, we show (as discussed above) that only Green
functions near the Fermi energy and connecting points
on the perfect leads are involved [Sec. IV, Egs. (75) and
(76)]. Finally, we connect the asymptotic form of the
Green functions to the transmission coefficients of the
scattering problem (Sec. V). Using these relations, the
current response is exactly given by Biittiker’s multiprobe
Landauer formula'? for arbitrary magnetic field (at zero
temperature). A discussion and conclusion (Sec. VI) em-
phasizing the implications of our work for the quantum
Hall effect follows the calculation. The Appendixes con-
tain a discussion of the connection between our work and
previous expressions for the spatially averaged conduc-
tivity in bulk systems (Appendix A), versions of our main
results appropriate for discrete systems that are often
used in numerical calculations (Appendix B), and several
technical points needed in the main text.

II. LINEAR-RESPONSE THEORY
IN AN EXACT EIGENSTATE REPRESENTATION
We consider the Hamiltonian of a system of nonin-
teracting electrons in an arbitrary static potential and in

a magnetic field B(x) characterized by the vector poten-
tial A(x),

-1
0" oM

2

H +U(x) . (1)

e
P A(x)

We ignore spin degrees of freedom throughout; the gen-
eralization to spin 1 is straightforward. H, has a com-
plete, orthonormal set of eigenstates 1¥,(x) with eigenval-

ues €,
Jdxpi(x)sx)=8(a—B) ,

%)
[ dapixp,(x)=8(x—x") .
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The system that we study is a finite region of arbitrary
shape with an arbitrary static potential connected to N,
perfectly ordered, straight infinite leads (Fig. 1). Since we
are studying an infinite system, the spectrum is continu-
ous and we therefore use an integral sign to denote both
the integration over the continuous quantum number in-
dexing the energy of the states and summation over the
discrete quantum numbers which will characterize the
propagating states (channels) at fixed energy. The appli-
cation of a perturbing voltage V(x,z) leads to a total
Hamiltonian given by

H=H,+teV(x,t) . (3)

We have chosen to express the perturbation in the
scalar-potential gauge rather than as a vector potential as
is often done**® in order to make some steps in the cal-
culation easier (in particular, there is no diamagnetic
term to be canceled). For the dc response, we shall con-
sider a slow enough time variation that the magnetic
fields associated with V(x,t) are negligible.** Note that
we will consider the charge of the particles to be positive
throughout this calculation.
We take the perturbation V(x,t) to have the form

V(x,t)=V(x)cos(Qt)e ~0l @)

which corresponds to an electric field given by
E(x,7)=E(x)cos(Qt)e 0, (5a)

E(x)=—VV(x) . (5b)

The only restriction we make on ¥V (x) is that it eventual-
ly reach some constant value (in general, different) on
each of the leads, so that the electric field in the leads
vanishes far enough from the sample. In order to
represent a typical ‘“dc” measurement (which is per-
formed at ac frequencies on the order of hertz), we take
the rate at which the perturbation is turned on, §, to zero
before taking the frequency of the perturbation, (2, to
zero.** This ensures that the system is subjected to many
cycles of the perturbation so that the frequency ( is well
defined. Since the electric field vanishes in the leads, its
Fourier transform will have a peak at ¢ =0 of width ap-
proximately 1/L (ignoring small-scale fluctuations).
Since such fields have a substantial ¢ =0 component a net
current will flow for arbitrarily small Q; hence, we have
already taken the g¢—O0 limit in the sense of standard
linear-response theory.’’ Thus, letting J(x,#,Q,8) be the
expectation value of the current-density response to V,
we wish to calculate

lim lim J(x,7,Q,8) . (6)
Q080

We calculate the expectation value of the current den-
sity by taking the trace of the density matrix multiplied
by the current-density operator expressed in the basis of
eigenstates introduced above. In the absence of interac-
tions, this approach is completely equivalent to the stan-
dard definition of the current-density response in terms of
the expectation value of the current-current correlation
function®”>® The current-density operator is
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n(x)

_ e
J°p(x)_—2M

e
P ?A(x)

+ n(x) (7)

e
P~ A(x)

We simplify the notation by introducing the gauge-
invariant derivative D=V —(ei/#ic) A(x) and the
double-sided derivative operator defined with respect to
two arbitrary functions f and g by

fBg=f(x)Dg(x)—g(x)D*f(x)=—gDB*f .  (®
Then the matrix elements of the current density are

zeh 1'1

Uop(x)]lga= — [I/JB Dy(x)]= WBa(x)

9)

where we have introduced a reduced current-density
operator W. W has the important symmetry

W s(x)=—W[,(x) . (10a)

Introducing the time-reversal operator and denoting by
T(B) the time-reversed state corresponding to state 3, we
have the additional relation

Wﬂa(x B) WT(B)T ( _B) . (IOb)
Finally, we note that
V'-Waﬁ(x’)Z-—%sﬂazp;(x’)zpﬁ(x’) , (11)

where eg,=¢s—¢€,, which is simply an expression of
current conservation.

The density matrix in equilibrium, p,, in terms of the
Fermi function f(¢) is simply

po=[da fle,)lda) ($ul . (12)

The time-evolution equation for the full density matrix,
ifidp/dt =[H, p], implies that the time-evolution equa-
tion for p;=p—p, to first order in the perturbation is

dp
h——[Ho,pl(t)]+[H1(t) pol » (13)

with the boundary condition p;—0 as t — — o0. Express-
ing the matrix elements of Eq. (13) in terms of the com-
pact notation

ie’#
¥, (x,¢<0,9,8)= ——Wfdafdﬁfﬁa Vs W ol x)e
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Sfpa=flep)—fe,),
(14)

Vap= [ dxy2(x)V(x)x) ,

we find

’ﬁg{(f’l )ap™ ~€paP1)aptef pa Vapcos(Qt e —dld (15
This equation and its boundary condition are easily
solved using an integrating factor. Evaluating the
relevant integral for ¢ <O (of course, working at #>0
gives the same result in the static limit) yields the first-
order correction to the density matrix,

e+tﬂt

_e L L
[p1(t <0)ap= 3 fpaVape Lﬁa—hﬂ—i—i%
e—iQt

T RO+ %D (16

Expressions for the current density result from com-
bining the expression for the current-density operator
[Eq. (9)] with the expressions for the density matrix [Egs.
(12) and (16)]. In equilibrium

Jo(x)=Tr(pOJop)'——ﬂfdaf(s

x)70 . (17)
In a non-translationally-invariant system, the current
density is nonzero even in equilibrium because the mag-
netic field generates closed current loops which roughly
follow the equipotential contours. These circulating
currents correspond to the diamagnetic response of the
system.’ Application of Eq. (11) to Eq. (17) immediately
yields V-J,=0, i.e., no net current flows into or out of the
system in response to the magnetic field, as one expects.
In Appendix C we show that J; does not even generate a
net current in any single lead, thus J,(x) does not contrib-
ute to the transport current and can be neglected in our
further calculations.
The first-order response is given by

To make further progress, take the limit as the turn-on rate, 8, goes to zero using

1

im————— +#4Q)+P
gao eﬁaithﬂ+tﬁ8 —imdlep, )

where P indicates a principal-value integral.
reactive terms (out of phase), yielding

1
£a tAQ ] ’

Ji(x,0)=Tr[p ()T ,,(x)]
= [da [ dBlpy(0)]aglTopX) g » (s)
which yields
o i e 0
po— QL +i#id + eg, HAQ+i#d (19
(20)

Furthermore, we collect the dissipative terms (in phase with E) and the
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ie’#

T(x, <0, 0)=—"20 [da [dB f5,V.gWpo(x)

X {cos(ﬂt) [—iarS(sBa—ﬁQ)—i77'8(85a+ﬁﬂ)+P

+isin(Qt)

One would like at this point to take the static limit,
Q—0. However, the terms involving the 8 functions in
energy in Eq. (21) are undefined if one takes —0 within
the integrals. If one were to do this, the & function would
set €g=¢,, so that one would need to evaluate V5 for
a=f3. Because of the 8-function normalization of the
states [Eq. (2)] and the fact that the integral in the
definition of V,; extends over the perfect leads where
V(x) is constant, the matrix element V5 is highly singu-
lar at a=p. Thus, taking the Q—0 limit within the in-
tegrals involves evaluating the product of a singular fac-
tor (V,5) and zero (from fg,) which would have to be
defined by an additional limiting procedure. We there-
fore look for a more amenable form for J; before taking
the Q—0 limit.

If we go back to Eq. (19) and rewrite Vg in terms of an
J

A Jpa

S b fAdx' Vxa(x px) == 0 €a

—im8(epy—#Q) +imd(e g, +#Q) +P

I&

1
sﬁa—ﬁﬂ

1
EB(Z +#Q

+P

1
£g, T 7Q

|-

1
Eﬁa—ﬁﬂ l P

ﬁZ NL
fAdx Wop(x')-E(x)— 0 2‘1 v,

integral over the electric field, E(x), which is nonzero
only in a finite region of space because of our boundary
condition that the applied voltage is constant on the per-
fect leads, then the limit as the frequency goes to zero is
well defined. In order to make the notation clear, it is
convenient to introduce some coordinates in each perfect
lead. As shown in Fig. 2, let X,, be a unit vector parallel
to lead n and pointing outward from the junction region,
let y, be the coordinate perpendicular to X, [defined so
that one has a right-handed coordinate system X,,¥,,2,)
with Z, pointing into the page], and let C, be the cross-
section curve of lead n at x,. Finally, denote by A the
finite region bounded by curves C,. Multiplying Eq. (11)
on both sides by V(x')fp, and integrating using the
divergence theorem yields

f[)’a ’ 1y A
- fcndy,, Ws(x, )%, . (22)

The left-hand side of Eq. (22) differs from the quantity f saVap> that we need in Eq. (19) only by being an integral over
the finite “sample” region; we thus consider the limit of Eq. (22) as x, — o for all n. Since the electric field is zero in
the perfect leads, the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (22) remains unchanged. For the second term, we show in
Appendix D that

. f P
lim 8—’3‘1 Jo @, Wagx,) %, | =0 (23)
104 n

Tn > ® B

when interpreted as a distribution for integrals over 8. Since we do indeed integrate f gaVap Over B in Eq. (19), the
boundary terms in Eq. (22) can be neglected as the volume of integration goes to infinity. Using Egs. (22) and (23) in Eq.
(19) and taking the §— 0 limit as in Eq. (20), we find that

_ ie2ﬁ3 fﬂa B B
Tix, £ <0, Q)= fdafdﬁwﬁa(x)?ﬂa—f/!dx W 5(x')-E(x)
. . 1 1
X lcos(ﬂt) (—-1175(8,3,1—%9)—177'8(8&4-%9)+? P—") ]-i—P ept i) ] ]
L. . . 1 1
+isin(Q1) | —imdez, —HO) + —— |-P | ——
isin(Qt) imd(eg, )t+imd(eg,+7Q)+P F—Y ] P P ” } . (24)
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Because the integrand on the first line of this equation is
obviously bounded at g5,=0, the Q—0 limit is now

straightforward. For the 8-function terms we use

[, £AQ)— f(e,)

dim, 74O ERrALE (25)
while, for the principal-value terms,
1 1
im P |———— =P |— (26)
oo Wy 10 €8

This last equation may seem obvious; however, note that
the limit implied by the principal-value symbol is actually
the 8—0 limit, so that naively taking the Q—0 limit in
the denominator involves switching the order of the 6—0
and Q—0 limits, which is not allowed on physical
grounds (as discussed above and in Ref. 44). To over-
come this difficulty, it can be shown that Eq. (26) is valid
as a relation between distributions. Using these two
|

