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4Institute of Technology and Engineering (ITE), Forschungszentrum Jülich, 52425 Jülich, Germany
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Quantized charge transport through a 1D ballistic channel was famously explained decades ago by
Rolf Landauer, by considering local injection of charge carriers from two contacts at the ends of the
1D channel. With the rise of quantum (spin/anomalous) Hall insulators, i.e., 2D material systems
with ballistic 1D edge states along their perimeter, a different geometry has become relevant: The
distributed injection of charge carriers from a 2D half-plane with residual conductivity into the 1D
edge channel. Here, we generalize Landauer’s treatment of ballistic transport to such a setup and
identify hallmark signatures that distinguish a ballistic channel from a resistive one.

In perfectly ballistic transport, charge carriers travel
without scattering events. The charge transport in a one-
dimensional (1D) ballistic channel is usually described
in a context which we refer to here as local injection:
Two reservoirs are locally sourcing and draining the 1D
channel via point contacts, as shown in Fig. 1a. In this
geometry, the standard zero-temperature Landauer ap-
proach to transport between a left (source) and a right
(drain) reservoir (at chemical potentials µS and µD, re-
spectively) across a single-mode ballistic channel with
perfect transmission results in a current I = e2V/h,
where V is the voltage applied between the two reser-
voirs [1–3]. The conductance is thus G = I/V = e2/h
per spin, i.e., it is quantized to a value purely expressed
in terms of the elementary charge e and Planck’s con-
stant h. Note that G corresponds to half the conduc-
tance quantum G0 ≡ 2e2/h. As the propagation along
the channel is ballistic, its transport properties are in-
dependent of the channel length and the voltage drop is
understood to occur at the contacts. Thus, a contact re-
sistance Rc = 1/(2G) = 1/G0 ≈ 12.9 kΩ [4] is assigned to
each of the two contacts, source and drain, as indicated
in Fig. 1a (see, e.g., Ref. [5] for a detailed discussion).

Here, we consider the case of a 1D ballistic chan-
nel with distributed injection, i.e., the current is in-
jected (sourced) and extracted (drained) in a spatially
distributed manner along the channel. This may for in-
stance be realized for a ballistic channel at the edge of a
2D conducting half-plane (Fig. 1b) if the current is first
injected into the 2D plane where it spreads out before be-
ing injected into the 1D channel. Examples are the edge
states of quantum (spin/anomalous) Hall systems, which
have been realized in semiconductor quantum wells [6–12]
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and 2D materials [13–23], including higher-order topo-
logical insulators [24, 25], and edge states in graphene
nanoribbons [26, 27]. In the ideal case, the 2D bulk of
these materials (i.e., the interior of the plane) is insu-
lating. However, in real samples typically a small but
finite sheet conductivity remains, which thus allows for
currents in the 2D plane and distributed injection into
the edge channel.

Scanning tunneling microscopy (STM) experiments are
a powerful tool for the identification of edge channels
in the above sample systems, the signature of which
is an increased vertical tunneling conductivity due to
a greater local density of states at the position of the
edge [15, 16, 23, 28–31]. However, this signature does
not reveal the lateral ballistic propagation of charge car-
riers in the channel and therefore cannot distinguish bal-
listic from resistive channels. Here, we demonstrate that
the ballistic nature of a channel is revealed by a char-
acteristic potential distribution in the half-plane adja-
cent to the edge state, when placing source and drain
contacts there. Experimentally, this potential landscape
can be mapped, e.g., using multi-tip STM-based poten-
tiometry techniques [32, 33], allowing to distinguish the
two fundamentally different transport paradigms on the
nanoscale in an unambiguous manner. Notably, this can
be done without placing the STM tips directly onto the
edge channel, which can be experimentally challenging.

