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A bstract

P resently, the m ain m ethods for describing a non-equilbrium chargetransporting steady state
arebased on tin eevolving i from the iniial zero-current situation. An altemative class oftheories
would give the statistical non-equillbbrium density operator from principles of statistical m echanics,
In a spirit close to G bbsensem bles forequilbrium system s, lading to a variationalprinciple for the
non-equilbrium steady state. W e discuss the existing attem pts to achieve this using the m axin um
entropy principle based on constraining the average current. W e show that the current-constrained
theories result In a zero Induced drop In electrostatic potential, so that such ensambles cannot
correspond to the tin eevolved densiy m atrix, unless keft— and right-going scattering states are

m utually incoherent
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I. NTRODUCTION

The problem of charge trangport through nanoscale ob fcts becam e a very intensive area
of research during the last few years. Num erical calculations re ect the rapidly advancing
developm ent of experin ental techniques exploring typical characteristics of atom ic w ires
or single-m olkcul jmctjonsll:’r-?: . The m ost usual theoretical m ethods used to address these
issues are either direct occupation of scattering stateslé’i’: or using the non-equilbbrium G reen’s
function form alian for steady-state (NEGF)E‘I-;‘ . Both of these rly upon an assum ption
that the use of a ground-state density—flinctional theory gives the e ective selfconsistent
potential. This assum ption is now known not to be correct even though corrections to it
m ight be relatively an all, which is particularly true for system s w ith open dqannelsﬁ'}:; . The
NEGF method m akes use of sam in nite reservoirs which dem and further approxin ations
to the e ective potential if one is to be abl to perform ab inito studies of the system s of
Interest, eg. typically the electronic structure of the lads are taken as that of the leads in
equilbbrium . T he errors included thisway can be assessed and calculations for representative
system s suggest them to be no m ore than a few pen:\ent'-al . A seoond source of discrepancies
between the experin entaland theoreticalwork com es from the am biguity ofthe geom etry of
them olecular junction one em ploys. Them ost comm on choice is the ground state geom etry.
Even though several interesting results conceming non-equilbbrium forces @(Jséa’ii, ab iniHo
studies of current-distorted geom etries are still absent.

A In ost all of the above-m entioned developm ent is based on tim eevolution as a m eans
to obtain the non-equilbrium steady state'li&g&z, although In m ost cases the tin e evolution
isused only form ally for the derivation of the form ulae used within the NEGF form align .
T he other altemative would be to use som e sort of varational principle that would directly
lead us to the non-equilbrium density m atrix (or state). W hile it m ight be di cult to be-
lieve that such a principle would exist or a general dissipative system , its existence for the
purposes of quantum transport is relatively easy to accept. At the level of a non-interacting
or m ean— eld description of the electrons, it has been known for some tin e that such a
variational principle ex:stslg"}z’, and it can be extended fom ally to fully interacting elec—
tron system s, provided that there is a physical relaxation process that \washes out" nitial
oorte]a‘uons'.-l? . These are based on the search for a state wih m Ininum energy, consistent

w ith prescribed num bers of right— and of left-going elkctrons ereafter referred to as the



\leftright" schem e, LR S) or prescribbed average current (current constrained approaches).
The LR S prescription is directly m otivated by the LandauerB uttiker form alism 43 developed
form esoscopic systam s and can be generalized by m axin izing the inform ation entropy w ith
constraints on the average energy (corresponding to the Introduction of the tem perature
In equilbbrium ) and average num bers of left— and right-going particles To ram ove the con—
cept of sihgleparticke orbitals from this approach, Frensky suggested to constrain the local

W igner distribbution functions for electrons w ith positive and negative m om enta in the left
and right lead respectjyely'lé . This has the advantage that i can be used also for interacting
approaches as has been dem onstrated recently by D elaney and G J:eerga . A di erent exten-
sion of the singleparticle theory was presented by Hersh e]d'h:, who fom ally constructed a
non-equilbrium steady-state density m atrix using m any-body eld operators corresoonding
to generalizations of the scattering states.

A s a altemative to the density constraint, ssveral authors have suggested the total cur-
ERRIEEIEIET . The qument

[N

rent as a m eans to keep the steady state out of equilbbrium
constraint, unlke the density constraint, has inm ediately a wellde ned form even for In—
teracting electrons. It was soon realized that the current-constrained density m atrix corre-
goonds to a situation di erent to that obtained w ithin the LR S, although no clear consensus
exists regarding w hat experin ental situation it describbes. Tt hasbeen m entioned already In
the work of N g"}E that the theory should correspond to a constant-current experin ent (@s
opposed to constantvolage). H owever, this cannot be the only criterion, since the system
of interest isvery an alland so the ability ofthe system to explore the whole H ibert space of
adm issible density m atrices should be considered w ith care. T he Jatter property is indeed at
the center of the fom ulation em ploying constrained searches w ithin the m axin um entropy
p]ﬂl’lCJp]«sj?z";-278 . In this respect it is Interesting to note recent work by D iVentra and Todorovéi
who have form ally considered a variational principle based on constraining the current for
a quasisteady state of discharge of a large but nite electrodes through a nanojunction.
T he steady-state-current constrained ensam bles, which are the sub Fct of the present paper,
should correspond to a lJong-tin e and In nitesize lim it of their considerations.