, i fBa
IeaBlepe) 7 e

et
L=+ [da[adB P
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ASYMPTOTIC
REGION OF
LEAD n

FIG. 2. Asymptotic region of lead n. C, is a cross-section
line in lead n located in the asymptotic region where the electric
field is zero. In each lead we define a local coordinate system
(x,,y,) and an outward pointing unit vector, X,, normal to C,.

equations in Eq. (24), we see immediately that the reac-
tive term proportional to sin(Qt) is identically zero.*
Thus the total dc current-density response is dissipative
and is given by

Expressing this result in terms of the nonlocal response function o (x,x’) defined by

J(x)= [dx a(x,x')E(X),

we arrive at the main result of this part of the calculation,

Fe)8(eg)+ ii”i‘-

243
axx)=+< 2T [aa [ap P

Eﬁa

Using the properties of the current matrix elements
given in Eq. (10) we can check explicitly that the
response function given in Eq. (29) satisfies the Onsager
relations. First, because the time-reversal operator is uni-
tary, the integral over states a can be written as an in-
tegral over states T(a), fda= fd[‘T(a)}. Second, Eq.
(10b) and then Eq. (10a) applied to the current-matrix-
element part of Eq. (29) yields

Wio( X)W o5(X) =W o) 75) (X, = BIW )70 (X", —B) .
(30)

Finally, noting that £4,,=¢,, we see that application of
time-reversal (7) symmetry has resulted in the inter-
change of the indices a and 3, which can be restored to
their original order by interchanging the spatial argu-
ments and tensor indices in the two factors W. Substitu-
tion of this relation back into Eq. (29) yields

e #r , i fa
AM? fdafdﬁ f(sa)S(sBa)+7T_E_&Z.P

V'Jl(x)=+

1

Wo(x) [ dx' W o(x)E(x') . 27)
(28)
L W)W (x) (29)
Eﬁa
[
o,(x,x,B)=0 ;(x",x,—~B), (31)

which are the correct Onsager relations for the full
conductivity-response function. In addition, by inter-
changing the indices a and 8 everywhere in Eq. (29) and
noting that the -function term is even under this inter-
change, while the principal-value term is odd, application
of time reversal to the product of W’s implies that the 8-
function term is symmetric in the magnetic field while the
principal-value term is antisymmetric. Therefore the
principal-value term 1is zero at B =0, and the
conductivity-response function is manifestly dependent
only on states near the Fermi surface.

As noted in the Introduction, any sensible transport
theory must satisfy current conservation in the static lim-
it, V-J=0, and since V-J,=0, this implies V-J;=0. We
first check that our Eq. (27) does obey this relation exact-
ly and then discuss the constraints that current conserva-
tion places on the response function g(x,x’). Using Eq.
(11) in Eq. (27),

ﬂsﬁazp;(x)zpa(x)fAdx' W (x)-E(x') .

= (32)

€ Ba
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The 8-function term gives zero immediately. For the principal-value term, we use Egs. (22) and (23) to rewrite Eq. (32)

in terms of matrix elements of the potential:

o2
v-J,<x)=—17fdafd/3zp;(x)zpa(x)[f(a,;)—f(ea)]Vaﬂ : (33)
Exchanging the dummy indices o and 8 in the f(¢,) term, we find that

2
V(== [dBf(ep) [ da

The « integral gives a 6(x —x') from the completeness
relation and thus the two terms on the left-hand side of
Eq. (34) cancel identically, yielding the expected answer,
V-J,=0.

Given that the current density satisfies current conser-
vation, what constraint does this put on the response
function g? Without reference to our microscopic ex-
pression for g(x,x’'), one sees from the fact that E is the
gradient of a potential and the divergence theorem that

VI = fAdx’ V-a(x,x')-E(x")
=— [ dx[V-a(xx)]-VV(x)

= [ dx[V-axx) VIV (x)

NL
-3 V,,V-fc dy, a(x,x')-%,=0 . (35)

n=1

Because the form of the applied potential, ¥ (x'), is arbi-
trary (its magnitude is constrained to be very small by
our linear-response assumption), we derive the following
independent conditions that must be satisfied by any mi-
croscopic expression for g(x,x’):

V.o(x,x)V'=0,
V-fc dy, a(x,x')X,=0 for all n .

(36a)
(36b)

Using Eqgs. (22) and (23), and arguments similar to those
used above to show current conservation, it is straightfor-
ward to show that the microscopic expression for g(x,x")
given in Eq. (29) does indeed satisfy each of these condi-
tions independently.

A crucial technical point to emphasize here is that
current conservation alone does not imply the stronger
condition V-g=¢-V’'=0 that has been widely discussed
in the recent literature.’> This stronger condition is
satisfied in the absence of a magnetic field, which is easily
seen from our earlier observation that the principal-value
term in Eq. (29) is zero at B =0 and noting that Eq. (11)
applied to the &-function term immediately yields zero.
However, this stronger condition does not hold in the
presence of a field. This also can be seen easily, since V-
is simply given by Eq. (32) above without the factor E(x")

B , i fpa
Ve Jda [dB|f(e)bleg)+— —

gmn=_‘

1
€ Ba

UE,(x) [ dx’ PaxPx IV (x) = PA(xabg(x) [ dx Yo (xHIV(X) | . (34)

[

and the integration over x’. This expression is, in gen-
eral, nonvanishing; we emphasize again that this is not
problematic, since it is consistent with current conserva-
tion.

This completes our discussion of the current density
and the nonlocal response function in terms of the exact
eigenstate basis; we now discuss the total transport
current through each lead that results from this current
density. The current coming out of lead m, I, is related
to the current density and the voltage by

Im:fc ay, J(x,, )‘%mzzgmnVn ’ (37
m n

where we have introduced linear-response coefficients for
the current in terms of the voltage, g,,,, which we shall
refer to as conductance coefficients. The identification of
the condition V-g =0 with current conservation in previ-
ous work has led to some confusion in the literature over
whether the g,,, can be expressed solely in terms of the
voltages on the leads for B50.!7 We note that the condi-
tion V-g is only sufficient, but not necessary for this to be
the case. Instead, only the weaker condition (36b) (which
is a consequence of current conservation) is necessary, as
we now show. Writing the current density in terms of g,
expressing E as a gradient of V, and using the divergence
theorem, one arrives at

Im:fAdx’ V(x’)fcmdym R, 0 (X,x')-V'

NL
= 3 Vi @ [ s R a(x,x)R, (38)
n=1 m n

The first term is zero by Eqgs. (31) and (36b), which gives
the intuitive result

&= [ v [ 1R a(xx)R, . (39)

Hence the conductance coefficient between two leads is
simply the “flux” of the conductivity tensor into those
leads. For B =0 this expression was previously obtained
by Kane et al.%! in the multiprobe case.

Using our result for g, Eq. (29), we obtain the explicit
expression

) ¢ @ R Wialx,) | ¢ @i Wagx, )R, - (40)
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This equation simplifies considerably in two special cases.
First, as noted earlier, symmetry considerations imply
that the principal-value term in g(x,x’) is zero at B =0.
Hence, the contribution of the principal-value term in
Eq. (40) is zero for B =0. Second, in the case of a two-
probe structure, g,,,, completely determines the transport
since the potential can be chosen to be zero in one of the
leads. Adding the (a,B) term to the (f3,a) term using
Egs. (10), we note that the 5-function term picks out the
real part of the product of the W’s while the principal-
value term picks out the imaginary part. In the expres-
sion for the diagonal coefficient g,,,,, the factor

f dy,,,f dym[x W (X, )ITW (X )Ry 1 (41)

is real for arbltrary B, so the coefficient g,,,, depends only
on states near the Fermi surface (at the Fermi surface for
T=0). Thus, without any further work we see that
transport in a two-probe structure is determined com-
pletely by states near the Fermi energy, and is symmetric
in a magnetic field. However, a similar statement does
not hold for g(x,x’'), a result we expect on physical
grounds, since we expect circulating currents inside the
sample for nonzero B, no matter what measuring
geometry is used.

This completes the derivation within the exact eigen-
state representation. Our central results are the expres-
sions for the current density, Eq. (27), the response func-
tion, Eq. (29), and the conductance coefficients, Egs. (39)
and (40).

III. GREEN-FUNCTION EXPRESSIONS
FOR THE RESPONSE FUNCTION o

In order to make the physics involved in the expres-
sions of the preceding section more transparent, as well

]

””fd [dB /(e )8(ese

e
4M2

o(x,x")=

f df(sfdadeS(s

WBa( X )WaB(
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as to make quantitative calculations possible, we trans-
form from the exact eigenstate formalism to Green func-
tions. The basic quantities that will enter our expressions
are the retarded and advanced one-particle Green func-
tions,

GEx,x)= [day(x)Pi(x) /(e—e tin) ,
and their sum and difference, which we denote by
AG.(x,x")=G

(x,x")— G, (x,x")

=—2mi [da g (x)Pi(x)8(e—¢,) (422)
3G . (x,x)=G (x,x')+ G (x,x')

— * ’ 1

_zfda¢a(x)¢a(x )P p— ] . (42b)

The product of the two W which enters the expression
for the response function in Eq. (29) can be written in
terms of eigenstates as

W X)W 5(x") = — 9 (x)5(x")D D*D "Pe(x"Pp(x

(43)

It is convenient to treat the part of g that involves the &
function separately from the part that involves the
principal-value integral; we call these parts g and g,
respectively, because of their symmetry under reversal of
the magnetic field as discussed after Eq. (31). In treating
g, we replace the energy €, by a dummy variable € in or-
der to separate out the energy dependence of the Fermi
function, obtaining

x')

— )W (X)W 45(x') . (44)

By using Eq. (43) to replace the W by eigenstate expressions and then Egs. (42) to convert to Green functions, we arrive
at the desired expression for the Fermi-surface part of the response function,

o (x,Xx)=————
= 16 M2

f de[—f'(e)]AG,(x,x D *D'AG,(x',x) . 45)

When averaged over space, assuming a uniform electric field in the sample, this expression yields the well-known Kubo

formula for the longitudinal conductivity.!>>8

The principal-value part of ¢ is

%(x,x')_e“fd fapt i Sleg) = lea)

Ba

P

€ Ba

Wo(x)W

(X)) (46)

By exchanging a and B in the term involving f(e,) and then replacing €5 with a dummy variable € by introducing a &

function, we arrive at

(E_‘EB)

1

T s (X, P

f};j [ dsf(e)fdafdﬁs

a

a

}[wﬁa(x)waﬁ(x')—waﬁ(x)w,,a(x') 1. 47)

Note that the dependence on € can be written more compactly using
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1 d 1
—_— | =——P
E—¢g, l de [a—sa

Expressing the W in terms of eigenstates using Eq. (43) and then using the definitions of AG, and 2G| yields the basic
Green-function expression for g :

1
E—g,

(48)

%EGE(X,X’)B*B’AGE(X’,X)—AGe(x,x’)ﬁ*ﬁ’:;—i;ZGE(x’,x) . (49)

N e’ o N
O (X,X )-—Wf*wdaf(s)

In order to combine g, and g, into the total response function g, it is convenient to write out the Green-function
expressions in terms of G and G_ . First, for o, notice that the GG and G G/ terms in Eq. (49) form total
derivatives with respect to €. These terms, then, can be integrated by parts, which moves the energy derivative onto the
Fermi function; note that the boundary terms vanish because G —0 as e— — o while f(g)—0 quickly as - .
Thus we have

T 45 (%,X) [del— £/ (x,x)B*B G (x,x)~G; (x,x)B*D'G; (x',%)]
e 16 M2
NS I o+ ’ . d — NS *TS 1 — ’
e szdsf(s ~-6/ (x,x)D*D'G} (x',x)=—-G. (x,x)D*D'G. (x,x)
(x,x)B B L6 (x ~(x,x)B*B"% 6 (x (50)
—G. (x,x')D*D p G (x',x)+G_ (x,x)D*D Ie G, (x',x) | .
€

For g, we leave the G'G_ and G_ G terms as they are in Eq. (45); however, for the GG and G_ G_ terms we in-
tregrate by parts so as to cancel two of the terms in Eq. (50). This yields

o (XX )=—" 16 M2 fds[ NG x,x’ D*ﬁ'GE_(x’,x)-i—G;(x,x')ﬁ*B’G:(x’,x)]
* g * ’
= szdsfe) Fxx)B* DG (x, 0+ -6, (xx)D*B'G; ()
+G}(x,x")D *D'js G:<x',x>+G;(x,x')ﬁ*f)"d%c;;(x',x) (51)

Adding Egs. (50) and (51) to form g =g, +0,, we find that the nonlocal response function in terms of the Green func-
tions is

a(x,x')= £)]GT (x,x)BD*D’' G (x',x)

d

2 3 «> > > «>
_ e fdsf(s) iG;(x,x’)D*D'G:(x’,x)+G;(x,x’)D*D'EGE'(X’,X)

87TM?