Contact geometry.—For the current injection into the
conducting 2D half-plane with sheet conductivity σ, we
consider small circular source (S) and drain (D) contacts,
as shown in Fig. 1b. This kind of current injection can be
realized, for instance, by contacting two tips of a multi-
tip STM to a sample surface [33–36]. Source and drain
are positioned at a distance L from each other and a
common distance W from the ballistic channel. For the
configuration in Fig. 1b, the whole region x < 0, y = 0
can be considered as the region of distributed injection
from the source contact into the 1D ballistic channel and,
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FIG. 1. 1D ballistic edge channel with distributed injection. (a) In the standard Landauer setup, charge carriers are
injected and drained locally at the ends of a 1D ballistic channel. The contact resistance at each contact (indicated by the teal
interface between contact and channel) is Rc = 1/G0. (b) In the contact geometry considered here, current enters and exits
a 1D ballistic edge channel in a distributed manner via a conducting half-plane with sheet conductivity σ and symmetrically
positioned source (S) and drain (D) contacts, respectively. (c) Potential in the 2D half-plane (Φ(x, y)), obtained by solving
the Poisson equation with boundary condition Φ(x, y = 0+) = ϕ(x). The potential ϕ(x) at the interface with the 1D ballistic
channel indicated as solid orange (blue) lines on the source (drain) obtained by the numerical solution of the filling condition.
(d) The antisymmetric interface potential (see text for details). (e),(f) Schematics of (e) the standard Landauer setup of
a ballistic channel with local injection and (f) Contact geometry with distributed injection into a ballistic edge channel with
energies of the charge carriers indicated.

correspondingly, the region x > 0, y = 0 as the region
of distributed extraction from the 1D ballistic channel
towards the drain contact.

Distributed injection.—For the case of circular source
and drain contacts (at potentials ΦS and ΦD) applied
to the conducting half-plane (Fig. 1b), a current distri-
bution develops over the half-plane with different types
of current paths from source to drain: (i) fully ohmic
paths that do not enter the ballistic channel and (ii)
paths that go via the ballistic channel, thereby including
both resistive and ballistic sections. The current paths
can be obtained from a continuously varying potential
Φ(x, y) whose profile is governed by the Poisson equation
(∇2Φ(x, y) = −∇·j/σ) with appropriate boundary condi-
tions for the contacts and the interface with the ballistic
channel at y = 0. We consider, without loss of generality,
anti-symmetric boundary conditions at the contacts, i.e.,
ΦS = −ΦD, giving rise to an anti-symmetric potential
along x, Φ(x, y) = −Φ(−x, y). It is convenient to ob-
tain the solutions in terms of a finite source-to-drain cur-
rent ISD (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 3 for details) in-
stead of the total voltage drop between source and drain.
The boundary condition for the potential at the inter-
face to the ballistic channel depends on the properties
of the ballistic channel (more specifically, the filling of
its states) which will be discussed below. It results in
an interface potential profile Φ(x, y = 0+) ≡ ϕ(x) the
generic shape of which, including a single maximum ϕ∗

and ϕ(x) = −ϕ(−x), follows from symmetry considera-
tions (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 1) and is shown in

Fig. 1c-d as solid orange and blue lines.

Utilizing the generic ϕ(x) in Fig. 1d, we discuss the
injection of charge carriers into and the extraction out of
the ballistic channel with the help of Figs. 1e-f. Without
loss of generality, we restrict the discussion to the case
V > 0. In the standard Landauer treatment, a source
reservoir can inject right movers from an energy window
between µS and µD into the ballistic channel (Fig. 1e),
corresponding to a bias voltage V = (ΦS − ΦD) =
(µS−µD)/e (here considering positive charge carriers for
convenience such that V and µS − µD carry the same
sign, but negative charge carriers can be treated analo-
gously). For the ballistic channel to exhibit a perfectly
quantized conductance, all available right moving states
in the channel have to be occupied through the injection
in this energy window and should propagate with perfect
transmission between source and drain contact, without
being compensated by states moving in the opposite di-
rection (reflectionless drain contact) [5].

