
ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

16
28

4v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

ta
t-

m
ec

h]
  2

3 
Ju

l 2
02

4

Interplay between two mechanisms of resistivity
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Abstract

Mechanisms of resistivity can be divided into two basic classes: one is dissipative (like scattering

on phonons) and another is quasi-elastic (like scattering on static impurities). They are often

treated by the empirical Matthiessen rule, which says that total resistivity is just the sum of these

two contributions, which are computed separately. This is quite misleading for two reasons. First,

the two mechanisms are generally correlated. Second, computing the elastic resistivity alone masks

the fundamental fact that the linear-response approximation has a vanishing validity interval at

vanishing dissipation. Limits of zero electric field and zero dissipation do not commute for the

simple reason that one needs to absorb the Joule heat quadratic in the applied field. Here, we

present a simple model that illustrates these two points. The model also illuminates the role of

variational principles for non-equilibrium steady states.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This is a methodological note intended to explain the basic interplay between the two

mechanisms of resistivity using a simple model analyzed in more detail in [1].

Consider a classical particle that moves under the influence of a uniform force E in a

medium with the temperature T and randomly placed elastic scatterers. We denote the

momentum relaxation rate due to elastic scattering (averaged over all momenta) by ρe.

Finite temperature provides for additional momentum relaxation with the rate ν and for a

random force, which leads to diffusion in the momentum space with the diffusivity νT .

We define the resistivity ρ as a linear-response factor relating the mean momentum to

the force: p̄ = E/ρ. It is, thus, the mean relaxation rate of the momentum direction. An

empirical Matthiessen rule (M-rule) suggests that (see, e.g. [3])

ρ ≈ ν + ρe . (1)

Just how off is the estimate (1)? Below, we show that the rule is exact when the elastic scat-

tering is momentum-independent in two dimensions. We also compute ρ in two limits where

one or another mechanism dominates and show that the addition of another mechanism

generally enhances resistivity much more than the Matthiessen rule suggests.

It is also clear that computing the elastic contribution in the limit ν → 0 does not make

much sense since energy conservation requires

ν〈p2〉 = E · p̄ = E2/ρ . (2)

That means that the E2-corrections to the linear-response theory diverge as 1/ν; that is,

nonzero friction is necessary for the elastic resistivity to make sense. The behavior of the

nonequilibrium distribution function in this limit iss discussed in detail in [1]. On the

contrary, we show below that the validity interval of the linear-response theory expands as

1/ρe when ρe → 0.

II. THE BASIC EQUATION

Let us consider the simplest kinetic (Fokker-Planck) equation on the momentum distri-

bution f(p, t), which satisfies the equation:

∂f

∂t
=

∂

∂pi
(νpi − Ei)f + Tν∆f + Îf . (3)
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The first term on the right is due to a constant force and linear friction. Random kicks from

the thermostat provide diffusion in the momentum space, described by the Laplacian. Let

us stress that the ν-terms is the simplest model of a thermostat; our classical consideration

only qualitatively corresponds to the scattering of quantum electrons on phonons. On the

other hand, it describes a variety of classical stochastic systems. The last term is a linear

operator Î describing elastic scattering.

Statistical isotropy of scattering means that the angular harmonics are eigenfunctions

of the scattering operator: Îfl = γlfl. Mean momentum and resistivity are determined by

the first-harmonic rate, which we denote γ1 = γ. It generally depends on p. One universal

limit is that of scattering by a small angle proportional to the time of interaction and

inversely proportional to p. For a finite-range scattering potential, the time is also ∝ 1/p

so that the deflection angle is 1/p2. The rate of meeting scatterers is proportional to the

momentum p. As a result, small-angle scattering leads to angular diffusion: Î = W
p3
∆Ω so

that γ = (d− 1)Wp−3 [2]. That typically occurs when the average momentum exceeds the

potential strength measured by W (proportional to the 2-point correlation function of the

potential [1]). For lower momenta, the scattering is by angles of order unity; the rate of

momentum loss in many such cases is proportional to the momentum itself or independent

of momentum. It is also instructive to consider power-law functions γ(p) ∝ pa with different

a.