(52)

As the temperature goes to zero, the limit of Eq. (52) is simply obtained using f(g)—>O(Er—e) and
—f'(e)—>8(e—Ep).

f

IV. GREEN-FUNCTION EXPRESSIONS GG} or G7 G in Eq. (52) are identically zero when

FOR THE CONDUCTANCE COEFFICIENTS integrated over the cross sections. To show this, we

proceed in two steps. First, we show that these terms are

zero in the asymptotic limit x,,— o, x,—> o, with

The current-response coefficients, g,,,, can be found m7n. Second, we show that the derivatives of the

from Eq. (52) by integrating over the wire cross sections G G or G G terms are zero and conclude that these

as in Eq. (39). We now show that this leads to an enor-  terms are zero for any x,, and x,, (with m#n). To fix the
mous simplification for m#n because the terms involving  discussion, we consider a typical term involving G G :
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Sx= [ dy [, dy,:—é—j;G:(xm,x;,)
x(D*%, (D'%,)G} (x),x,,) .

(53)

m

In order to discuss the asymptotic behavior .of the
Green functions most clearly, we present the quantum
mechanics of the perfect leads in a particular gauge at
this point. We suppose that the magnetic field, B, is per-
pendicular to the leads and constant in each lead n for
x >x,. We choose the gauge to be Landau-like in the
asymptotic region,

A(X,,)=B,YmXn - (54)

That such a gauge can be chosen for an arbitrary
configuration of wires is shown in Appendix E. The
eigenstates of an infinite perfect lead are solutions of the
Schrodinger equation,
2

1 +Ul(y)

———A
oM (P

§a(x)=¢e & 4(x), (55)

where A denotes a complete set of quantum numbers.
Because of the translational symmetry in the x direction
in the Landau gauge, one can write the £ 4(x) as

1 +ik, x

+ +
s (X)=—F—e ¢ n (y) . (56)
g ‘/ea Xng kY

Here, a denotes a complete set of quantum numbers (1, is
the channel number), except for the direction of the
wave: k, >0, so that outgoing and incoming states are
explicitly labeled + and —, respectively. 6, is the outgo-
ing particle flux through the wire cross section C,, car-
ried by e "x)(;;,ka(y) and is defined in terms of matrix

elements of the current-density operator [Eq. (9)] as

J

2Mi fc dy, &

_2Mi f dy,,,

Ip(x +Ax)=

Since £ is chosen to be an eigenstate of the translation

operator, e 7 2*/% acting on a & simply produces a phase
factor,
Ip(x+ax)=e 275 (x) (62)

For Egs. (60) and (62) to both be valid, one must have
I,3=0 whenever €,=¢5 unless 4=B. This is the
desired identity. It will be of most use to us slightly
rewritten in the form

I dy,, £

S dvm €8x (B R, )67 (x,)=0, €=, (63)

2Mi

m)(ﬁ/im )gf(xm):i 8ab’ €,=¢&p

Je dvm £ * (DR )65 (x)=0 , €, =6, -
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lk x < .
0, ———f dy,le " o WD R,
><e+”‘ﬂ"x,;:,ka(y) ; ' (57)

note 6, > 0. The y satisfy the reduced equation
w23k, +y 2+ U) [Xa & ()

:E,,’ka)(,i,ka(Y) s (58)

where [} =7c /eB and o, =eB /Mc. We normalize the y
so that [dy [Xnta’ka(y)IZZ 1. For a fixed energy ¢, , =E,

the )(,*7;’ k, are not orthogonal because of the dependence

of the reduced Hamiltonian on k,. Thus, one cannot ex-
pand arbitrary functions of y simply by pro_]ectmg onto
the set x(y) as one does 1n the B =0 case.*>** Note that
we have normalized the £F so that they carry unit flux; in
this way an S matrix defined in terms of these £ [see Eq.
(79)] will be unitary, which will be useful in making the
connection to scattering theory in the next section.

The states defined in the preceding paragraph are use-
ful because of a fundamental identity between states at
the same energy which we derive from current conserva-
tion. For states at the same energy, €, =¢,, Eq. (11) im-
plies

V-W 3(x)=0, €,=¢€p . (59)

This implies that the current matrix element integrated
over a cross section of lead m is constant,

I,(x)= fc dy, X, W ,pg(x)=const, €,=¢p . (60)
Remembering that W 4(x) is proportional to a matrix

element of the current operator [Eq. (9)] and that the
momentum operator generates translations, we have

<§ |e szx/ﬁJOP(x y) +1pr/ﬁ|§ > 61)

The symbol 8,, means that the states must be exactly the
same in all discrete quantum numbers; we have used a
Kronecker 8 here rather than the Dirac § used previously
because the restriction to equal energies means that none
of the remaining quantum numbers is continuous.

The next step is to use the special states and the identi-
ty introduced in the preceding two paragraphs to analyze
the asymptotic behavior of the Green functions. For
convenience of notation, we define a restricted sum over a
at energy € by

Se= [das(e—¢,) .

Be definition, the boundary condition on G: (x,x") is that
it is outgoing whenever either x or x’ goes to infinity in
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any lead.®? Choosing x and x’ in different leads, we then
have

Gl (x,,Xx,)—Dd,(x,)ES(x,,) as x,,—>ow . (64)

The asymptotic behavior of G, (x,,,X, ) as x,, — o is ob-
tained from Eq. (64) by replacing £, by &, . The relation
between G and G, G}(x,,x,)=[G. (x,,x,)]*
yields, then,

G (x,,,x,)— Db.(x,,)E *(x,) as x,— oo . (65)

Combining Eqgs. (64) and (65), we obtain the asymptotic
behavior of G as both arguments tend to infinity,
|
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G (RpsXp)— B faebd (x,)60 *(x),)
a,c
as x,,,X,—>0, m¥*n . (66)
A very similar expression holds for G,
Go Ry Xy )— B (f5a)*Ep (x4 (x3,)
b,d
as x,,x,— ©, m7%n . (67)

Using the asymptotic behavior of the Green functions,
we are now ready to show that the GG and G G
terms in g [Eq. (52)] do not contribute to the current-
response coefficients g,,, for m%n. Using the expansion
(66) to evaluate S(x,,,x,) defined in Eq. (53), we find
that, for m#n as x,,,x, — o,

SGpexi)— S [ dy, [ dvi ool (08 ) 1B R, B R, S (6008505, (68)

a,b,c,d

The energy derivative in the expression for S can be expanded to yield three terms:

i £ g+ —k( ! :l_ € + —x(g!
L el (X ET ()] = T (fR8S (xp )E () +

Using the relation

Fi(x)g (x D *D " f,(x)g,(x")

=—(f,Df g, D’g,), (70

we see that all three terms which result from using Eq.
(69) in Eq. (68) contain one or both of the factors

Je v &0 )0B %, E] (x,)=0, (71a)

Je dvm €%, (B R, ) (3,)=0 .

Both of these factors are equal to zero because of the
current-conservation identity (63). Thus we conclude
that S (x,,,x, ) is asymptotically equal to zero,

(71b)

S(x,,,x,)—0 asx,,x,—>o, m¥*n . (72)

Note that if one considered a case where two energy
derivatives were present either on the same or different
Green functions, there would be terms in which neither
factor shown in Egs. (71) was present; these terms would,
in general, be nonzero.

While the asymptotic behavior, Eq. (72), is valuable, we
would like to evaluate the current, and hence S, at finite
x,, and x,. We show in Appendix F that the derivative
of terms involving GG and G G with respect to ei-
ther spatial variable is zero,

d
dx

S x)= =25 (x,,%,)=0 . (73)
dx

m n

Thus, in fact, S is zero for any x,, or x,,,

e_g___ + —k ! € £+ _d_ —%( 7
e g L6 (RIES () S8 (x ) [E7 ()] . (69)

[
’ d + '
fcmdym fcndynE;Ga (xm’xn)
x (D * %, )(ﬁ'-'in)G:(x:,,xm)=O, m¥n .

(74)

Analogous arguments will hold for any G_ G_ term or
for terms with the energy derivative on the second Green
function.

In showing that the GG and G G terms are zero,
our argument depends crucially on the fact that we calcu-
late the conductance not the conductivity, and that we
calculate the current response rather than, say, the
particle-density response. In fact, a simple generalization
of our argument shows that the contribution of the off-
Fermi-surface part of the current density to the current
through any cross section of the system is zero. The
current through any cross section within the system, C,,,,
can be written in terms of the voltages on the leads using
Egs. (37)-(39). The off-Fermi-surface or circulating part
of the current density contributes to the current through
terms such as S [Eq. (53)], where C, are the cross sections
in the asymptotic region as before. However, these terms
are zero by exactly the argument which leads to Eq. (74),
showing that the circulating current through any cross
section of the system is zero. In addition to being of use
to us here, the identity (74) (and the version demonstrated
in Appendix F without the energy derivative) has impli-
cations for diagrammatic calculations of conductance
fluctuations.®®

Because terms involving G G} or G G do not con-
tribute to the conductance coefficient between different
leads, the g,,, that result from the g in Eq. (52) are
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g =T [ael s, dy, [ dy, G (x,,%, /B * %, (B %, )G

8M2

This is the fundamental equation for the current response in terms of Green functions.
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. (x),,X,,), m¥F*n . (75)

For the diagonal part of g, we

noted in the preceding section that g,,,, depends only on states near the Fermi surface because the principal-value con-
tribution is identically zero. Thus, in the notation of this section, the contribution of g, to g,,,,, is zero, so that ‘

8mm = 16

Equations (75) and (76) are the central results of this pa-
per. They show that the conductance coefficients g,,, de-
pend only on states near the Fermi level for arbitrary
magnetic field or number of leads. Since there exist a
variety of numerical and analytic techniques for calculat-
ing the Green functions in various microscopic models,
these equations provide a natural starting point for calcu-
lating the basic linear-response coefficients of particular
structures in a magnetic field, exactly what is needed to
make contact with experiments in the mesoscopic regime.
Using these expressions for the asymptotic behavior of
the Green functions, we can express the conductance
coefficients g,,, in terms of the asymptotic coefficients
f£.. Inserting Egs. (66) and (67) into Eq. (75), we use the
identity (63) to reduce the integrals over C,, and C, to &
functions and find
=—ez—hfd [—f @13 If5 1% m#n (77)
&mn 2 € € az’c aclt » .
An explicit expression for the asymptotic coefficients
follows from Eq. (66) by multiplying by appropriate § and
using the identity (63); the result is

Jo dvm [ daGE(xpx)
(D%,)
XETH (X, )67 (X,),

e W
fac 4M2

x(D*%,,
m¥n .
(78)

V. CONNECTION TO SCATTERING THEORY

A very appealing and intuitive way to think about
quantum transport is through the connection to a scatter-
ing problem as pioneered by Landauer.? In this section
we transform our result in terms of Green functions into
the scattering language. We find that the response
coefficients g,,, are simply proportional to the total
transmission coefficients between the two leads as
Biittiker has proposed. !?