In contrast, in the distributed contact geometry the
energy window for injection into the ballistic channel be-
comes a function of x, as shown by the orange shaded
region in Fig. 1d. On each ohmic current path section be-
tween source contact and ballistic channel, carriers lower
their energy by µS−eϕ(x) (light orange paths with arrows
in Fig. 1f for two different values of x). This energy loss,
which depends on x, yields eϕ(x) as an upper limit for
the energy of carriers injected at x into the ballistic chan-
nel on the source side (x < 0), shown as solid orange line
in Fig. 1d. A similar argument applies to the lower limit
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of energy for carriers extracted on the drain side (x > 0):
The carriers lower their energy by eϕ(x)−µD (light blue
paths with arrows in Fig. 1f for two different values of
x) on the path section between the ballistic channel and
the drain contact and can only enter the drain contact
with energy µD or higher. Hence, the lower energy limit
to exit the ballistic channel at x > 0 is eϕ(x), shown as
solid blue line in Fig. 1d. As dictated by the symmetry of
our setup, corresponding injection and extraction paths,
arriving at the ballistic channel at x < 0 and departing
from it at −x > 0, respectively, feature the same energy
loss in the 2D plane. From the symmetry of our setup,
we can also assume the energy distribution of injected
charge carriers at x < 0 to be identical to that of the
extracted carriers at −x > 0. This symmetry implies
that the upper limit for injection at x < 0 is also the
upper limit of extraction at −x > 0, shown as dashed
blue line in Fig. 1d. Analogously, the lower limit of ex-
traction should also be the lower limit of injection, shown
as dashed orange line in Fig. 1d (see SUPPLEMENTAL
NOTE 2 for details). In summary, we can conclude that,
at all x, injection and extraction windows at the ballis-
tic channel are spread symmetrically around zero energy
with width 2e|ϕ(x)|, and symmetric around x = 0 with
the injection window at x < 0 being identical to the ex-
traction window at −x > 0 (see orange and blue shaded
regions in Fig. 1d).

When charge carriers enter into the ballistic chan-
nel, they leave holes behind in the ohmic 2D plane (in-
dicated by white circles at positions −x∗ and −x′ in
Fig. 1f). These holes are highly energetic compared to
the surrounding Fermi sea and they are quickly filled by
dissipative relaxation processes in the 2D ohmic plane
within a short distance λmfp, as indicated by orange
areas close to the interface in Fig. 1f. We consider
λmfp ≪ |ΦS|/|∇Φ| such that conventional ohmic trans-
port is effectively maintained in the half-plane (for de-
tails, see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2C). Analogous dis-
sipative processes occur when charge carriers exit the bal-
listic channel. There are thus two contributions to the
overall dissipation for a path from the source to the drain
electrode via the ballistic channel (entry point −x′ and
exit point x′): 2e|ϕ(x′)| occuring within λmfp of the inter-
face to the channel, and µS − µD − 2e|ϕ(x′)| spread over
the entire path through the 2D half-plane, such that for
all carriers the total dissipation irrespective of the path
they take is always µS − µD, as it must.

Filling condition.—To retain a perfectly quantized bal-
listic channel in our setup, all right moving states in
the energy interval [−eϕ∗,+eϕ∗] around the equilibrium
chemical potential must be completely occupied and
propagate with perfect transmission between the regions
of distributed injection and extraction, while obeying the
local limits regarding the injection or extraction energies
as discussed in the previous section. Implementing these
requirements by equating the local current density en-
tering the ballistic channel from the 2D plane (left-hand
side of the equation below) to the complete filling of its
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FIG. 2. Interface potential ϕball of a 1D ballistic edge
channel, in comparison with several resistive proxies: quasi-
1D ohmic channels Ω1 with σΩ1 = (G0/2)L/d = 3874 µS□−1,
Ω2 with σΩ2 = 0.7σΩ1 , Ω3 with σΩ3 = 0.5σΩ1 , and ohmic
lower half-plane with σlhp = G0/2. L = 1µm, W = 0.2 µm,
σ = 0.375G0/2 = 14.53µS□−1 in all cases. The widths of the
quasi-1D ohmic channels are d = 0.01 µm.

states over the energies that are locally accessible (right-
hand side of the equation below), we obtain the filling
condition

σ∂yΦ(x, y)|y=0+ =
G0

2

∫ ϕ(x)

−ϕ(x)

dϕ
1

∆x(ϕ)
. (1)

The right-hand side is a Riemann-Stieltjes integral from
−ϕ(x) up to the local potential ϕ(x) (see vertical purple
stripes in Figs. 1d,f). Note that the equation is nonlocal,
as the overall injection to completely fill the density of
states of the ballistic channel at each energy −eϕ is dis-
tributed over the length ∆x(ϕ) along the ballistic channel
(see horizontal red stripe in Fig. 1d) over which states can
be injected from the half-plane with sufficiently high en-
ergies. The interface potential profile ϕ(x) together with
the boundary conditions for the contacts uniquely deter-
mine the potential over the complete half-plane Φ(x, y)
via analytical continuation and thereby also fix the in-
jected current density on the left-hand side of the fill-
ing condition. An example for the numerically calcu-
lated complete potential landscape is shown in Fig. 1c.
The derivation of this filling condition and the numerical
method for solving it are provided in SUPPLEMENTAL
NOTE 2.
An example solution of the interface potential of a bal-