For every momentum, two mechanisms have their scattering rates added according to

(3). The first-harmonic correction to f(p) is inversely proportional to the sum of the rates

for every momentum p. The conductivity is proportional to the correction integrated over

momenta (see e.g. [3]). The total resistivity (inverse conductivity) is then bounded by

ρ ≥ ν + ρe, where ρe = γ is the average of γ(p) over p. Only when both relaxation rates are

independent of momenta, we have the M-rule equality: ρ = ν+ ρe. Here we shall see that in

our case, it is enough that elastic scattering is momentum-independent for the Matthiessen

rule to hold.

The model is characterized by two dimensionless parameters, B = γ/ν and F = E/νT 1/2.

The first one determines the relative role of the two mechanisms of resistivity. The second

one characterizes the strength of the field.

Without the external force, E = 0, the equation has an equilibrium Maxwell isotropic

solution f0(p) ∝ exp(−p2/2T ), which is independent of ν. It realizes the maximum of
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entropy S = −
∫

f log f dp for a given mean energy
∫

(p2/2)f dp.

Without scattering, Î = 0, the solution has a Gaussian form for arbitrary E since (3) has

a symmetry which shifts p and E simultaneously:

f0(p, θ) = (2π)−d/2 exp[−|p− E/ν|2/2T ] . (4)

The distribution (4) gives a linear current-field relation, 〈p〉 = E/ν, for any E. It also

realizes the entropy maximum under the condition of the energy production-dissipation

balance, ν〈p2/2〉 = E〈p〉. Indeed, it realizes the extremum of the functional
∫

f [− log f +

λ(νp2/2−pE)] dp. Even though (4) looks like a shifted equilibrium whose entropy does not

depend on E, it is a non-equilibrium state with energy dissipation and entropy production.

III. LINEAR RESPONSE AT WEAK ELASTIC SCATTERING

Let us describe the effect of scattering on the distribution and the linear resistivity in

the limit B = γ/ν → 0. Even though (4) is valid at arbitrary E, we could compute the

Î-corrections to it only in the limit F = E/νT 1/2 → 0. We assume f = f0(p) + f1(p, E) +

f2(p, E, γ), where f0 ∝ e−p2/2T and f1 = f0(pE/νT ) cos θ are given by (4). We assume

f1 ≫ f2 ∝ BF ∝ γE. Substituting it into (3) gives

∂

∂pi
Eif2 −

∂

∂pi
νpif2 − Tν

1

p

∂

∂p
p
∂f2
∂p

− Tν

p2
∆Ωf2 ≈ Îf1 = cos θγ(p)f0

pE

νT
. (5)

Since we are interested in the contribution of scattering to resistivity, we consider only the

first angular harmonic, f2 = f0χ(p) cos θ, which satisfies the equation

p
∂χ

∂p
− T

p

∂χ

∂p
− T

∂2χ

∂p2
+

T (d− 1)χ

p2
= −γ(p)

pE

ν2T
. (6)

For a general γ(p) ∝ pa, the solution has different asymptotics for large and small p: χ ∝
−pa+1E/(a+ 1)ν2T for p ≫ T and χ ∝ −Wpa+3E/[d− 1− (a+ 3)2]ν2T for p ≪ T . In this

case, one needs numerics to compute the solution and the correction to resistivity from weak

elastic scattering. Fortunately, for two specific (and physical!) values of a, the solution has a

simple power form, χ = bpc, where b, c are constants to be determined. Only solutions with

b < 0 make physical sense since the scattering must diminish the current. Action by the

first term in (6) gives −bνcpc cos θ. Action by the third term gives bνcpc−2[2p2 − cT ] cos θ.