T he various current-constraint form ulationsdi er in som e details. N g:ﬁ considers a treat—
m ent where the current operator is altered In such a way that it does not m ix the right-
and left-going scattering states. To achieve this one has to drop allthe o -diagonalm atrix

elem ents of the current operator in the scattering-states representation. This eventually



Jeads to a theory that is sin ilar to the LR S, but w ith the occupancies now depending on

the current that the particular state carries, aswell as its energy. T he applied bias is deter-
m ined from the di erence In the local electrocheam ical potential between the keft and right

asym ptotic regionswhich, strictly speaking, corresponds to the electrostatic drop around the
sam ple. H elhonen and Johnso o122 consider only system s that are translationally invariant
along the current ow . Under such circum stances the o -diagonalm atrix elem ents of the

current operator are absent by sym m etry and the notion of applied biasisonly form al. They

determm ine the latter from the analogy w ith the scattering-states-occupation theory and the
resulting I V characteristics in the linear regin e are dentical to the LR S description. O ne
should point out that this analogy fails as soon as one enters a strongly non-linear I  V

regin e w ith, for exam ple, a current ow through a resonant barrier.

In both of these treatm ents the e ective Ham iltonian w ith the current constraint com —
m utesw ith the physicalH am iltonian or, in other words, that the constrained density m atrix
is stationary. The approach developed by K osov:ga-’:?:% departs from this point and instead
constrains the current to be uniform throughout the system . A s a resul, the density m a—
trix is not tin e-independent which brings Into question is relevance for the description of
a steady state. The problem of the steady-state character of the density m atrix obtained
from a current-constrained search has been studied by the authors of this papeﬁ'@é . Ikt has
been found that the steady-state requirem ent does rem ove m ost of the o diagonalm atrix
elem ents of the current operator, as isassum ed by N g. H owever, those o -diagonalelam ents
between states with the sam e energy do not disappear, which lads to a density m atrix
di erent from that anticipated by Ng. The induced drop In the potential was found from
the Jocalneutrality conditions in the asym ptotic regions, in a m anner sin ilar to that ofNg,
and the paper additionally discussed the relation ofthe Lagrangem ultiplier A (that in poses
the current constraint) to the applied bias volage.

The ain of this paper is to present a clear relationship between the abovem entioned
current-constraining schem es, as well as to discuss their 1im itations. W e start by analyzing
the role of the extemal applied bias w ithin the form alisn . This yields a link between the
tin eevolved and variational approaches, and gives a supportive argum ent for the form of
the steady-state requirem ents in plem ented in our ear]jerworkéé . In Section [II] we address
the nduced drop in the electrostatic potential. C onversely to what hasbeen clain ed before

we have found that unlesswe ram ove allofthe o -diagonalelem ents of the current operator,



the Induced drop is exactly zero. T his holds for the uniform -current approach, discussed in
the Section ¥, where all elem ents are retained?? as well as for the approach (used in our
previous SU.deEE-’) In which the current operatorhas o -diagonals only between equalenergy
states. In Section V! we describe how m any-body interactions of the electrons w ith the
environm ent correct the previous resuls to a physically m eaningfiil picture where nonzero

drop In the potential is found and the agreem ent w ith the conventional approaches NEGF,

LR S) achieved w ithin the lnear response regin e.

II. APPLIED EXTERNAL FIELD AND MAXIM UM ENTROPY

W e describe the steady-state-current situation using the m aximum entropy principle for

the statistical density operator 8
( )
Tr[*og(®)] Tr; Ay =05 @)

where ; are Lagrangem ultipliers that guarantee chosen values, A ;, ofthe averages of chosen
operators AAi. T hat is, instead of follow ing the speci ¢ tim e evolution caused by an applied
external eld, we assum e that the nalsteady-state is representable by the statisticaldensity
operator * that possess the sam e current and/or induced drop In potential. W hile allofthe
existing schem es agree on using the totalenergy and totalnum ber of electrons as two ofthe
constrained operators X';, the constraint that keeps the system out ofequilbrium varies and
is either the total current or the occupancies of right—-and left-going scattering states.

In realtin e evolution approaches, there are no non-equillborium constraints orm ultipliers.
Tnstead, the applied extemal eld acts as a driving force for the current ow . The character
oftheextemal eld seam sto be a source ofcertain confusion in the com m unity. Som e authors

use a ram p-lke extemal potential that hasa nite slope between oontactsr@q'g‘; even w ithin
m axin um entropy schem es, w hilke som e avoid itspressnce a_’tl:oc_:je‘thelz:lg"ﬁéiééé6 . On theother
hand, in calculationsbased on the tin e evolution (scattering states, NEGF fom alisn ), the
role ofthe applied extemal eld is frequently circum vented by the application ofa di erence
In electrochem ical potential between two initially isolated leads. The elctrons are taken
to be non-interacting whilke in the leads. This construction, however, leads to violation of
local charge neutrality In the non-interacting regions as discussed elssw herelé . Neither does

it clarify the relation between the totaland induced electric eld. C learly, the problem with



the applied extermal eld can be tracked down to the fact that one tries to m odel the e ect
of the battery w ithin the calculation.

