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Uncompensated non-equilibrium orbital magnetization may arise at sample edges in the presence
of charge current. The value of the effect scales as the product of the current density and the electron
mean free path without any additional smallness. This non-relativistic phenomenon originates in
a lack of inversion symmetry of the electron wave functions in a vicinity of sample interfaces. In
a conducting layer, where z direction is chosen perpendicular to the surface, and the current flows
in x direction, the non-equilibrium orbital magnetization points in y direction. In a top-bottom
symmetric layer, the orbital magnetization has an opposite sign near the top and bottom interfaces
thus mimicking the symmetry of the spin-Hall effect but can exceed the latter by orders of magnitude.

The effects of orbital magnetization have been recently
suggested to play a key role in many spintronics phe-
nomena [1, 2]. Unlike magnetization arising from atomic
magnetic moments in insulators, orbital magnetization
in conductors may also be induced by circulating meso-
scopic orbital currents that are not localized to atoms.

Circulating currents in diamagnetic conductors have
been known since early days [3]. Even though such am-
pere currents are formally quite large their total effect on
magnetization is cancelled out in thermodynamic equi-
librium (with the exception of a persistent current in a
nano-ring at ultra low temperatures [4]). The cancela-
tion is a consequence of the dense (continuous) spectrum
of the extended states in the band.

Below we argue that the finite orbital magnetization
may nevertheless arise from extended states in non-
equilibrium conditions. For a sample with charge current
this leads to a finite orbital magnetization at sample sur-
faces. In this case the characteristic area circumvented
by the uncompensated circulating orbital current scales
as the square of the electron mean free path and is pro-
portional to the value of the charge current applied.

The presence of charge current creates an unequal oc-
cupation of quasiparticle states with the momentum par-
allel and anti-parallel to the current direction. When
such quasiparticles are reflected from a flat interface (that
is parallel to the current) they turn different directions
(clockwise or anti-clockwise) depending on the sign of the
momentum projection on the interface. Unequal occupa-
tion of the left and right traveling states is, then, trans-
lated to the uncompensated orbital magnetic moment on
the interface.

In this Letter we estimate the magnitude of the phe-
nomenon using Landauer-Büttiker approach to charge
transport [5]. Before we proceed with the estimate we
pause to define the orbital moment density.

In thermodynamics we often consider the total mag-
netic moment of the system as a quantity that is dual
to external magnetic field B. For the differential of the
grand potential we write dΩ = −M · dB, where M is a
total magnetic moment of the sample while dB is a differ-
ential of homogeneous external magnetic field. One may

naively generalize the relation to define magnetization as
the functional derivative of the grand potential functional
with respect to the local field B(r). Such definition is,
however, unphysical because elementary magnetic field
exists only in a form of a line and cannot be taken as a
three dimensional delta function.
Nevertheless, one can define orbital moment density

by considering a change of magnetic flux dΦ through a
small two-dimensional area (a flux tube). In this case, the
dual variable has a meaning of the two-dimensional (2D)
orbital moment density (magnetic moment per 2D area
in the plane perpendicular to the flux), dΩ = −M · dΦ.
We use this relation to define the density M of orbital
magnetic moments.
For a sake of definiteness we consider a particular sam-

ple geometry illustrated in Fig. 1. The conducting layer
of the thickness W in z direction has a large (formally
unlimited) length Ly in y direction and the length L in
x direction. The charge current is applied in x direction.
In this geometry the non-equilibrium orbital magnetiza-
tion, which points out in y direction, is formed on the
top and bottom surfaces.
In order to define the orbital moment density we choose

an external magnetic field B in the form of magnetic line

B = Φ0ŷ δ(x− x0)δ(z − z0), (1)

where ŷ is the unit vector in y direction and Φ0 is the
corresponding flux penetrating (x, z) cross-section. The
corresponding vector potential takes the form

A(r) = Φ0

(
1

2π

(r− r0)× ŷ

|(r− r0)× ŷ|2
+∇χ

)
, (2)

where χ is an arbitrary gauge field.
By computing the energy E = ⟨Ψ|H|Ψ⟩ in the presence

of A for a given state Ψ, we obtain y component of the
corresponding orbital moment density as

M(x0, z0) = − ∂E

∂Φ0

∣∣∣∣
Φ0=0

. (3)

By expanding the energy functional up to the linear order
in B one may show that the integration of the density M
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the sample geometry. Charge current flow
in x direction is a cause of finite orbital moment density at the
top and bottom interfaces. Electron quasiparticle states with
kx > 0 and kx < 0 are unequally populated due to current.
The number of interface reflections in which electron trajec-
tory turns clock-wise or anti-clockwise around y direction are
then also different. This translates into uncompensated or-
bital moment pointing out in y direction, which is formed
within the layer of the order of mean free path from the sur-
face. In a symmetric sample the effect has an opposite sign
on the top and bottom interfaces.

over the cross-section coordinates (x0, z0) must return
the definition of the full orbital moment of the sample

M =

∫
dx0dz0 M(x0, z0), (4)

which is projected here on y direction.