It is not surprising that the asymptotic behavior of the
Green functions is closely connected to the transmission
amplitudes appearing in the scattering-wave states; such
an expression is now well known for zero magnetic
field.**** We now derive this connection explicitly for
the case of arbitrary magnetic field. Let ¢, ,(x) denote
the scattering-wave states at fixed energy € of the Hamil-
tonian H, in Eq. (1), where n,a labels the input lead and

>

szds[ AT dy,,,f dy;, AG (X, (D *%, (D%, )AG, (x,,X,,) . (76)

[

input channel [in the sense of Eq. (56)] for the wave; inf
the asymptotic region,

X in lead n

o (X)) B tyncabd (x,)

+
Ina0= e, EF(x),

X in lead m . (79)

Here, t,,, ., denotes the transmission amplitude for going
from mode a in lead n to mode ¢ in lead m, and with our
choice of normalization for the £ the ¢, ., form a uni-
tary S matrix. It has been stated previously in the litera-
ture*»* (including, unfortunately, in a recent article by
one of the authors) that the scattering states ¢,',f . do not
form an orthogonal set for any choice of normalization,
for these multichannel systems, in which the confining
potential extends to infinity. This is incorrect; there is a
natural choice of normalization that makes the states or-
thogonal, even though they are not orthogonal when nor-
malized as in Appendix A of Ref. 44,% Thus it is admis-
sible to use the scattering states as the exact eigenstates in
Eq. (40), and if one were interested only in making the
connection between exact-eigenstate linear-response
theory and an S-matrix formulation, one could proceed
directly from Eq. (40) using the scattering states to obtain
an expression for the g,,, in terms of the elements of the
S matrix. In Refs. 43 and 44 it was found that such a
procedure gave exactly the same results as that obtained
using the Green-function expressions; however, the
reason for this agreement was unclear since substituting
nonorthogonal states into Eq. (40), which assumes ortho-
gonality, was suspect. This minor technical puzzle is now
resolved; however, Green-function expressions such as
Egs. (75) and (76) for the g,,, are both interesting in their
own right and, in general, are more useful for microscop-
ic calculations, so we have chosen to extend the Green-
function approach used in Refs. 43 and 44.

To establish the relation between the ¢,, . and the
asymptotic coefficients f}, that we are looking for, it is
useful to introduce a second set of scattering states corre-
sponding to the same geometrical structure but without
any disorder—U(x)=0 in Eq. (1). We call these states
¢,‘,fa and in the asymptotic region:

§;(x +EE nn,ca C

+
X)—
$na(X) > t,,,,,,c,,gc X,,), X in lead m
c

(x,), xinlead n

(80)
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where the transmission amplitudes for this case are la-
beled with a B for ballistic. The two sets of states ¥ and
¢ are related through the Green functlon for the com-
plete problem by the standard equation®?

Gl ()=, (x)+ f,, dx' G (x,x)U(x)$;},(x")
(81)

The integral extends only over the region A4 because
U(x)=0 outside of A. The equation of motion of the
Green function® can be written in the form

Gl (x,x)U(x")= Gl (x,x')

ﬁz "% y2
€+m(D )

—&(x—x'), (82)
J

fAdx’ ¢;,fa<x')D'*-[D'*G:(x,x')]:fAdx'G:(x,x'>D'2¢;,Ea(x)—

When the first term in this equation is evaluated using the
Schrodinger equation for ¢, and then Eq. (85) is used in
Eq. (83), the resulting equation for ¢ is

+ =_£ ’, + NS ’
b (%) 2Mfds [GF(x,x D¢, (x)],

x within 4 . (86)

Combining the asymptotic behavior of both ¢ [Eq. (80)]
and G (x,x’) for fixed x as x' tends to infinity [Eq. (65)]
with the current-conservation identity [Eq. (63)], we see
that only the surface integral in lead n contributes in Eq.
(86) because ¢, , has an incoming wave only in lead n.
Thus the final integral equation for ¥, , in terms of the
Green function at the boundary is

ol (x )———f ;G (x,x, (D%, )E, (X)),

x within 4 . (87)

The transmission amplitude ¢,,. can be extracted
from 4, , by simply applying a projection operator sug-
gested by the current-conservation identity [Eq. (63)],
yielding the fundamental relation between transmission
amplitudes and the Green functions:

tun,ca = I. dy;
xc;:<xm,x;, (D *%,, (D&, EF*(x,,)E7 (X))
(88)
which is valid for all m and n.
For m #n, comparing to Eq. (78) yields
Yonca =S pn,car MFN (89)

Using this in Eq. (77) to express the conductance
coefficients in terms of the transmission amplitudes, we
arrive at the final central result of this paper,
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which, when used in the scattering equation, Eq. (81),
with x in A4, yields

f d'x ;. (x e+—(D*)Zy
XGJF(x,x"), x within 4 . (83)
Theformula\
J dx[D* F®)1f (x)=— [ dxF(x)Df (x)

+ [dS-F(x)f(x) (84)

allows one to integrate easily by parts.
formula twice, we find

Employing this

[as [G}x,x D¢, (x)]. (85)

f

=£ifds[—f'(e)]2€|t %, m#n. (90)
mn h ~ mn,ca

The physical fact that no current flows when the voltages
on the leads are all the same provides a constraint on the
Zmn> 2n 8&mn—0. On the other hand, unitarity forces a
constraint on the total transmitted intensities given by

ETmn(E)chhan’ T'mn(s)E Esltmn,cal2 (91)

ac

where N, is the number of propagating states, called
channels, at energy €. These two constraints fix the diag-
onal conductance coefficient to be

= 2 8mn

n#m

=—e72fde[—f(s

The final step is to specialize to the zero-temperature

)][Nchan_Tmm(e)] . (92)

case using —f'(e)—>8(e—Eg); the conductance
coeflicients per spin are then
2
gmn=7Tmn(EF), mn . (93)

At zero temperature, the explicit relation between the
current coming out of lead m and the voltage on lead n is,
then,

o2
Imz—h—" —N z , (94)

n=1

chan m

which is the multiprobe Landauer formula as derived by
Biittiker. 12

In order to calculate the resistance, one must apply the
constraints for the experimental situation with which one
wants to compare and solve Eq. (94) for the voltages in
terms of the current. Since Eq. (94) is noninvertible (be-
cause the zero of potential is arbitrary), some additional
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linear algebra is involved, which is discussed in Appendix
B of Stone and Szafer.*

VI. CONCLUSIONS

A. The multiprobe Landauer formula
and linear-response theory

The simplicity and intuitively appealing nature of the
scattering formulation of the linear-response theory [Eq.
(94)], as compared to the equivalent exact eigenstate ex-
pression [comprised by Eqgs. (37), (39), and (40)], suggest
that there should be a simple physical argument for Eq.

-(94). In our opinion, that argument is simply Biittiker’s
original phenomenological derivation of the multiprobe
Landauer formula. For completeness, we summarize that
argument briefly here; the original argument can be
found in Ref. 12.

Consider a' multiprobe conductor of the type shown in
Fig. 1, except that instead of the infinite perfect leads one
imagines that each lead is attached to an ideal “‘reser-
voir.” A reservoir in this context has four important
properties. (1) It is in equilibrium at a chemical potential
u, (for the nth lead). (2) It is large enough relative to the
conductor and to the chemical-potential differences in-
volved that any steady-state current flowing from the
reservoir is negligible deep within the reservoir (so a mea-
surement in the presence of current flow would still yield
t,). (3) No particle entering the reservoir returns to the
conductor without an inelastic (phase-randomizing)
event. (4) The interface between the reservoir and the
“sample” generates no additional resistance (this can be
achieved by adiabatically widening the lead to a large re-
gion which is the reservoir). %

Suppose now that the N; chemical potentials u, =eV,
are given some fixed values, which shall be measured
from the lowest of those, u,. For carriers below yu, the
net current into all reservoirs must be zero because all in-
coming and outgoing states are occupied (at 7 =0). The
total current injected into reservoir m from reservoir n
(summed over all N incoming channels) in the energy in-
terval between i, and p, is just

v dn,
I,,=e 2 Vg dE (.u'n _:u'O) 2 Tmn,ab
a b

=(e*/m) T, (V,— Vo) »

where dn, /dE is the density of states for channel a, and
we have used the well-known cancellation of the velocity
and 1D density-of-states factors. The current injected
into the conductor from reservoir m is, by a similar argu-
ment, just (e2/hA)N gan — R X V,u — V); hence, the to-
tal current I, into the conductor from reservoir m is
given by the difference of this term and the total outgoing
current, > . I, , which is just Eq. (94) (with ¥V, =0).
Note that the argument apparently is completely in-
dependent of the presence of a magnetic field (since the
necessary cancellation of v, and dn, /dE still occurs in an
arbitrary field). This surprisingly generality led to the
question addressed in this work of whether microscopic
calculations supported the validity of Eq. (94) at all mag-

netic fields. We agree with Ref. 12 that the validity of
Eq. (94) in arbitrary field is remarkable, and add, given
the complexity of the intermediate steps leading to Eq.
(94), that it appears that this simple and useful expression
would have been very difficult to obtain from a linear-
response model in the absence of Biittiker’s original argu-
ments.

Biittiker’s multiprobe Landauer formula, Eq. (94), was
proposed at the end of a period of both controversy and
progress in our understanding of the physically relevant
Landauer formula. (We remind the reader that we use
the term “Landauer formula” generally to denote any ex-
pression for the linear-response coefficients in terms of
the .S matrix of the conductor.) A recent review article*
describes much of this historical development and we will
not reproduce that discussion in the present article. In-
stead, we will make some comments about the novel
features of Eq. (94), which allow a derivation from
linear-response theory to succeed, and then discuss sim-
ple limits of Eq. (94) in a high magnetic field that em-
phasize both its relevance to the integer quantum Hall
effect and its relation to the original Landauer formula,
g=T/(1—T), where T is the total transmission
coefficient out of the reservoir serving as current source.

Although, beginning with the work of Engquist and
Anderson, ® earlier work emphasized the importance of
the four-probe nature of a (typical) resistance measure-
ment in deriving Landauer formulas,®” Eq. (94) is the first
such formula that treats the current and voltage probes
on an equal footing, and hence involves the entire S ma-
trix (scattering into all the probes) instead of just scatter-
ing between the current source and sink. Thus, other ap-
proaches, by necessity, had to assume that the voltage
difference induced by the current flow could be expressed
only in terms of the scattering between current source
and sink (even though they did not require this induced
voltage to be the same as that between the source and the
sink). There is no reason to believe that such a general
expression, which ignores the dynamics of scattering into
the voltage probes, should exist in the mesoscopic regime,
and, indeed, the experiments on voltage fluctuations, 13,14
nonlocal bend resistance,?° and the anomalous quantized
Hall effect®® in mesoscopic conductors (as well as many
others) clearly demonstrate that the measuring probes
can be of crucial importance in this regime.