T he appropriate form ofthe applied el isavailable from considerations originally m ade
In the linear response regin ég . To have a systam In nite along the direction of ow and
characterized by a nite drop in extemalpotential, V , one needsto consider the Jarge-tin e
lim it ofa eld

\4
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where (x) is the unit step function, x is the direction of current ow and u is the desired
goeed of the front between the region with an applied eld and that wihout eld. This
represents a situation that has a constant drop V in the potential at all tines t and,
for su ciently large u Vg, I produces a uniform current even in the case of interacting
electrons, ie. the eld isnot screened out. T he steady state iscbtained in thet! 1 Ilm it
where the drop V persists, but the external eld In any nite part of system is zero. (eg.
Ex= 0;t)= V=@ut) ! 0). The initial Jocalization of the eld-containing region laves
no long-tim e signature other than the steady current that ows, and associated changes in
the electronic structure such as density or induced potential.

T he above considerations of the steady state show that the H am iltonian w ith zero applied

eld must be used when constructing the density operator w ithin the m axinum entropy

ansatz. Sin ilarly, webelieve that theuss ofa niteextemal eld togetherw ith them axin um
entropy prescription is sin ply incorrect, and its application in other calculations should be
reconsidered. The induced eld will, however, appear in the calculation as a consequence of
the current constraint applied to the density m atrix.

T he second outoom e of this cbservation concems the steady-state character of the sys—
tam . Once we accept that the Ham iltonian present is that w ithout the applied eld, the
stationarity of the statistical density operator requjreée

~H =0 @3)

T his dentity has to be lncluded when perform ing the constrained search for the operator .
At the sam e tin e, it should be clear that this condition can be ful Iled only for a system
In nite along the direction of the current ow . (The only exception is a system of perfect

translational nvariance and nite perodic boundary conditions. A s this represents a very



goecial and highly non-generic case { an arirarly sm all perturbing potential sooils the
perfect translational nvariance and therefore the ability of the system to carry current { we
w il not be concemed w ith it in our further discussion.)

The condition (3) hasbeen shown to ollow also from a tim e-evolution point of view by
Hersh e]dﬂ; . In thiswork i is also correctly pointed out that, as opposed to the equillorium
expectation value, non-equilbbrium system s are characterized by an e ective Ham iltonian
that enters the statistical density operator, which is di erent from the true physical H am il-
tonian characterizing the tin e evolution or tim ecorrelations in the system . This, as we
w ill see, signi cantly com plicates the form aldevelopm ent of the theory for interacting non-—
equilbrium steady-state system s.

ITT. THE INVARIANT CURRENT APPROACH AND THE INDUCED DROP IN

THE POTENTIAL

In the nvariant-current approach the constraint that keeps the system out ofequilibrium

is chosen to be the current at a particular point, xq

Z h i
Ike)= dS Tri&oe;viz) ; @)

where ﬁ'(x;y;z) is the operator of the current density at r= (X;y;z). Aswe have shown-q,
this requirem ent, together w ith the steady-state restriction (), Jeads to the statistical op—

erator

A= expf 158 N af%g: ©)

Z g

20 . 1 A
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which is lndependent of the position of current m easurem ent xq,. This arises from the fact
that fora stationary density m atrix the current ful llsthe continuity equation r /ﬁ= n= 0.
T he tin edependence of the operator T () is detem ined by the H am iltonian of the system
K which, sin ilarly to the case of scattering eld operators In Hersh eld’s work:-ﬁ-, hinders
the developm ent of the theory for interacting electrons.



At them ean— eld level of approxin ation, the oneparticle density m atrix can be used to
obtain all required quantities. Instead of the m any-body H am iltonian we need to consider
the e ective oneparticke Ham iltonian given by:?

f= %@§+V(x> At x); (7)

where V (x) is the selfconsistent potential, chem ical potential, A a Lagrange m ultiplier
belonging to the current constraint and I° the invariant current operator. Even though
we eventually obtain the oneparticle density m atrix that closely resem bles the usual local
Ferm i distrbution, is derivation is non-trivial. The problem arises from the fact that our
system cannot, strictly speaking, be obtained as a lim it of a nite one. First, the nite
drop In the potential, , makes it Inpossble to consider periodic boundary conditions,

and, second, the existence of a non—zero current ow hinders the construction of hard walls
plced at nite, but large distances at right and lft, as used by A daw 3'.52 . Sin ilarly, the
use of periodic boundary conditions, as In plicitly appear in som e current-constraint-based
treatm enté'ﬁ}’;-ziéé, is not consistent w ith the possible existence of an overall drop In the
electrostatic potential and the non—zero current. For these reasons we give its detailed
derivation in the Appendix Ai. T he resulting one-particle density m atrix is