The definition of Eq. (3) can be further generalized
by replacing the energy with the grand potential for the
ensemble of electronic states. This definition has a clear
physical meaning. By selecting an axis (in y direction)
with the coordinates x0 and z0 we count how all charges
in the sample circulate around the axis to contribute to
angular momentum along the axis.

We may now look at the conducting sample in an ef-
fective model description that fails to resolve individ-
ual atoms or atomic orbitals and operate, instead, on
the electron envelope wave functions that are smooth on
atomic scales. The most trivial effective Hamiltonian of
that kind has a form of an effective Schrödinger equa-
tion HΨ = EΨ with H = (p − eA)2/2m + V (r), where
e = −|e| is the electron charge, the speed of light is set
to unity and V is an external or disorder potential. Here
we assume the geometry of Fig. 1 with the boundary
conditions Ψ(z = ±W/2) = 0.

Using Landauer-Büttiker approach we may construct
the density matrix for an open system with a charge cur-
rent flow. We start by looking at the ballistic system,
i. e. the system with no disorder V = 0. The population
of quantum states in a system with current flow may
be represented in terms of Landauer-Büttiker scattering
states that originate in reservoirs with different chemical
potentials. For a clean system we may define left- and

right-going scattering states as

Ψn,s,> =

√
2

WLyvx
eikxeipsy cos(qnz), (5a)

Ψn,s,< =

√
2

WLyvx
e−ikxeipsy cos(qnz), (5b)

where qn = π(2n− 1)/W for n = 1, 2, 3, . . . . Such quan-
tization follows from the hard-wall boundary conditions
in z direction. In our model we have vx = ℏk/m and
k =

√
2mE/ℏ2 − q2n − p2s > 0. The scattering states

yield the spectral equation HΨ = EΨ.
In this calculation we assume Ly ≫ W , hence we

may not worry about the boundary condition in y di-
rection. Here we simply assume that those are periodic
Ψ(y = 0) = Ψ(y = Ly), hence ps = 2πs/Ly with an
arbitrary integer s (negative, zero and positive). The
scattering states in our setup are, therefore, numerated
by two integer indexes n and s, where n is positive and
s is arbitrary.
The scattering states are normalized to the unit charge

current flux. The current in the state Ψ is defined as
J [Ψ] = −ieℏ

(
Ψ†(∇Ψ)− (∇Ψ†)Ψ

)
/2m. For the scat-

tering states it gives

Jx[Ψ>] = −Jx[Ψ<] =
2e

LyW
cos2(qnz). (6)

The charge flux of the scattering state is given by

Q[Ψ] =

∫ W/2

−W/2

dz

∫ Ly

0

dy Jx[Ψ], (7)

hence, indeed, we have Q[Ψ>] = e and Q[Ψ<] = −e as
the normalization condition [6].
In the Landauer-Büttiker picture the scattering states

are filled according to the population of energy levels in
the left and right reservoirs. The states Ψ> are filled
according the Fermi-Dirac distribution function fL(E),
while the states Ψ< are filled according the Fermi-Dirac
distribution function fR(E). Thus, we find the total cur-
rent (from left to right) as

I =
∑
s,n

∫
dE

2πℏ
(Q[Ψn,s,>]fL(E) +Q[Ψn,s,<]fR(E))

= e

∫
dE

2πℏ
(fL(E)− fR(E))N(E). (8)

The quantity N(E) counts the number of open channels,
i. e. the number of possible choices for n and s such that
k remains real,

N(E) = 2

∞∑
s=−∞

∞∑
n=1

Θ(q2n + p2s ≤ 2mE/ℏ2) =
WLy

4π
k2F,

where k2F = 2mE/ℏ2 and the factor 2 takes care of the
electron spin. The expression of Eq. (8) is nothing but
the celebrated Landauer formula.
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In the linear response one can use

fL(E)−fR(E) = f(EF−eVbias)−f(EF) ≈ eVbias

(
− ∂f

∂E

)
,

where EF is the Fermi energy and Vbias is the voltage
bias applied. Furthermore, for any practical purpose we
can use −∂f/∂E = δ(E − EF) and obtain

I =
e2

4πh
WLyk

2
F Vbias =

e2

h
WLyνEFVbias, (9)

where ν = m/2πℏ2 is the 2D density of states. Clearly
WLyνEF ≫ 1 is a dimensionless quantity that quantifies
the sample conductance.