More importantly, earlier approaches had understood
that the chemical-potential difference induced by a
current flow was the chemical-potential difference be-
tween two reservoirs, adjusted so that no net current
flows into them.%® However, because their approaches
ultimately wished to eliminate the scattering into the
voltage probes from the final description, they were
forced to introduce some physical assumption to charac-
terize the “effective chemical potential” at a point along
the conductor. Since the channels in the conductor are,
by definition, out of equilibrium in the presence of
current flow, this necessitates some hypothesis about
equilibration of different channels at the Fermi energy
which appeared to have some arbitrariness and lack of
generality. %’ Equation (94), on the other hand, allows the
equilibration of the measuring reservoirs with the sample
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in the presence of current flow to be determined by the
(enlarged) scattering matrix of the conductor, removing
the need to define an “effective chemical potential” along
the conductor. The induced chemical-potential
difference is that between the measuring reservoirs and is
fixed only by the condition that voltage probes draw no
current. As long as a voltage measurement is ultimately
made by equilibrating with measuring reservoirs, and one
can reasonably well model the scattering into that reser-
voir, it is hard to see how Eq. (94) can fail (although it
certainly can reduce to simpler descriptions in certain
limits, one of which we will discuss below).

It is precisely because Eq. (94) requires no assumptions
about equilibrium of carriers within the sample (or in the
perfect leads) that it can be derived straightforwardly
from linear-response theory. The boundary condition of
a large phase-randomizing reservoir is well mimicked by
the infinite perfect leads in the linear-response model. As
discussed in the Introduction, the effect of the current
flow on the assumed equipotential in the leads can and
should be ignored because the leads are representing ideal
reservoirs which are unaffected by the small current flow.
Note, that the chemical potentials of the voltage reser-
voirs are also unaffected by the current flow; instead they
are adjusted externally to cancel that flow. We stress that
an understanding of the role of the reservoirs is essential
in justifying the boundary conditions imposed in the
linear-response calculation and the physical situations to
which such calculations can be applied.'>% We believe
that our calculation, combined with those of Refs. 43 and
44, now establishes the complete equivalence of the Kubo
and Landauer approaches as long as the linear-response
calculation incorporates the correct boundary conditions
(i.e., infinite system with all leads explicitly included).

B. The multiprobe Landauer formula
and the quantum Hall effect

As discussed above, a major application of this formu-
lation of linear-response theory is to the integer quantum
Hall effect, particularly in mesoscopic systems. Several
recent papers have analyzed the quantum Hall effect on
the basis of Eq. (94),2%273268=71 4nd also on the basis of
simpler Landauer formulas in which the probes are not
introduced explicitly.*”>® One of the most basic issues
raised [given Eq. (94), which determines the ‘“longitudi-
nal” and ‘““Hall” resistances for any set of measurements
on a sample] is what are the necessary and sufficient con-
ditions on the conductance matrix g, such that one ob-
served a quantized Hall resistance, and/or zero longitudi-
nal resistance, for a given subset of measurements. Our
present discussion of this issue will overlap substantially
with previous work;2%2732% however, we note that
despite the fact that many specific examples have been
analyzed (and, in  particular, the four-probe
case?®?732.68)  no answer to this general question has
been demonstrated in the literature. We have been able
to prove a number of general properties of Eq. (94) relat-
ing to the integer quantum Hall effect. Here we will re-
port the simplest and most relevant of our results, and
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defer a detailed discussion to a separate publication.”

Assume that the sample depicted in Fig. 1 is immersed
in a strong perpendicular magnetic field of orientation
such that the Lorentz force exerted on the carriers
emerging from the leads into the sample pushes them in
the clockwise direction. As we have seen above, the
transverse wave functions in the perfect leads are pushed
towards the edge of the leads by the magnetic field, in a
direction determined by the sense of their longitudinal
velocity. The magnitude of that velocity, because it is
proportional to dE, /dk, is highest for states with large
amplitude nearest the edge. Hence the current is fed into
the sample from the perfect leads in edge states localized
on the furthest clockwise edge of each lead. In the sam-
ple, where there is bulk disorder, the edge states are
mixed and are no longer simply those of the leads;
nonetheless, if the typical energy of the disordered poten-
tial is small compared to #iw, and the Fermi energy is far
from that of a bulk Landau level, then there are still
current-carrying edge states.”> As Biittiker has em-
phasized,?’ it will be very difficult for carriers in these
edge states to backscatter more than a cyclotron radius,
and therefore the clockwise transmission matrices
T,, +1,m Will be very close to their maximum value, Ny,
(for simplicity in the following discussion, we shall as-
sume the same number of propagating channels N,, in
all leads). Labeling the leads of the system in increasing
order clockwise as in Fig. 1, we are then led to define the
ideal system as that in which all clockwise transmission
coefficients T, 4, », = N¢pan» and all others, including the
reflection coefficients R,,,,, are equal to zero. We use this
as our reference state for the breakdown of the quantum
Hall effect, and define a localized breakdown as a scatter-
ing path directly connecting two leads which are not con-
nected in the ideal system. While the edge-state picture
is useful for motivating this starting-point, it is not essen-
tial to our results, which only characterize the conditions
on the g matrix leading to the quantum Hall effect.

A measuring configuration exhibits the complete in-
teger quantum Hall effect if all resistances measured on
the same side of the current path (a line connecting the
current source and sink) are zero (vanishing “longitudinal
resistance”), and all resistances measured across the
current path give Ry =(h /e*)(1/Ny,,) (quantized “Hall
resistance”). Although less common than four-probe
measurements, two-probe resistance measurements can
be done in certain structures?’’* and yield the quantized
Hall-resistance value.”> We include the two-probe resis-
tances in our analysis as resistances measured across the
current path. A system exhibits the complete integer
quantum Hall effect if this property holds for all choices
of current leads, i.e., all measuring configurations.

We have proved the following statements for systems
with an arbitrary number of leads, based on an analysis of
Eq. (94). (1) The ideal system exhibits the complete quan-
tum Hall effect, and it is the only system exhibiting the
complete quantum Hall effect. (2) An arbitrary nonideal
system still exhibits the complete quantum Hall effect for
all configurations in which the current path does not
cross a localized scattering path. (3) A nonideal system
in which there is only one localized breakdown, measured
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in a configuration in which this scattering path crosses
the current path, so that there is a probability of in-
teredge reflection R =1— T, has the following properties.
(a) All longitudinal resistances measured on the same side
of the localized breakdown will be zero. (b) All longitudi-
nal resistances measured across the line of localized
breakdown will be equal to (h /e?)(1/N g, )R /T. (c) All
Hall resistances measured on the same side of the break-
down will be (h/e?)(1/Ny,,). (d) All Hall resistances
measured across the region of breakdown will be equal to
the appropriate sum or difference of these longitudinal
and quantized Hall resistances.

To illustrate the usefulness and ease of analyzing these
questions with Eq. (94), we present a brief proof of state-
ment (1). Equation (94), written in matrix notation as
I =gV is a linear equation in an N -dimensional vector
space in a given representation; define the orthonormal
basis vectors in this representation to be €,. Feed
current into the system through lead n and take it out
through lead n’ > n and choose units so that this current
is unity, i.e., the “current vector’ is I =€, —¢€,. With
resistance measured in units of 4 /e?, this configuration
shows the complete quantum Hall effect if the solution of
Eq. 94) is

n'—1

VQH(n’n’)z(l/Nchan) 2 ’ém ’

m=n

since this has the property of vanishing voltage difference
for all leads on a given side of the current path, and volt-
age difference 1/N,, for all leads separated by the
current path. In the ideal system, where there is only
clockwise transmission, the g matrix is
8 Qu=Nchan(I —P ), where [ is the identity matrix and
P | is the matrix which permutes each basis vector by one
step, i.e., P |€,, =¢€,, +;- But it then follows by inspection
that Vg is a solution of Eq. (94):

’

n'—1 n
g QHVQH: 2 ,ém - 2 em z'é,, —enr .

m=n m=n-+1
It also follows that g oy is the only matrix for which
VQH(n,n’) is a solution, as any correction to gou would
have to give zero when acting on Vqy for all choices of
n,n’', and it is easy to show that the only such matrix is
identically zero. Thus we conclude that the complete
quantum Hall effect occurs if and only if electrons inject-
ed into the sample uitimately arrive with probability 1 at
the contact towards which the magnetic field is most
directly driving then; it is easy to see how this might
occur in the edge-state picture as discussed in detail by
Biittiker.?’

We will not prove statements (2) or (3) at this time, but
pause briefly to discuss statement (3), which has very re-
cently been independently derived by Haug et al.,>? Jain
and Kivelson,* and in special cases by Biittiker.?” The
striking point is that for this special situation of only a
single localized breakdown of the edge states one obtains
the original 1D Landauer formula in the one-channel
case, and a simple multichannel generalization, which, to
our knowledge, has never been proposed before in the
literature. This clarifies the point that the original Lan-
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dauer formula does not necessarily require weakly cou-
pled probes, but rather probes which do not themselves
contribute to the longitudinal resistance (that probes do
cause resistance in zero field has been shown in the exper-
iments in Ref. 20). In the quantized Hall regime the
scattering into the probes is as large as possible, but this
is precisely balanced by the flux out of the voltage reser-
voir along the same edge, and the presence of probes does
not result in any net flux reflected back into the current
source. Under these circumstances it is only reflection in
the sample which contributes to longitudinal resistance,
and one has the conditions necessary for the derivation of
the one-channel Landauer formula to be valid. For the
many-channel case one again must consider the equilibra-
tion of the channels, and Eq. (94) leads to a different and
simpler result than has been proposed in the literature
(see Ref. 44 and references therein) for this special situa-
tion.

It has been possible very recently to study this particu-
lar case experimentally in gated quantum Hall sys-
tems. 27 3* These experiments focused on the situation in
which R /T =1 (exactly one channel is transmitted and
one is reflected), so that statement (3) implies a striking
new effect—quantization of the longitudinal resistance as
well as the Hall resistance. This effect was indeed ob-
served and the correctness of the conclusions following
from Eq. (94) were convincingly demonstrated. It is im-
portant to note that the samples studied in some of these
experiments were hundreds of micrometers across, far
from what is normally considered the mesoscopic regime.
This emphasizes that Biittiker’s multiprobe Landauer
formula is relevant to the macroscopic Hall effect, as long
as certain phase-coherent scattering processes which
should not occur in this length scale are excluded. This
will be discussed in more detail elsewhere.”> We believe
that further applications of this multichannel Landauer
formula will lead to new insights into quantum-transport
phenomena in high magnetic field, in both the mesoscop-
ic and macroscopic regimes.
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APPENDIX A: CONNECTION
TO PREVIOUS WORK IN BULK SYSTEMS

Previous linear-response calculations in a magnetic
field have dealt with the conductivity tensor of bulk sys-
tems without introducing a description of the probes, and
have used either impurity averaging*® or spatial
averaging®*?® as an essential part of the calculation.
These formulations should be obtainable in our approach
as well, and for specificity we will make contact with the
of Smr&ka and Stréda,**® which has been used as a start-
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ing point for discussions of the quantum Hall effect,”®
and has also been a starting point for deriving a well-
known formulation due to Stréda,”” in which the Hall
conductivity is not expressed in terms of Fermi-state
quantities. The aim of Smréka and Stréda is to find the
linear-response tensor, L, which relates the spatially aver-
aged current density to a constant applied electric field E,
1
— | dxJ(x)=L-E (A1)
s J dxIx=L
where S is the length of the region A along the direction
of the direction of current fiow; we follow Smréka and

L= 8_;;;’23]’ dx [ dx [def(e)
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Stréda in taking S =1. The relation between L and the
conductivity-response function of Eq. (52) above, is then,

=fAdfodx' g(x,x') . (A2)

The expression for L given by Smréka and Stréda in-
volves a trace over a product of Green functions and ve-
locity operators. To arrive at this result we start with our
Eq. (52) for the response function and interpret Eq. (A2)
as a real-space representation of a trace.