Z
X E; (><) E; (XO)

0
nx;x) N - )+1 8)

where g, (X)areenergy-nom alized states that diagonalize the H am iltonian {’_7,) and E E)
are the corresgponding eigenvalues. The latter can be expressed in the basis of scattering

states of the physical H am ittonian (ie. w ithout the term containing the current operator in
Eq. )

where g, x); = R;L represent right-or left-going scattering states at the energy E given
asym ptotically as

1 igx

Er X>>0) = ?ﬁte ; 10)
1 ikx

gL << 0) = Pﬁte ; 11)

bp— p—
where k = 2E and g = 2E + ) are the wave-vectors on the far kft and far right

resoectively and t and t are transn ission am plitudes for right-going and left-going electrons



respectively. (tand tdepend on the energy but we w illnot w rite this dependence explicitly.)
W enotethatthestates y; canbe labeled w ith the energy because thee ective H am iltonian
comm utes w ith the physical one, as required by the stationarity condition ). From this
and a glance at Eq. (1) i ©llows that the states , are sinultaneously eigenstates of the
invariant current operator I°. Therefore the second index di erentiates between energy—
degenerate states which, in the sim plest case ofa single 1D channel considered here, attains
two di erent values, '+ ' and -, depending on the sign of the invariant current eigenvalue of
the respective state. In Appendix B we show that the states p,, and g, transfom one

into another under the tin exeversal T,
T g, = =& 5, (12)

T he Jatter relation has an im portant consequence for the induced change in the density In
the linear regin e, as we w ill discuss below .

W e have already Indicated that the scattering-states representation plays a findam ental
role not only in the LR S approach but also In the current-constraint schem es. Ik is therefore

usefi1] to express the current operator in the scattering states representations?

2 3
dl . x<< 0 1 3 re
2 % = ;1071 Sy,-]_Sl; =4 k 5; (13)
T ;ijf
dI . x>> 0) dI . ®x<< 0)
2 ——— = o o+ 8Y.8,, =2 —————; 14
aE 2 2 2°2; o ; 14)
where S , is the scattering m atrix
2 3
rt
s,=4 93 15)
tr

and the last equality in Eq. ({4) ©llows from the unitarity of S ; (current conservation)
and t;r and € r are the tranam ission and re ection am plitudes for right- and left- going
electrons. Sin ilarly to the latter, we do not w rite explicitly the energy dependence of the
S-m atrix or the current operator m atrix. Since the invariant current operator I° in (h is
related to the m atrix of the current operator m ultiplied by a delta-function of energy (see

Appendix &!),

’€; ;E% ) A=—"1X E E) K; (16)



the states g, (x) automatically diagonalize the kinetic and potential energy temm s in
Eqg. §1). To diagonalize the com plkte e ective Ham iltonian they need to diagonalize also
the current operator which is given by Eq.d3. The unitary transform that achieves this has

been found befre?d

2 3
pr =13 pr =17

6 2a 1) 20+ 319 1

e 17

4 e i1 5 @7)

T ing
21 1) 21+ 19

w ith the corresponding e ective eigenvalues

E E)=E &K 18)

T he calculation ofthe current is then straightforw ard using the oneparticle density m atrix,

hT x)i= dE U’

(S 9)

U sing this expression we nd the dependence of the current on the renom alized Lagrange
multiplier X.

For com parison w ith other approaches as well as experin ents, we also need the depen-
dence of the current on the drop In the electrostatic potential, , which can be cbtained

from the induced change in the density n (x) via the expression
Z
k) = v&;x) nE)dx%

= +1) ( 1); 20)

where v (x;x% is an appropriate e ective electron-electron interaction. A ltematively,

can be obtained from the localneutrality conditions in the right and lkft e]ectrodesl?l for the
self-consistently determ ined scattering m atrix (hence the link to the resistivity djpolesbased
formula). The local neutrality conditions dem and

nxk<< 0)+ 0 (1)

nx>> 0)+ ry 0; 22)

where ny is the positive charge density of the background, assum ed to be the sam e in both
electrodes for sin plicity. Subtracting these two we get a single condition

n=nx<< 0) nx>>0)=0 (23)

10



T his identity alone can be used to detem ine the drop in the potential , for given values
of & and . The density In the asym ptotic regions is obtained in a way sin ilar to the total
current: we rst nd the expressions for the m atrix of the density In the asym ptotic regions
w ithin the scattering states representation

dn & << 0) 1 1 1 1dI & << 0)
= a at —S7 aS1,;, = — a4 a4 T 24)
dE 2 k 2 k k k dE
dn &>> 0) 1 1 v 1 1dI ®>> 0)
= 2 2 + —S -282; = 2 2 + - : (25)
dE 2 g 2 q ° q q dE
Second, we express the Iocalneutrality condition ¢3) using the density m atrix
Z
X 1 dn . << 0 dn . >> 0
dE Uy; ; & ) ; & ) U, =0: (26)
. e E® )44 dE dE
To obtaln algebraic resuls we need to restrict our treatm ent to the ' 1 Ilmi (corre—

goonding to the density m atrix w ith them inin alenergy for given constraints). Under these
circum stances the e ective Fem idistrbution takes the form

1
e € )y

a E+ETE)I+ 2 ( E KIE)); @)

where the two step functions () correspond to the positive and negative eigenvalues in
Eqg.d8. Assuming & > 0, we see that starting from E > , = K¥( ,)jand up to
E < ;= + KF(,:)jonk one ofthe two degenerate states , willbe occupjed:-a;a .