Following the same ideology we may also compute the
uncompensated orbital moment density that arise in the
presence of charge current. First of all we add the vector
potential from Eq. (2) to the effective Hamiltonian using
the Peierls substitution. The contribution to the electron
free energy in the linear order with respect to the vector
potential is given by

δΩ = −
∫

d3r j(r) ·A(r), (10)

where j(r) is the charge current density. We ignore here
the diamagnetic term, which is proportional to A2, since
we are interested in the orbital magnetization in the ab-
sence of external field (see Eq. (3)).

By differentiating δΩ with respect to Φ0 (assuming
Φ0 = 0) we obtain the orbital moment density as

M(r0) =

∫
d3r j(r)·

(
1

2π

(r− r0)× ŷ

|(r− r0)× ŷ|2
+∇χ

)
, (11)

where r0 = (x0, 0, z0) specifies the axis. We see that
the gauge field χ drops off the expression above due to
the charge conservation. We may always perform the
integration by parts and use ∇ · j = 0 for any j that is
computed on a spectral eigenstate. The integration by
parts is justified since the current density is vanishing
beyond the sample boundaries.

To define the total orbital momentum of the sample
one may choose the vector potential in the symmetric
gauge A = B ŷ × r/2, which corresponds to the homo-
geneous field B = Bŷ. The derivative of energy over B
returns, then, the total moment in y direction as [7]

M =
1

2

∫
d3r ŷ · [r× j(r)] . (12)

The definition of the total orbital moment (12) is noto-
riously difficult to apply in conducting samples due to
the fact that the operator r is unbounded [8, 9]. Regu-
larization schemes have been suggested to overcome the
problem [10–13]. In contrast the definition of orbital mo-
ment density (11) is well-defined and does not require
any further regularization. Even though the relation of

FIG. 2. The 2D orbital moment density profile from Eq. (15).
The density is reaching the value I on the top and bottom
interfaces. The effect of Friedel oscillations (described by J1

function) is weak and vanishes in the limit kFW ≫ 1. In this
limit one finds M(z0) = 2Iz0/W .

Eq. (4) must hold by construction, it may be violated in
practice if the regularization of Eq. (12) does not respect
the gauge symmetry.
The orbital moment density M is measured in Am-

pers, i. e. in the units of charge current. Indeed, the
magnetization units are A/m, hence the magnetic mo-
ment per length square correspond to Ampers. Since
the current density j is measured in Ampers per length
square, the dimension of Eq. (11) is evidently correct.
The magnetic moment M is measured in Ampers times
the length squared.
In our setup we have j = jxx̂. To compute the expec-

tation value of M we have to use the same procedure as
for the computation of current,

M =− 2
∑
s,n

∫
d3r

∫
dE

2πℏ
1

2π

z − z0
(x− x0)2 + (z − z0)2

× (fL(E)Jx[Ψn,s,>] + fR(E)Jx[Ψn,s,<]) , (13)

where the overall factor 2 takes care of electron spin. In
the other words, the result is obtained by summing up
all contributions from all scattering states that are filled.
Using the result of Eq. (6) we find

M =
−2e

πhLyW

∑
s,n

∫
d3r

∫
dE (fL(E)− fR(E))

× z − z0
(x− x0)2 + (z − z0)2

cos2(qnz). (14)

Now we have to apply the definition of Eq. (9) and relate
the density M to the total current. We use again Eq. (9)
to project on the Fermi level. The summation over the
channels in Eq. (14) is performed as

2

∞∑
s=−∞

∞∑
n=1

cos2(qnz)Θ(q2n + p2s ≤ 2mE/ℏ2)

=
LyW

4π
k2F

(
1 +

J1(2kFz)

kFz

)
= N(E)

(
1 +

J1(2kFz)

kFz

)
,
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FIG. 3. The sketch of orbital moment density M profile in
the presence of disorder.

where J1(x) is the Bessel function. Thus we find

M =− I
1

πW

∫∫
dx dz

(
1 +

J1(2kFz)

kFz

)
× z − z0

(x− x0)2 + (z − z0)2
, (15)

where we have also performed the integration over y. It
is easy to see that the expression is almost independent
on x0 apart from the vicinity of edges in x direction.
(We assume L ≫ W where L is the system length in x
direction). The dependence on z0 is illustrated in Fig. 2.