First, integrate the first term in Eq. (52) by parts with
respect to energy and use this relation in Eq. (A2) to yield

(x, x')D*D'AG (X, X)—AG (x,x')ﬁ*ﬁ’diEG;(x’,x) . (A3)

Using four sets of complete states in real space, f dr; |r;) (r;|, and the matrix elements of the current-density operator

in real space,

ieh

(riTop(x)Ir) = = S508(x— r,)D8(x—1,) ,

we find that L expressed as a trace is

dG+
J, (x Jp(

fdxf dx’ [ de f(e)Tr

Since the operator AG, can be expressed in terms of the Hamiltonian through AG, =

equivalent to

+

dG
Toplx) 5T

LZiﬁfAdfodx'fdsf(e)Tr

x)AG, —J

) ,.dG .
p(X)8(e —H)—J,(x)8(e —H)J ,,(x) .

(A4)

dG[
XAG, Top(x)— 5 | . (A5)

—2mid(e—H), Eq. (A5) is

de (A6)

The next step is to rewrite the trace over the current-density operator as a trace over the velocity operator. To do
this, note that for a general operator A the definitions of a trace and the current-density operator imply that

fdx Tr[J,,(x

' [dal8(x—x")D'+D'8(x' —x) [y (x)

Aop]:fdxfdx’fda(x’|Jop(x)|a) (ald,,1x")

(aldg,lx") . (A7)

The integral over x can now be performed because of the § functions; thus, using, in addition, the definition of the ve-

locity operator,

JdxTr[I(x)4,,]1=

et , , , ,
—Efdx fdaD Po(x ) al 4,,|x")

zefdx’fda(x'Ivop\aMalA0p|x')

=eTr(v,,4,,) .

We can use Eq. (A8) to greatly simplify Eq. (A6), and find that

+

dG:
L=iﬁe2fdsf(a)Tr VoV

op g opO(E—H)—

Vopdle—H)voy—— |,

dGe (A9)
P de
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which is the result found by Smrcka and Stréda [their Eq.
(31)]. From this point, all of the subsequent results of
Smrcka and Stréda can, of course, be derived, including
the more standard form of the longitudinal conductivity

at zero temperature which dates back to Kubo et al.*!"%8

=i Tr[v, 8(Ep— H)v, 8(Ep— H)] , (A10)

as well as the more complex expression for the Hall con-
ductivity, which was written in terms of Fermi-surface
quantities in Smr&ka and Stréda,**® and subsequently
transformed into the non-Fermi-surface expression’ used
by Stréda in treating the quantum Hall regime. Smrcka
and Stréda are able to obtain Fermi-surface expressions
for these response coefficients because spatial averaging
eliminates the circulating currents which are described by
non-Fermi-surface terms in Eq. (29) for g(x,x’). Thus
the spatially averaged conductivity behaves essentially
like the conductance coefficients and is a Fermi-surface
quantity, whereas (as shown above) the current-density-
response function g(x,x’) is not, and the failure to distin-
guish these quantities apparently had led to some con-
fusion in the literature.?* Previous work has interpreted
the Fermi-surface expression for the spatially averaged
conductivity in terms of diamagnetic currents flowing at
the edges in certain limits.*~7® Here we emphasize that
such an interpretation is not essential to the basic result
that the Hall resistance can be expressed as a Fermi-
surface quantity; the Fermi-surface states need not be
edge states.

APPENDIX B: LATTICE FORM
OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In order to perform computations of the resistance of
mesoscopic structures, it is often useful to work in a
discretized space rather than in continuum space as we
have in the main text. In this appendix we therefore de-
scribe how to translate our continuum results into the lat-
J

x — X
Jopn,m) Ziﬁ( Vym

+V;

[n,m) {n+1, m|—

—Lmln—1,m) (n,m[—

As in Appendix A [Eq (A5)], any of our continuum ex-
pressions involving D can be interpreted as a trace over
operators where J,, is substituted for D

f(x,x’)ﬁ*ﬁ’g(x’,x)

2Mi

o7 (BS)

2
Tr[Jop(X)f opTop(X)&0p] -

To get the corresponding lattice expression, one need
only substitute the lattice form of J,, [Eq. (B4)]. Thisisa
general prescription for transcribing the continuum re-
sults onto the lattice and can be used to interpret our re-
sults for the nonlocal response function [Eq. (52)], the
current-conservation identity [Eq. (63)], the conductance
coefficients [Egs. (75) and (76)], and the relation between

2 mlnm) (n—1,m|)
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tice language. We consider a nearest-neighbor 2D tight-
binding Hamiltonian on a square lattice with sites labeled
by pairs of integers n,m:

= 2 En,mln;m ) <n7m‘
n,m

E mln,m) (n+1, ml+H.c.)

—2

Vymln,m){n,m +1|+H.c.), (B1)

where the hopping matrix elements are related to the vec-

tor potential by
Vim=explied) , /#ic),

/fic) .

(B2)
V) =exp(ied, ,

In transcribing the continuum results, the basic quantity
we will need to know how to treat is the derivative opera-
tor D which is related to the current-density operator

[Eq. (9)]. Thus, we first find the velocity operator in our
lattice case,

X
O

I

Hy]

P

_ﬁ[xop’

1
=EE(V"mln,m)<n+1,m|

—Vinln+1, m){n,m|), (B3)

where a similar expression holds for v}, The current-

density operator is related to the velocity and density
operators by

Jop(n,m)=e[n,,(n,mv,,+v,n

opfopln,m)]/2 .

Using nop(n,m)=[n,n ) (n,m|, this yields

Virln+1,m) (n,m|

(B4)

the Green function and the transmission amplitudes [Eq.
(88)].

An annoying feature of this general prescription is that
it generates cumbersome .quations with many terms;
since J,,, has four terms, D*D’ will generate 16 terms.
We now show that for the cases where there is an integra-
tion over the cross section of the lead, many of the terms
are identical and the resulting expressions are consider-
ably simpler. We first introduce an operator closely relat-
edtoJ}

op?

_ e
Kop(m= 75 3 (

ViJdnm) (n+1, m|

—Vinln+1,m) {(n,ml) (B6)
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Physically, K, represents the current going through the
bonds between columns n and n + 1. Matrix elements of
this operator have the two crucial properties of satisfying
the current-continuity equation [Eq. (11)] and the
current-conservation identity for states in the perfect
leads [Eq. (63)]. To show the first of these, we rewrite the
Hamiltonian in order to express K, in terms of the
Hamiltonian:

=3 (Vi In,m) (n+1,m|
m

+ViE pnm) (n—1,m|), (B7a)

V=S e, ln,m) (n,m|
—2 VYmln,m) (n,m+1|+H.c.), (B7b)
(B7c)

Ho__.. zh’(il)_‘ zhr(12)

n n
Introducing eigenstates |a) and |8) of H, with eigenval-
ues €, and g5, we have

(BI[K op(n + D =K (n)]]a)

e

=-ﬁ-<Bl[hr(12~l)-l n+1 ]Ia) (B8)
Using 7%, to act on |a) and (A2),)" to act on (p|,
substituting H, and 4!’ from Eq. (B7), and cancelling the

contributions from A‘V=(A")" we arrive at

8y === [ del 11 13 3 T3, ()G Ty n'sm )G . i)
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(BI[Kop(n +1)—K o, (m)]]a)

%((sa—EB)ZNBIn +1,m){(n+1,mla))

(B9)

This equation is a direct analog of the current-continuity
equation, Eq. (11); in particular, if the energies of the
states are the same, the matrix element of K,(n) is in-
dependent of n.

Turning now to the current-conservation identity in
the perfect leads, we use our general prescription to tran-
scribe Eq. (63) and get

2 (EF*|TZ (n,m)|EF ) =+ed,,, €,=¢, . (B10)
Using 3, Jo,(n,m)=[K,,(n)+ K, (n —1)]/2 and not-
ing that the two K, terms are equal by use of Eq. (B9)
yields

(EF*|K op(n)|Ep ) =%ebyy, €, =8 (B11)
which is the desired identity.

The current-conservation relations for K, that have

op
just been derived can be used to simplify the general ex-

pressions for equations involving an integral over a cross
section. As an example, we consider the equation for the
conductance coefficients, 8ij» between different leads i and
J» Eq. (75). Our general transcription procedure yields

(B12)

where (n,m) labels a site in the perfectly ordered part of lead i and (n’,m’) labels a site in lead j. Substituting K, for

> m Jop» We Obtain

g“_———-fds[ FUETr{[Kop(n)+K,,

Using the equation of motion for the Green function with
i7j and noting that both Green functions in Eq. (B13)
are at the same energy, we find by an argument identical
to that used for the current-continuity equation above
[Eq. (B9)] that

Tr{[K,p(n)—Kq,(n —D]IGF K, (n" )G }=0,

n far from n’ (B14)

Thus the four terms in Eq. (B13) are the same, yielding

= #i ’ + ' —
g,-j———z-;fds[—f ()ITr[K op(n)G T K oy (n" )G T,
i#j . (B15)

Similar simplifications occur in the expression for g; [Eq.
(76)].

DIG[K,,

+K,, DIG. }, (B13)

Because the connection between the Green function
and the transmission coefficients, Eq. (88), is perhaps the
most physical route to use in performing a calculation,
we give the lattice form of this connection explicitly. For
the transmission between different leads, the argument
used to arrive at Eq. (B15) yields

~

tj,ea = Tr[K nG K op(n")g, ) (6511

= K (WG K (nES ), i .  (BI6)
e

For the reflection coefficients, the & function in the equa-
tion of motion for the Green function introduces some
subtleties; we find in this case

ifi

tii,caz—_f(g:_IKop(n —I)G:Kop(n”é_;) (B17)
e



18

ELECTRICAL LINEAR-RESPONSE THEORY IN AN . .. 8189

APPENDIX C: THE EQUILIBRIUM CURRENT DENSITY

We show here that the equilibrium current density given in Eq. (17) yields zero total current in each lead. Integrating
the current density over a cross section of the lead and using the definition of W [Eq. (9)], one finds that the equilibrium

current through lead m is

I0=— 'eh fdaf € )f dym Y2 (X, (DR, Mol X,)

(C1)

Rewriting this by introducing two new variables, € and x,, which are then integrated over using 8 functions, yields

19=— 20 [der @) [, dy,, [dadte,~e) [ ax;, bx,,

) now acts to the left on the 8 function. The integral over the states a simply yields the difference between

where (B-xm

X, PE(x (DR, Wal(X,,) s . (C2)

two Green functions [Eq. (42a)], while the 8 function can be expressed in terms of a Green function by using the equa-

tion of motion.% These two operations yield

I,‘,?)=-—leﬁ fdef(s f dymfdx —

Performing the integral over dy,, first, we see that all
terms contain either

f dym D%,)G;
or

J. v, 67B%,)6; .

Arguments very similar to those in Sec. IV [Egs.
(68)-(72)] show that both of these integrals go to zero as
X,, — o; we thus conclude that I\’ —0 as x,, — . The
fact that the divergence of the current density is zero im-
plles that the current in each lead is constant; hence,
I, (0=, Furthermore, the current through any cross sec-
tion, C*, of the structure is zero, since current conserva-
tion implies that the net current into the volume formed
by C* and the lead cross sections is zero, while we have
just shown that the current in the leads is zero. This re-
sult is expected, of course, and confirms that while there
can be circulating current in equilibrium (G}GJ or
G. G_ terms), there can be no transport current (GG,
or G_ G/ terms).