ForE < , theocontrbutionsto the density clearly can not depend on the unitary rotation
between the scattering states and we therefore have

X 4n . X dn , 1
" x << 0) ~®<< 0)U ,; = vy @8)

Il
(@
<

dE . .

X dn . 1
—x>>0) = —: (29)

q

T he contribution from the singly occupied state g, -1 %) we nd from Egs. @4,2517) with

a surprisingly sim ple result

dn“( << 0) * gy & )U = 30)
% = . = ;
oY 2k
_ 1 (31)
2 q
Finally combining Egs. €129.28,130,31) in the Eq. £6) we get
Z Z Z Z
2 1 dE 2 dE 1 dE
Sy = = — = 0: (32)
0 k , 2k q , 2.9

11



T he last equation can be satis ed only for = 0. Thism eans that the invarant-current
schem e with the o -diagonal elem ents at the sam e energy retained leads to no inducsd
potential drop and therefore its applicability to com m on nano-contacts is doubtfii], even in
a constant-current experin ent.

Q ualitatively, this result is a consequence of the fact that the contribution to the density
perenergy of each doubly degenerate state y; , dn ; =dE, is alm ost the sam egé far right
and far keft (see Egs. (3031)). If we assum e that the right-elkctrode, having the sam e
badkground charge density as the kft one, has the bottom of its local density of states at
E = , below that of the lft electrode E = 0), occupying this portion of the energy
soectrum E < 0) w illpartially com pensate for the badkground charge in the right electrode.
O nce the states below the bottom of the kft electrode are lled, adding each electron Into
next state y,; will contribute In both electrodes alm ost equally so that when attem pting
to com pensate for the background charge of the lkft electrode we w ill inevitably overload
the right electrode or, when neutralizing the right electrode there w ill not yet be enough
electronic charge in the left one. W e would like to stress that the above reached conclusions
arevald for ! 1 limi, nite X and a regin e, In which the equations for ; and , have
a unigue solution. The latter fails to be fiul lled if either | or , approaches a resonant
energy level of the potentialV (x).)

An even m ore surprising result appears in the linearresponse regin e, ie. when A 1% < <

U nder these circum stances the nduced change in the density n x),
nx)=nE;x)3 nE;x)F_q;

where n (x;x)J is the diagonalofthe density m atrix given In the Eq. @) ora given (am all)
value of the renom alized Lagrange m ultiplier X, is sin ply given by

nx)=&X¥()j . ®F J ®F +0 FF): 33)

U sing the tin exeversal character of the states i, , Eq. (12), we inm ediately obtain that

n®)= 0 (&7F), ie. there isno change ofthe density in the linear regin e. U sing this result
in the omula for the induced drop, Eq. €0), we once again con m the above cbtained
result (valid even for nite K') of zero Induced drop in electro-static potential.

12



Iv. THE INVARIANT CURRENT APPROACH W ITH DECOHERENCE

T he situation is quite di erent when the o -diagonals of the Invariant current operator
are dropped. This makes the density matrix ) identical to that given by N(j-%g-'. The
elin ination of the o -diagonals can be m ade physically plausble from the assum ption of
phase Independence between the right- and left- going scattering states. Namely if we
ascribe an independent uctuating phase e*  to each of these two, the o -diagonalm atrix
elem ents of the one-particle density m atrix, Eq. ), are easily seen to be averaged to zero.
The e ect of the coupling to the environm ent is to suppress, through averaging over a

uctuating phase, any m ixing of keft— and right- going states In the pure states that are
summ ed In the density m atrix. In e ect, these pure states are constrained to be either left—
or right-going. Thism eans that the o -diagonalelem ents of the current operator no longer
play any rok in the determ ination of the steady-state density m atrix.