The Bessel function in Eq. (15) takes into account mul-
tiple reflections from the sample boundaries, which de-
scribe Friedel oscillations from the boundary. The rela-
tive contribution of the Friedel oscillations to the orbital
moment density becomes, however, irrelevant for samples
which are much wider than the Fermi wave length. For
L ≫ W and WkF ≫ 1, the result of Eq. (15) simplifies
to M(x0, z0) = 2Iz0/W .
The total magnetic moment M is clearly vanishing

in our system due to the exact top-bottom symmetry
z → −z, while the orbital moment density is finite. The
finite value of the density is clearly related to the fact that
current carrying wave functions are sensitive to sample
edges and are not symmetric with respect to the top-
bottom inversion. As the result the density reaches its
maximal (though the opposite) values at the top and bot-
tom interfaces.

Let us now speculate on the modification of the result
of Eq. (15) in a more realistic case of a disordered system.
In a disordered sample the wave-functions at a distance
larger than the mean free path ℓ are not sensitive to the
boundary condition, hence, they cannot contribute to the
orbital moment density. Thus, the latter will be entirely
determined by a layer of the order of the mean free path
from the surface. Let us model the layer of the thickness
ℓ near the interface as a ballistic sample but with the
condition M = 0 at the depth ℓ from the surface.

For kFℓ ≫ 1 the orbital moment density M increases
linearly from 0 at a distance ℓ from the surface to the

value 2Iℓ/W at the surface (where I is the total current).
Thus the total orbital magnetic moment of the surface
layer is given by

Medge = Iℓ2L/W, (16)

For this estimate we assume that the electron density is
constant up to the sample boundary where it is abruptly
vanishing. In semiconducting samples this may not be
the case since the electron gas may be gradually depleted
or populated in a vicinity of the surface, which might be
an especially strong at the interface between two materi-
als. The charge redistribution may change both the mag-
nitude and even the sign of the orbital moment density
at the surface and has to be analyzed separately.
For a disordered metallic sample the anticipated result

is sketched in Fig. 3. The result of Eq. (16) scales as
ℓ2 which suggests that the orbital magnetic moment is
accumulated from the characteristic area of ℓ2 near the
edge. This area is clearly much larger than the atomic
cross-section which represents a notable difficulty for any
ab initio (atomistic) approach to the phenomenon [13].
It may also be instructive to introduce the average cur-

rent density j̄ instead of the total current I = LyW j̄ in
order to rewrite the result of Eq. (16) as

Medge = j̄ℓ2LLy. (17)

In terms of the standard magnetization (which is the ra-
tio of the magnetic moment to the corresponding volume)
we estimate the edge magnetization as

M3D
edge =

Medge

LyLℓ
= j̄ℓ, (18)

which is a very large effect that contains no spin-orbit
smallness. We note that Rashba-Edelstein and spin Hall
effects [14–16], which have the same symmetry, do nec-
essarily contain an additional small factor ∆so/EF and
(∆so/EF)

2 respectively, where ∆so is a spin-orbit split-
ting. This factor is of the order of 10−2 – 10−9 thus
strongly suppressing the role of these effects.
The non-equilibrium orbital magnetization effect may

also provide an alternative explanation to experimental
observations that are currently attributed to the orbital
Hall effect [17–21].
In conclusion we have considered orbital magnetic mo-

ment that arise at the surface of a conducting sample in
the presence of parallel current flow. The effect is due to
unequal number of surface reflections for quasi-particles
with kx > 0 and kx < 0. The phenomenon does not
rely upon any spin-orbit coupling. The effect is identical
in symmetry to the spin-Hall or Rashba-Edelstein effects
but exceeds those by orders of magnitude. The corre-
sponding non-equilibrium edge magnetization can reach
the value j̄ℓ where ℓ is the electron mean free path and
j̄ = I/LyW is the charge current density in the sample.
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The effect depends on the quality of the interface and is
suppressed for disordered interfaces. The effect provides
an alternative explanation to the measurements that are
currently attributed to the orbital Hall, Rashba-Edelstein
and Spin-Hall effects. More detailed theory is, however,
required to understand the role of possible electron den-
sity gradient at the surface and a similar effect that takes
place in hydrodynamics regime due to formation of cur-
rent vortices.
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