APPENDIX D: THE BOUNDARY VALUE
OF THE CURRENT OPERATOR AS x —

In rewriting the current density so that the —0 limit
can be taken, we used the identity

D')?2—U(x,,)+e

GE(x,,,x, (DR, )AG,(x,,x)) . (C3)

lim

—> 00
Xn

fﬁa

d D1
Eﬁa j;% In ( )
We show that this is true in the sense of distributions by

considering the integral over state index 8 with a smooth
function F(f3),

Ws5(x,)X, | =0.

fﬁa * N A
szd[;’F(B)—s;;fcn dy, ¥2(x, (DR, Wy(x,) , (D2)

where we have used the definition of W. Notice that the
integral over B commutes with the integral over C, and
that fg, /€, is a smooth function of 3, so that we are led
to study simply the integral of ¥4(x) times an arbitrary
smooth function of 5. In order to analyze the integral, it
is convenient to choose the eigenstates to be the
scattering-wave states defined in Eq. (79). Because the
asymptotic form of the scattering-wave states is known,
we can express an integral over these states explicitly in
terms of an integral over k or energy,

[dB= zif‘”

m=la=1

Oe(e,—e?), (D3)

where m labels the leads, a labels the incoming channels
in that lead, g (¢) is the one-dimensional density of states,
e is the threshold energy for mode a, and ¢,
=#k2/2M. Using Eq. (D3), as well as the asymptotic
form of the scattering waves, we find that our integral

over fBis

a6 ¢,3<x>—22f” ok (X5
=1la
Ni © w
=3 2aG(mak Ok, Wt ok (X,)
m=la=1 ~— % a
Ne hnd © +ik x —ik x
- 2 2 f mak (e ""+rm,,k (yyle "] asx,— o0 , (D4)
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where the functions »? involve transmission coefficients
and the transverse wave functions. The integral over k,
is simply the Fourier transform of GO(k,)r'”. Since the
worst possible singularity in this product is the discon-
tinuity caused by the © function, this Fourier transform
decays to zero as x,, — . Thus, we conclude that

[dBG (Bgx,

for any smooth function G. From this we conclude that
Q —0 as x,,— o [Q defined in Eq. (D2)], and hence that
Eq. (D1) is valid in the sense of distributions.

(D5)

)—0 as x,— o

APPENDIX E: CHOOSING A LANDAU
GAUGE IN EACH LEAD

In order to apply the results for the quantum mechan-
ics of a perfect lead given in Sec. III to our multiprobe
structures, it is necessary to show that one can choose a
gauge which is Landau-like in the ordered part of each
lead. We have already introduced a coordinate system in
each perfect lead, X, and §,, in connection with the
linear response calculation in Sec. I (also see Fig. 2). We
start by considering the Landau gauge in the coordinate
system in lead 1,

A (x,)=B,yX,, x,inlead n . (E1)

To express A in the Landau gauge appropriate to lead n
which makes an angle 9, with lead 1, one needs to apply
a gauge transformation,

An(xl):Al(Xl)-Fan(Xl) 5 (Ez)
with f, given by

fa(x))=—B,x,y;sin’0, + 1B, (1 —x?)sin(20,) . (E3)

A straightforward computation using x;=x,cosf,
—y,sinf, and y,=x;sinf,+y,cosf, shows that
A,(x,)=B,y,X, in lead n.

In a multilead structure, one wants to apply the trans-
formation (E3) so that it only affects lead n. Therefore,
define a generalized smooth step function {,(x) by

R (x,,,x,)
abcd Cm

Using Egs. (70) and (71), we conclude that R (x,,,x, ), like
S(x,,,x,), vanishes asymptotically,

R (x,,,x,)—0 . (F3)
Some simplifying notation,
D,=(D3X,),
=G (x,,x,), G=G/(x,,x,),

0
B —p +4,
9x,, #ic

allows one to write the derivative of R in the compact

© Je dymf dynfacéa X, )E7*(x, (D *%, (D%,
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1, x in ordered part of lead n ,
§,(x)=10, xin lead m+n , (E4)

smooth interpolation for x, elsewhere .

Now the function §,(x,)f,(x;) generates a gauge trans-
formation which turns the vector potential only in lead n.
Clearly, then, by applying the gauge transformation gen-
erated by

NL
Fx)=3 Ex)f0(xy) (ES)
n=2
to the starting gauge in Eq. (El), one arrives at a gauge
which is Landau-like in the ordered part of each lead, al-
lowing one to use the results for the quantum mechanics
of a perfect lead as in Sec. III.

APPENDIX F: SPATIAL DERIVATIVES
OF GG} TERMS

In Sec. III we showed that the contribution of the
G G} and G_ G terms in ¢ [Eq. (52)] to the conduc-
tance coefficients g,,, is zero as x,, and x,, tend to infinity
for mn, Eq. (72). However, in any practical calculation
the conductance coefficients must be evaluated at finite
x,, and x,. In this appendix we show that the spatial
derivatives of the GG} and G_ G_ terms are zero, so
that these terms must be zero for all x,, and x,. To be
specific, we will work with S(x,,,x,) defined in Eq. (53);
in analyzing S(x,,x,), it is convenient to start by
analyzing a term without the energy derivative, which we
denote R(x,,,x, ),

= dvn [ .G

x(D*%, (D"%,)G (x,,x,,) .
(F1)

m’xn)

The asymptotic analysis presented in the text [as in arriv-
ing at Eq. (68)] implies that, for m+n as x,,,x, — o,

\fia€p (X)E * (X, ) - (F2)
[
form
a 4
ax,, R (s xn)

— ’ 2_n2 91‘/\ ~
._medym fcndy,,(GD; D2G)(D'%,)G .

(F4)
Using the equation of motion for the Green function
when m=n, :

2
z—:+i—(

3 D2+D2)—U(x,p) |G} (x,,x,)=0, (F5)

we replace the x derivatives in Eq. (F4) with y derivatives
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%R (x,,,%,)

— [, oo f, dvi(— D+ D}GNB %15

(Fe)

where the explicit dependence on € or U(x,y) has can-
celed out between the two terms. Because the Green
function vanishes at the ends of the curve C,,, integrating
the D term by parts twice exactly cancels the D, term;
hence,

ax,, S (o) = Jim,

d , Gs _GE
—a—;C:,,—fcmdym andy" +AA

8191

~a—R(xm,x,:)=O . (F7)
ax,,

A similar argument shows that the derivative of R with
respect to x, is also zero. Using the asymptotic behavior

(F3), we conclude that R is zero,

. ’ + ’
fcmdym fcndy" G/ (x,,,X,)
x(D*%, (D'%,)G}(x,,x,)=0, m#n . (F8)

Turning now to the term with the energy derivative,
S(x,,,x,) defined in Eq. (53), we write out the energy
derivative as a limit and find

(D *%, (D%, )GE] ) (F9)

Using the previous result for R (x,,,x, ), this immediately simplifies to

9 S(x,,,x,)= lim L
ox ASO

, m¥n . (F10)

a ’ g A (—P,A —
A axm fcmdym f(;ndyn G£+A(D*'Xm (D Xy, )Gs

m

Treating d/9,, as before, we note that now the energies in the equations for the two Green functions G, and G do
not cancel, and in contrast to the null result obtained above we are left with

)
ox,,

S(x,,,x,)= L}.iino

Using the asymptotic behavior of G, and G, as x, — o,
Egs. (64) and (65), and the current-conservation identity
(63), we conclude by an argument similar to that in the
text that

——E—)—-S’(xm,x,;)—-)O as x,—oo for any x,, (m7#n) .

ox,,

(F12)
We are thus led to study the-second derivative of S with
respect to x,,, and x,,,

32 d <=
S(xm’ r:):_ﬁ— d m d ,;GE(D"X,, )Gs ’
ax.ox,, 0 ax Je, domfc

m+#n . (F13)

1 , o =
3 Jc dvm [ dvi AlG.4a(D"%,)G.]

=[_ dyn [, dv, G.(D"%,)G. . (F11)

Proceeding in exactly the same way with 8/0x, as with
d/9x,,, we find that

82

-9 (F14)
0x,0x,,

S(x,,,x,)=0, m7*n .

From this equation combined with the asymptotic behav-
jor in Eq. (F12), we conclude that (3/9x,,)S (x,,,x,)=0.
A similar argument shows that the derivative with
respect to x, is zero. Combining these results with the
asymptotic behavior of S [Eq. (72)], we arrive at the con-
clusion that S itself is equal to zero for m#n, Eq. (74).

IFor a review, see Physics and Technology of Submicron Struc-

tures, edited by H. Heinrich, G. Bauer, and F. Kuchar

(Springer-Verlag, New York, 1988).

2For a review, see The Quantum Hall Effect, edited by R. E.
Prange and S. M. Girvin (Springer-Verlag, New York, 1987).

3C. P. Umbach, S. Washburn, R. A. Laibowitz, and R. A.
Webb, Phys. Rev. B 30, 4048 (1984).

4S. Washburn, C. P. Umbach, R. A. Laibowitz, and R. A.
Webb, Phys. Rev. B 32, 4789 (1985).

5J. C. Licini, D. J. Bishop, M. A. Kastner, and J. Melngailis,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 2987 (1985).

6S. B. Kaplan and A. Harstein, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 2403 (1986).

7A. Douglas Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 2692 (1985).

8Y. Imry, Europhys. Lett. 1, 249 (1986); in Perspectives on Con-
densed Matter Physics, edited by G. Grinstein and E. Mazen-
ko (World Scientific, Singapore, 1986).

9B. L. Al'tshuler, Pis’ma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 41, 530 (1985)
[JETP Lett. 41, 648 (1985)].

10p, A. Lee and A. D. Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 1622 (1985).

1A Benoit, S. Washburn, C. P. Umbach, R. B. Laibowitz, and
R. A. Webb, Phys. Rev. Lett. 57, 1765 (1986).

12M, Biittiker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 57, 1761 (1986); M. Biittiker,
IBM J. Res. Dev. 32, 317 (1988).

13A. Benoit, C. P. Umbach, R. B. Laibowitz, and R. A. Webb,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 2343 (1987).

14w J. Skogpol, P. M. Mankiewich, R. E. Howard, L. D. Jack-



8192 HAROLD U. BARANGER AND A. DOUGLAS STONE 40

el, D. M. Tennant, and A. D. Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 2347
(1987).

15§, Maekawa, Y. Isawa, and H. Ebisawa, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 56,
25 (1987).

16H. U. Baranger, A. D. Stone, and D. P. DiVencenzo, Phys.
Rev. B 37, 6521 (1988).

17C. L. Kane, P. A. Lee, and D. P. DiVincenzo, Phys. Rev. B
38, 2995 (1988).

183 Hershfield and V. Ambegaokar, Phys. Rev. B 38, 7909
(1988).

I9R. A. Serota, M. Ma, and B. Goodman, Phys. Rev. B 37, 6540
(1988); B. Z. Spivak and A. Y. Zyuzin, Solid State Commun.
67, 75 (1988).

20G. Timp, H. U. Baranger, P. deVegvar, J. E. Cunningham, R.
E. Howard, R. Behringer, and P. M. Mankiewich, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 60, 2081 (1988).