Action by the fourth term gives b(d− 1)νTpc−2 cos θ. Then the equation (6) gives

bνcpc + bνpc−2T
[

d− 1− c2
]

= −γ(p)
pE

νT
. (7)
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Since the terms on the left have different powers of p, the power-law solution exists only

for c = 0 and c =
√
d− 1. The former case corresponds to the small-angle scattering when

Î = Wp−3∆Ω and γ(p) = (d− 1)Wp−3. In that case we get

f2 = − WE

(νT )2
f0 cos θ . (8)

The correction (8) diminishes the current and gives corrections to the conductivity and

resistivity:

σ =
1

ν

(

1− W

νT 3/2

)

, ρ ≈ ν +
W

T 3/2
. (9)

In the next section, we compute the elastic resistivity for small-angle scattering: ρe =

(d− 1)W
√
2π/32T 3/2. Comparison with that value shows that the Matthiessen’s rule, ρ =

ν + ρe, is quite off in the limit of weak elastic scattering. For d = 3 the W -addition to the

resistivity (9) is more than six times larger (and for d = 2 twelve times larger) than the

rule predicts since there is a strong positive correlation between the two mechanisms of the

momentum relaxation. Indeed, an angular scattering enhances the frictional relaxation of

the x-momentum by bringing more particles from other directions.

The case c =
√
d− 1 for d = 2 corresponds to γ independent of p:

f2 = −γpE

ν2T
f0(p) cos θ = −f1

γ

ν
, (10)

which gives the conductivity correction −γ/ν2 and the resistivity as follows:

ρ = ν + γ . (11)

We see that only for the momentum-independent scattering rate in two dimensions is the

Matthiessen’s rule valid. In this case, (11) is valid for arbitrary relation between γ and ν.

Indeed, the linear-response first angular harmonic is exactly equal to

f1 =
pE

(ν + γ)T
f0 cos θ . (12)

The terms we neglected are quadratic in E and contribute to the zeroth and second

harmonics. They can be accounted for in the next orders. The terms cubic in E contribute

to the third angular harmonic.
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IV. LOW-FRICTION LIMIT

One may assume that in the limit ν → 0, T → 0 one can neglect the thermostat-related

terms and write:
∂f

∂t
+

∂

∂pi
Eif = Îf . (13)

Yet this equation does not have a steady state for the simple reason that the second term

pumps energy while the last one does not change it. Despite that, one can find the resistivity

within the linear response theory, assuming that f(p) = f0(p) + f1(p) +O(E2), where f0(p)

is isotropic and f1 ∝ E. Then for small-angle scattering we can write

∂

∂pi
Eif0 =

W

p3
∆Ωf1 . (14)

f1 = −E cos θ
p3f ′

0

(d− 1)W
(15)

Taking f0 = δ(p− p0), we obtain p̄ =
2p3

0
E

(d−1)W
, which gives the resistivity for a given energy

E0 = p20/2:

ρe(E0) =
(d− 1)W

2(2E0)3/2
. (16)

Resistivity at a fixed temperature is obtained by using f0 ∝ exp(−p2/2T ):

ρe(T ) =

√
2π(d− 1)W

32T 3/2
. (17)

Let us now account for small friction. The Matthiessen rule would predict just adding ν

to resistivity: ρ =
√
2π(d− 1)W/32T 3/2 + ν. Let us show that this is not the case. We look

for the correction in the form f = f0(p) + f1(p,W ) + f2(p,W, ν), where f0 ∝ e−p2/2T and

f1 = Ef0 cos θp
4/T (d− 1)W due to (15). Substituting into (3) and assuming f1 ≫ f2, we

obtain (for d = 3):

f2 = f1
ν(9pT − 2p3)

W
. (18)

Non-surprisingly, friction decreases the number of fast particles and increases the number of

slow ones. The resulting resistivity is as follows:

ρ =

√
2πW

16T 3/2
+ ν

630π

512
. (19)

For a general case of scattering by order-unity angles, we can simply put Îf1 = −γf1,

which gives f1 = f0E cos θ/γ. The elastic resistivity is simply γ and ρ = ν + γ.
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