To recast the above considerations Into a m ore form al lJanguage we need to inclide a
description of the e ect of the environm ent In the G reen’s-finction-based derivation of the
one-particlke density m atrix given in A ppendix @!). The G reen’s function, that directly leads
to the oneparticle density m atrix, is de ned in tem s of the tin e-ordered product of the

eld operators,
G@;1)= Tr"Tf @) YQ)g ; (34)

where * is the m any-body density m atrix that speci es occupations of the states of the
whole system , ie. the degrees of freedom ofthe environm ent that cause the above discussed
uctuating phases. Rew riting the G reen’s function In tem s of creation and annihilation

operators of electrons In the scattering states,

z X h i
G (2;1) = AEdE® 5, ®) o, ®)Tr "Tfa, )G, () ; (35)

we observe that the G reen’s function will have only the diagonal elem ents w ith respect to
the ; = R=L Index, ie.
: Z
h i d d

Tr "Tfe,; ()G, (a)g  Tr  —— e el Tfg, )G, (g ;i (36)

where %, is a m any-electron density operator already w ithout the environm ent’s degrees of

freedom which were e ectively taken into account via averaging over the phases of the right—

13



and left- going scattering states. From this i follow s that the equation ofm otion for this
G reen’s function, Eq. @ 8), is already in a diagonal form and so is the oneparticle density
m atrix n x;x%), Eq. & 17).

A nticipating the sources of decoherence and therefore the irrelevance of the invariant cur-
rent operator'so -diagonalelem ents, we can proceed rather straightforwardly in a derivation
ofN g’s'-l";f aswellas our form er Iesu_’tts'@é for the theory w ith decoupled right-and left-going
states. Since the current m atrix (13) ise ectively in a diagonal orm , we can obtain the re—
sults considering the transform U , = . , sothatthestates g, (x), entering the onebody
density m atrix ), are directly the scattering states. The e ective eigenvalies prescrbing

the occupations are then given by
E E)=E KIE)F: 37)

W hat com es as an essential di erence, as com pared to the case when the decoherence is not

acoounted for, is that the contriloution to the density from the singly-occupied states now

gives
dniy _ 2 jicE)ﬁ
k<< 0)——72]( ; (38)
dni, _ jZCE)f
= x>>0) = 2 q (39)

as can be easily seen by inspection of the expression @4), £5), €3). C learly, the contriou—
tions to the localdensities far right and far left are now signi cantly di erent and therefore
the qualitative argum ent for zero induced drop In the potentialdoes not apply. U sihg expres—

sions (38),89) in the local neutrality condition ¢3) eventually leads to the linear regponse

result
=281 fr()F: (40

U sing equations (19), €7) and {13) we obtain the current in the linear response

HTi= 2K E( >fi; 3, @1)
and therefore com bining the last two expressions we arrive at the well known resullfié
I _ 1303
— = — = 42
2 ()3 42
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for the so called 4-point conductance, a result already m entioned also within current con—
straining schem e 1924 and in agreem ent with the LR S and therefore it is also com patible
w ith the linear regin e of the LandauerB uttiker form alian .

To summ arize this section, Incorporating a decoherence caused by m any-body Interac—
tions, the Invarant current approach does lead to a non—zero induced drop and the resulting
oconductance is identical to that cbtained wihinh NEGF form alisn aswell as the LRS.W e
should stress that the way we have incorporated the decoherence contains assum ptions re—
garding the coupling of the states to the environm ent and therefore can not be regarded as a
truly ab initio approach. T he second in portant outcom e is that form ulating the m axin um -
entropy current-constrained schem e that starts at the non-interacting or m ean— eld self-

consistent eld levelw ill not give physically m eaningfil results.

V. THEUNIFORM CURRENT THEORY

In the unifom -current theory2 22442

NG |

one takes the constraint to m ake the current unifom

throughout the system
I=I®K) =hjK)i: 43)

T his isachieved by introducing a continuous Lagrangem ultiplierA (x) and the corresponding
DM takes the form

AC — exp ve HA I\f dxA (X)f(X) (44)

The function A (x) has to be found such that the constraint @3) holds. The essential
di erence from the nvariant-current schem e is the fact that this ansatz results in a density
m atrix which evidently does not com m ute w ith the physical H am iltonian

h i
NC.if g 0 45)

A s a consequence, even though the current is uniform at som e Instant, (@nd therefore from
the continuiy equation the density ism om entarily stationary), i will in general change at
later tin es together w ith m any other averages com puted using the "¢ .

Apart from this ob fction, one can show that the schem e is equivalent to a equilbbrium —

like calculation with som e e ective potential, using a gauge transfom ation. Sim ilarly to
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the nvariant current theory, it em erges that the induced drop In electrostatic potential is
zero. W e w ill dem onstrate this at the m ean— eld level of approxin ation only, even though
it presents no com plication in this case to prove it for fully interacting electrons as well
We rstly reformulate the m any-particle problem of the fiill density m atrix ~Y¢ into that
of onebody density m atrix, In a way com pletely analogous to the previous section and the
form alisn given in the Appendix Ai. Eventually we willbe concemed w ith the m ean— eld

singleparticle H am iltonian of the fom
Z

A= %@§+v )+ EIxB OTx)= > ( B +A K)+V &) %Az(x); 46)

NI

where A (r) isthe sam e Lagrangem uliplier asused in the m any-particle density m atrix, the

current operator is
f, &) = §<@X & B+ & Be; @7)

where the subscript x rem inds that the operator operates on functions of x. In this way
the non-equillbriim problem has been transform ed into a com plex (so that current ow is
possible In an e ectively equillbbrium -like system ) but Hem itian eigenvalue problm on the
whole spacex 2 ( 1 ;1 ) (so that the eigenstates form a continuum )

A, ®=E 5, &): 48)

The naloneparticke density m atrix is given by analogy w ih the previous section by the
expression
Z
X g; ®) g, 9 .