listic channel with distributed injection is shown in Fig. 2.
In what follows, we investigate its general features and
discuss how the interface potential of a 1D ballistic chan-
nel differs from those of resistive channels.
Comparison to a quasi-1D resistive channel.—To iden-

tify characteristic features of a 1D ballistic edge channel
in our contact geometry, we compare its interface po-
tential, obtained with Eq. (1), to the interface potential
of a quasi-1D resistive (ohmic) channel [37]. This ohmic
channel is modeled as a narrow stripe of width d ≪ W,L,
with y ∈ [−d, 0] and infinite extension along x, having a
sheet conductivity σΩ (or, equivalently, 1D conductivity
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σΩd). The interface potential for an ohmic channel can
be obtained analytically (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE
3 for details) and has the same generic shape as that of
a ballistic channel (Fig. 2). Natural limiting cases for
an ohmic channel are the perfectly conducting channel
(σΩ → ∞), with vanishing interface potential (ϕ = 0)
and carrying maximal current, and the fully insulating
channel (σΩ → 0), carrying zero current. For the latter,
the interface potential ϕσΩ→0 still has the overall shape
as in Fig. 1d and provides a convenient upper limit, since
any finite current injection naturally lowers the interface
potential towards zero (the opposite limiting case). We
normalize the different interface potentials with the max-
imum of ϕσΩ→0(x), i.e., ϕ

∗
σΩ→0.

To explore whether the interface potential of a bal-
listic channel can be emulated by an ohmic channel,
we choose the latter’s sheet conductivity σΩ1 to match
the quantized conductance G0/2 over the length L, i.e.,
σΩ1 ≡ (G0/2)L/d. While the interface potentials of the
ballistic channel ϕball and the ohmic channel ϕΩ1 , shown
in Fig. 2, appear qualitatively similar, there are some
notable differences: ϕΩ1

exhibits a much slower decay at
large distances from the contacts (|x| > L), but closer to
the source and drain positions ϕball and ϕΩ1

cross, result-
ing in a gentler slope of ϕΩ1

towards x = 0. These differ-
ences arise because the voltage drop of an ohmic channel
naturally scales with the path length, whereas it is intrin-
sically path length-independent over a ballistic channel.
By adjusting the sheet conductivity of the ohmic chan-
nel appropriately, some features of ϕball can be recov-
ered more accurately. For example, the maxima of the
ohmic and ballistic interface potentials are in agreement
if the sheet conductivity of the ohmic channel is chosen
as σΩ2

= 0.7σΩ1
. Alternatively, with σΩ3

= 0.5σΩ1the
ohmic and the ballistic profiles become more similar near
x = 0. However, systematic agreement with ϕball along
the whole interface cannot be obtained for any quasi-1D
ohmic channel.

Interestingly, a better overall agreement with ϕball, in
particular for the profile at larger distances L, can be
obtained by considering an ohmic (lower) half-plane with
sheet conductivity σlhp ≡ G0/2 as proxy for the ballis-
tic channel (green profiles in Figs. 2,3). This boundary
value problem can also be solved analytically [36] (SUP-
PLEMENTAL NOTE 3). Due to its 2D geometry, a
distribution of current paths can develop in the conduct-
ing lower half-plane that mitigates the linear scaling of
the resistance, the general property of a quasi-1D ohmic
channel that is in direct contrast with the path-length-
independent resistance of a ballistic channel. Thus, al-
though the conducting lower half-plane does not repre-
sent a 1D channel geometrically and moreover is ohmic,
it turns out to be a reasonable proxy for the interface
potential of a 1D ballistic channel.

Hallmark behavior of a ballistic channel.—To pinpoint
the criteria which allow to identify 1D ballistic trans-
port in experiment, we first explore the influence of the
half-plane’s sheet conductivity σ on the interface poten-
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FIG. 3. Scaling of the interface potential with sheet
conductivity and distance between contacts. (a),(d)
Maximum of the interface potential ϕ∗ normalized to ϕ∗

σΩ→0,
(b),(e) corresponding positions x∗, and (c),(f) the full width
at half maximum (FWHM) as a function of (a)-(c) the sheet
conductivity σ in the 2D half-plane in units of G0/2 and as a
function of (d)-(f) the distance between the contacts L. Nu-
merical solutions for the ballistic channel with filling condition
are shown by orange circles, analytic solutions of quasi-1D
ohmic channels Ω1, Ω2, and Ω3 and a conducting lower half-
plane (lhp) as proxies are plotted for comparison (see Fig. 2
for parameters). For panels (a)-(c) L = 1 µm, for panels (d)-
(f) σ = 0.25G0/2 = 9.69µS□−1. We consider a common
distance W = 0.2µm in all cases.