21B, J. van Wees, H. van Houten, C. W. J. Beenakker, J. G. Wil-
liamson, L. P. Kouwenhoven, D. van der Marel, and C. T.
Foxen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 848 (1988).

22D, A. Wharam, T. J. Thornton, R. Newbury, M. Pepper, H.
Ajmed, J. E. F. Frost, D. G. Hasko, D. C. Peacock, D. A.
Ritchie, and G. A. C. Jones, J. Phys. C 21, L209 (1988).

231, 1. Glazman, G. B. Lesovick, D. E. Kmelnitskii, and R. L.
Shekhter, Pis’'ma Zh. Teor. Fiz. 48, 218 (1988) [JETP Lett. 48,
238 (1988); G. Kirczenow, Solid State Commun. 68, 715
(1988); A. Szafer and A. D. Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 300
(1989); E. G. Haanappel and D. van der Marel, Phys. Rev. B
39, 5484 (1989).

24H. Aoki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 1136 (1985).

25R. Landauer, IBM J. Res. Dev. 1, 233 (1957); R. Landauer,
Philos. Mag. 21, 863 (1970); R. Landauer, in Localization, In-
teraction, and Transport Phenomena, edited by G. Bergmann
and Y. Bruynseraede (Springer-Verlag, New York, 1985), p.
38.

26C. W. J. Beenakker and H. van Houten, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60,
2406 (19883).

27M. Biittiker, Phys. Rev. B 38, 9375 (1988).

28M. L. Roukes, A. Scherer, S. J. Allen, Jr., H. G. Craighead, R.
M. Ruthen, E. D. Beebe, and J. P. Harbison, Phys. Rev. Lett.
59, 3011 (1987).

29C. J. B. Ford, T. J. Thornton, R. Newbury, M. Pepper, H.
Ahmed, D. C. Peacock, D. A. Ritchie, J. E. F. Frost, and G.
A. C. Jones, Phys. Rev. B 38, 8518 (1988).

30A. M. Chang, G. Timp, T. Y. Chang, J. E. Cunningham, P. M.
Mankiewich, R. E. Behringer, and R. E. Howard, Solid State
Commn. 76, 769 (1988).

31H. van Houten, B. J. van Wees, J. E. Mooij, C. W. J. Beenakk-
er, J. G. Williamson, and C. T. Foxon, Europhys. Lett. 5, 712
(1988).

32R. J. Haug, A. H. MacDonald, P. Streda, and K. von Klitz-
ing, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 2797 (1988).

333, Washburn, A. B. Fowler, H. Schmid, and D. Kern, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 61, 2801 (1988).

343, Komiyama, H. Hirai, S. Sasa, and S. Hiyamizu (unpub-
lished).

35B. J. van Wees, E. M. M. Williams, C. J. P. M. Harmans, C.
W. J. Beenakker, H. van Houten, J. G. Williamson, C. T.
Foxon, and J. J. Harris, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 1181 (1989).

36A. M. Chang, T. Y. Chang and H. U. Baranger, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 63, 996 (1989).

37C. 3. B. Ford, S. Washburn, M. Biittiker, C. M. Knoedler, and
J. M. Hong, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 2724 (1989).

38y K. Jain and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1542 (1988).

39J. K. Jain and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 231 (1989).

40H. U. Baranger and A. D. Stone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 63, 414
(1989).

41R. Kubo, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 12, 570 (1957); D. A. Greenwood,
Proc. Phys. Soc. London 71, 585 (1958).

42(a) I'. Smr&ka and P. Stréda, J. Phys. C 10, 2153 (1977); (b) L.
Schweitzer, B. Kraner, and A. MacKinnon, Z. Phys. B 59,
379 (1985).

43D. S. Fisher and P. A. Lee, Phys. Rev. B 23, 6851 (1981).

44A. D. Stone and A. Szafer, IBM J. Res. Dev. 32, 384 (1988).

45J. Kucera and P. Stréda, J. Phys. C 21, 4357 (1988).

46A . Bastin, C. Lewiner, O. Betbeder-Matibet, and P. Nozieres,
J. Phys. Chem. Solids 32, 1811 (1971).

47D. J. Thouless, Phys. Rev. Lett. 47, 972 (1981).

48D, C. Langreth and E. Abrahams, Phys. Rev. B 24, 2978
(1981).

49P. Stréda, J. Kucera, and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. Lett.
59, 1973 (1987).

50, K. Jain and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. B 37, 4276 (1988).

5IM. Biittiker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 229 (1989).

52p. Stréda, J. Kucera, and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. Lett.
62, 230 (1989).

53To illustrate this point, we note that in earlier work (Refs. 47
and 48) which derived the original Landauer formula
(g =T/R) from linear-response theory a crucial step in the
argument appealed to the effect of a charge-density wave of
wavelength v, /o created in the perfect leads. For a typical
measurement at frequencies on the order of hertz, this wave-
length is in the range 10°-10® cm. Clearly, any approach
which takes such an effect seriously must also do a much
better job of describing the physics of the measurement than
is done in models which represent current and voltage con-
tacts by infinite perfect leads.

54M. Biittiker, Phys. Rev. B 33, 3020 (1986).

55For recent discussions of current conservation and mesoscopic
systems, see, e.g., Ref. 18; C. L. Kane, R. A. Serota, and P. A.
Lee, Phys. Rev. B 37, 6701 (1988); A. Yu. Zyuzin and B. Z.
Spivak, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 93, 994 (1987) [Sov. Phys.—
JETP 66, 560 (1987)]; R. A. Serota, S. Feng, C. L. Kane, and
P. A. Lee, Phys. Rev. B 36, 5031 (1987); B. L. Al'tshuler, V.
E. Kravtsov, and 1. V. Lerner, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 91, 2276
(1986) [Sov. Phys.—JETP 64, 1352 (1986)]; V. E. Kravtsov, 1.
V. Lerner, and V. 1. Yudson, ibid. 94, 255 (1988); R. A. Sero-
ta, F. P. Esposito, and M. Ma, Phys. Rev. B 39, 2952 (1989).

56A. A. Abrikosov, L. P. Gor’kov, and I. E. Dzyaloshinski,
Methods of Quantum Field Theory in Statistical Physics
(Dover, New York, 1963), p. 327.

57G. D. Mahan, Many-Particle Physics (Plenum, New York,
1981), pp. 192-194. In calculations of quantum-interference
effects using perturbation theory, one is often interested in
taking the limit where the driving frequency and momentum
transfer go to zero. In such situtations, the important mo-
menta are of order 1/L;, and are not negligible compared to
Q; in fact, one is justified in taking =0 in such calculations.
We emphasize that this is a physically different situation from
the one discussed in the text.

58R. Kubo, S. I. Miyake, and N. Hashitsume, in Solid State
Physics, edited by F. Seitz and D. Turnbull (Academic, New
York, 1965), Vol. 17, p. 288.

59The diamagnetic response of mesoscopic systems is discussed
in, e.g., A. G. Aronov, A. Yu. Zyuzin, and B. Z. Spivak, .
Pis’ma Zk. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 43, 431 (1986) [JETP Lett. 43,
555 (1986)]; C. L. Kane, R. A. Serota, and P. A. Lee, in Ref.
55; N. Trivedi and D. A. Browne, Phys. Rev. B 38, 9581
(1988); O. D. Cheishvilli, Pis’ma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 48, 206



40 ELECTRICAL LINEAR-RESPONSE THEORY IN AN . .. 8193

(1988) [JETP 48, 225 (1988)]; H. Fukuyama, J. Phys. Soc.
Jpn. 58, 47 (1989).

60Working with an applied vector potential, the authors of Ref.
44 expressed the reactive response in a form which does not
obviously vanish as w—0. In fact, one can use the identity
(23) to show that the expression for the reactive response in
Ref. 44 is zero [A. Szafer (private communication)].

61C, L. Kane, R. A. Serota, and P. A. Lee, in Ref. 55.

62A. Messiah, Quantum Mechanics (Wiley, New York, 1958),
pp- 825-828.

63When calculating higher moments of the conductivity as was
done by Lee and Stone (Ref. 10) and by Al'tshuler and
Shklovskii (reference given below) using the symmetrical for-
mulation of the Kubo tensor, one is led to consider diagrams
arising from the G*G™* terms, such as the three- and four-
diffuson diagrams evaluated in Ref. 10, and, in fact, one finds
that such diagrams are not identically zero. Al'tshuler and
Shklovskii argued that such diagrams may be neglected and a
more detailed proof of this was given by Kane et al. (Ref. 55),
who showed that the sum of all such contributions must van-
ish to leading order in (kgl)”! in the weak-disorder limit.
Our result shows that such terms vanish for each impurity
configuration, independent of the degree of disorder; hence
such diagrams must cancel to all orders. The fundamental
origin of this exact cancellation is the identity (63), which im-
plies that the asymptotic behavior of terms of the form
G G™ or G~ G~ does not allow them to carry net current
into or out of the system. The numerical value for the two-
probe conductance fluctuations quoted in Ref. 10 and by
Al’tshuler and Shklowskii agree and are correct; however, the
three- and four-diffuson diagrams evaluated in Ref. 10 could
have been omitted. The exact cancellation of such contribu-
tions also simplifies the calculation of higher moments of the
conductance (B. L. Al’tshuler and B. I. Shklovskii, Zh. Eksp.
Teor. Fiz. 91, 220 (1986) [Sov. Phys.—JETP 64, 127 (1986)]).

64Appendix A of Ref. 44 noted that to define the orthogonality

relations for these states one had to consider states with
differing energies as well as the different channels which
propagate at the same energy. It was then shown that if one
attempted to normalize the states so that the orthogonality
relations were of the form (¢, |93, ) =8(e—€ )80 n
then the unitarity of the S matrix contradicted this assumed
orthogonality. Recently, it has been pointed out that if one
assumes an orthogonality relation of the form
(U walbd wa) =8(kon —kgp)8pa,n.a» no such contradiction
ensues [A. Kriman (private communication)]. An explicit
proof of the orthogonality of the scattering states, assuming
this normalization, has subsequently been constructed [A.
Kriman, A. Szafer, and A. D. Stone (unpublished)].

65R. Landauer, Z. Phys. B 68, 217 (1987).

66H. L. Engquist and P. W. Anderson, Phys. Rev. B 24, 1151
(1981).

67M. Biittiker, Y. Imry, R. Landauer, and S. Pinhas, Phys. Rev.
B 31, 6207 (1985).

68H. van Houten, C. W. J. Beenakker, P. H. M. van Loosdrecht,
T. J. Thornton, H. Ahmed, M. Pepper, C. T. Foxon, and J. J.
Harris, Phys. Rev. B 37, 8534 (1988).

69F. M. Peeters, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 589 (1988).

OD. G. Ravenhall, H. W. Wyld, and R. L. Schult, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 62, 1780 (1989).

71G. Kirczenow, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 2993 (1989).

72A. D. Stone, J. K. Jain, and H. U. Baranger (unpublished).

72@Y1,, Schweitzer, B. Kramer, A. MacKinnon, J. Phys. C 17,
4111 (1984).

73F. F. Fang and P. J. Stiles, Phys. Rev. B 27, 6487 (1983); 29,
3749 (1984).

74For a review, see A. M. M. Pruisken, in Ref. 2, p. 117, and
references therein.

75P. Stréda, J. Phys. C 15, L717 (1982).

76B. 1. Halperin, Phys. Rev. B 25, 2185 (1982).

77L. Smréka, J. Phys. C 17, L63 (1984).

78A. H. MacDonald and P. Stréda, Phys. Rev. B 29, 1616 (1984).