-O:
nx;x’) dE cE 41 " 49)

H owever, the com plex character of the problem can be rem oved by a sin ple gauge transfor-

m ation
inA(xO)de
g; X)=e g; X); (50)

w here the transform ed states ; are eigenstates ofa realH am iltonian

1 1
= @+ V&) -A%E): (1)
2 2
From this follow s that the onebody density m atrix
Z
X R, . X)L (XO) R0
n (x;x°) = dEet A _ZL T B R (52)

e® )+ 1
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gives non-zero current only through the gauge-factors. T he current can be therefore easily

evaluated to give
HT (20)i=  dxdx’ (xR, &o)n ;%% = A &o)n (x0); (53)

where n (x) is the electronic density. W e can now fiil 1l the requiram ent of unifom iy ofthe
current by giving the Lagrange m ultiplier as

AR = —; 4)

which m akes the sin ilar resuls of the previous work by K osovéé com pltely general (the
sam e resul holds for interacting electrons since the gauge transform argum ent does not
depend on the interactions). Using the result 4) within the e ective Ham iltonian (1)
gives a sin ple closed set of equations to be solved.

Finally we tum to the analysis of the Induced drop in the electrostatic potential which,
sin ilarly to the case of the invariant current theory, is identically zero. To show thiswe note
that the selfconsistent potentialV (x) used to detem ine the w avefunctions and therefore via
Eq. 2) the density doesnothave any nite drop as it correspondsto a ctitious equilibrium
systam (the e ective Femm ifiinction in (2) depends only on the energy ofthe single-particle
wavefunction g; x). for which the drop must be clarly zero. This cbservation is not
a ected by the presence of the last term in the e ective Ham iltonian (51) since in the case

of identical electrodes
Ax! 1) Ax! 1)=1I(0=n 1= ) = O: (55)

and the contrbution so the drop in potential is zero.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have shown how the m axin um -entropy form alisn can be applied for
non-equilbrium steady statesw ithin the fram ew ork ofthe single-particle approxin ation. W e
have presented three di erent approaches within a comm on formm align : (1) the Invarant-
current constraint, (2) the nvariant-current constraint w ithout the o -diagonalsand (3) the
uniform -current constraint schem e. For these we have rigorously derived the one-particle

density m atrix for an in nite systam that cannot be realized as a lin it ofa nite system .
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Subsequently we have obtained the expression for the electrostatic drop between electrodes
w ithin the linear response regin e. W e have shown that (1) and (3) give zero induced drop
in electrostatic potential which is not com patible w ith actual current-carrying situations in
nano—jnctions. In the case (2) we have shown that by ram oving the o -diagonal elem ents
of the current operator, the induced drop is nonzero and in fact, the results in the linear
resoonse are dentical to the LRS.W e can view the three di erent schem es analyzed in the
two Jast sections from a m ore general perspective. T hey represent a variational prescription
for the search of the non-equilbrium state with a given average of total current. The key
di erence between them isthe part of current operator that isbeing used for the constraint.
T he uniform —current theory takes the whole, unm odi ed current operator; the invariant-
aurrent schem e (through the stationarity requirem ent) rem oves the o -diagonals between
states of di erent energy; and nally there is the form of invarant-current theory In which
the o diagonal elem ents w ithin the scattering states basis set representation are rem oved
by demoherence. Interestingly, only the last gives a electronic density which results n a
nonzero nduced drop In the potential. This cbservation rises a question whether there is
som ething inherently wrong w ith dem anding the current to be xed. The theory with no
o -diagonal elam ents of the current operator show s that the explanation for the problam s
w ith the current-constraining schem es arise from the fact that m any-particle interactions
or a certain source of decoherence is essential for the density m atrix to give a physically

m eaningfiil results.
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APPENDIX A:DERIVATION OF THE ONE-PARTICLE DENSITY MATRIX

To derive the form of the oneparticle density m atrix we rst de ne an auxiliary G reen’s
fiinction, n a close analogy w ith the M atsubara techniqued?,

GR;l) = Tr TE @); YA)g ; @1)
1) = £ Ve K @)= &7 e X2 @2)
K =g  af% @ 3)

where Y () and (x) arethe eld operators for electrons. The ctitious tin e dynam ics is
given by the e ective m any-particle H am iltonian K , such that one can em ploy the sim larity
between the unitary tin e evolution operator and the density matrix ~ (). The G reen’s
function de ned In this way satisfy the equation ofm otion

1
5@§+V(x> AT®)+ @ G (x;x%) = ® % @ 4)
w ith the ferm jionic boundary condition
G( =0;9%= G( = ;9: @5)

W e note that while them any-body e ective Ham ittonian K in @ 3) is in nite and therefore
Just a form alexpression, the onebody H am iltonian present in the equation ofm otion forthe
G reen’s function (A4) is nite, for it represents energy per particle. T he scattering states

z; &) (0), A1) diagonalize the H am iltonian %@i + V (%) and therefore leave the elam ents

of I° in a block-diagonal (diagonalw ith respect to the energy) form given byl
Z

1 T a
I°, €;E) A = lin —— dthg, f&iDje; 1 A ®6)
T! 1 2T T
dT .
= dE'<x<<0> €E B x; @7)

w here we have used the renom alization of the current—selated them odynam ic param eter A

ntoX = Imr,; A=T.Thematrix dI , =dE is them atrix of current operator at energy E

given by Eq. {13). The equation ofm otion orG ( ) in the scattering-states representation
now takes the form

X dl ;o % 0 0
€ ) so B =4 @ Gphul 0= ( 9 e B ,; @ 8)
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where

Goigol 79 =hg, B 6x)] go it ®9)

It is now clear that to solve @A 8) we nally need to diagonalize the current m atrix, ie.
emply the unitary transfom ation U ; discussed in the section (IIJ). The equation of

m otion after this transform takes a sin ple from
E @ Gpgol )= ( 9, €& B): ®10)

W e will drop the energy E ;E % and state ; indices ©or a m om ent since all the Hllow ng
m anjpulations are diagonalw ith respect to these. R egarding the tin e, the G reen’s function
m ust cbey the ferm ionic boundary condition

GO)= G( ) @11)

T he general solution ofEq. @ 10) is clearly

8
S ceF®(r) < <0
G- @12)
Poce” °< <0
R o,
Integrating the equation of motion over , we see that G ( ) must have a unit step
discontiuity at = °sothatwecan x the constant C
ceFl™ ) (cef =1 @ 13)

and therefore

eEO
C:ﬁ A 14)
e
T he density m atrix is then given by
8
, eEyo < eE‘(+ ) < < 0
G(;0=——F | @®15)
1+ e P eF o< <0

and the density m atrix through the prescription is

A=G( =0;0)= —: (A 1le)
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Restoring all the lndices we nally have

Z
0 0 0 X E; (X) E; (XO)
nx;x) =G &; =0;x; "=0)= dE : @a17)
ef E)4+ 1

W hich is the resul §) given in the section {II).

T he above given derivation also show s that our approach does not depend on the choice
of the nom alization. If we had chosen the scattering states nom alized to a delta—finction
of k Instead of E, the current matrix ekments {13) would have to be multiplied by k.
H owever, the delra—function of energy In {13) is unchanged, since it com es from the general
considerations of stationarity of the ensem b]e'@é, s that we have k € )= &« B.
U sing this in the equation ofm otion for G we see, that the nalresult is the same, ie. it
is again the m atrix elem ents of current in the energy-nom alized states that appear in the

e ective dispersion relation.

APPENDIX B: TIM EREVERSAL SYMMETRY AND THE MAXIM UM EN -

TROPY STATES

In thisAppendix we show that the states , (x) and (%) are related by the tin ereversal
symm etry

T .&K= ,&K=¢ &): ®B1)

Let h° = A + AI° be the physical oneparticle Ham iltonian i the Eq. ]). Next, kt

+_ are the singlepartick states that diagonalize both h° and I°. W ewilluse T forthe

tin e reversal operator which is sin ply a com plex conjigation. W e have

ﬁ0j+i=ej+i B2)
AT 4 .1 = s o 0. 91—

j,i= €T j,i;shce H”;T]=0 B3)
1I°y,i= +ij .1 B 4)
O = 1 _ s s 0 _ P
I'Tj,1 iT §41i; shee TI T B5)

T he last property of the current cperator is true for representation of cperators and wave-
functions in a real space, where com plex conjugation of the current operator changes it's
sign. Identical statem ents hold for the eft-current-carrying m axin um -entropy state j i

only wih a reversed sign of the current eigenvalue i.
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W e know that j .1 and j i are degenerate eigenstates with an eigenvalie e. From
Eq. B3) wese thatT j , i isalo a state degenerate w ith them , and from Eq. 83) that it
has the sam e current eigenvalue as j  i. Since this exhausts the possible degeneracy (2-fold
in 1D ), the only possibility is that

Tisi=e 3 i;

where is an arbitrary phase factor. This therefore shows that j . iand § 1iare related

by tin ereversal sym m etry.
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In our original treatm ent we have found a nonzero drop due to an error In the derivation of the
induced density, ie.Eq. (14) J'n;-zé is incorrect.

W e treat only the 1D m odel for sim plicity; the generalization of the presented results for several
subbands is straightforw ard.

T his is strictly valid only ifX" isam aller than the range ofenergiesw here £ ([ ) jvaries signi cantly
Tt is straightforw ard to show that the an alldi erence In the contribution to the densities é %

isnot su cient to rem edy the problem of local charge neutrality that appears for & 0.
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