tial ϕ, keeping the total source-to-drain current ISD fixed.
Figs. 3a-c show how the maximum ϕ∗ of the interface po-
tential, the corresponding position x∗, and the full width
at half maximum (FWHM) of the potential profile (the
latter providing a measure of the decay at large distances)
depend on σ. The same conductivities of the ohmic chan-
nel as considered in Fig. 2 are employed in the compari-
son. The scaling of ϕ∗/ϕ∗

σΩ→0 is qualitatively similar for
all scenarios (Fig. 3a) and in this respect the ballistic
channel can be approximated well by an ohmic chan-
nel with appropriately chosen conductivity. However, all
ohmic channels display a much broader maximum (larger
FWHM, Fig. 3c) that is significantly displaced from the
contact positions (x = ±L/2) to larger x (Fig. 3b).

In Figs. 3d-f, the same properties are shown as a func-
tion of the source-to-drain distance L at fixed σ. While σ
is a material parameter, L can be varied experimentally.
When compared to the ballistic channel, the ohmic chan-
nels once more display a systematically broader maxi-
mum that is shifted to larger distances. Crucially, for
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ballistic and ohmic channels we find a qualitatively dif-
ferent scaling behavior of ϕ∗/ϕ∗

σΩ→0 with the source-to-
drain distance L, increasing with L for the ohmic channel,
but decreasing for the ballistic channel (Fig. 3d). This is
a consequence of the ohmic channel acquiring, with in-
creasing L, a larger resistance relative to the conducting
half-plane, while the ballistic channel’s resistance intrin-
sically does not scale with L. Note that this different
scaling behavior is only observed when varying L, not
when varying W (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2 for
scaling with W ), such that scaling with L is the bet-
ter choice for the experimental discrimination between
ballistic and ohmic channels. Further note that the con-
ventional scenario of local injection is only retrieved in
the limit L ≫ W , whence x∗ → L/2 and FWHM/L → 0.
Conclusion.—We extended the standard Landauer ap-

proach to a ballistic channel that is in direct contact
with a conducting half-plane to which source and drain
contacts are applied. In this contact geometry, the cur-
rent enters and leaves the ballistic channel via the half-
plane in a spatially distributed manner. The potential
at the interface between the conducting half-plane and
the ballistic channel displays distinct features with re-
spect to that of a quasi-1D ohmic channel, such as a
narrower maximum and a steeper decay at large dis-
tances, as well as an opposite scaling of the maximum
with the distance between the contacts. These features
reflect the fundamental ballistic nature of the channel
and can be used to identify ballistic channels experimen-
tally, using potentiometry in multi-tip scanning tunneling
microscopy. Our results thus widen the scope of multi-
probe transport experiments in the growing number of
quantum (spin/anomalous) Hall insulators, higher-order
topological insulators, Kagome lattices etc. substantially,
because it is no longer necessary to place the probes di-

rectly on the (presumably ballistic) edge channels (very
challenging in real materials and with real tips) to as-
certain their ballistic nature. Notably, our methodology
can also be applied to lithographic contact geometries
with distributed injection and hence provides a valuable
tool for the realistic treatment of current flow in mixed
dimensional 2D/1D systems [18, 26, 38].
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SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 1. GENERIC SHAPE OF THE INTERFACE POTENTIAL

For the experimental geometry in Fig. 1b of the Main Text, which has a mirror plane in the yz plane, symmetry
requires that ϕ(x) = −ϕ(−x) (symmetrically applied bias voltage ΦS = −ΦD). Furthermore, limx→±∞ ϕ(x) = 0
(potential approaches zero at infinity) and limx→±∞ ∂yΦ(x, y)|y=0+ = 0 (no injection/extraction at infinity). The
symmetry ϕ(x) = −ϕ(−x) holds if and only if the current paths in the 2D half-plane are mirror symmetric at the yz
plane, except for their opposite directionality.

Because there is only a single source and a single drain contact, it is reasonable to assume that ϕ(x) reaches a single
global maximum ϕ∗(−x∗) and a single global minimum −ϕ∗(+x∗) in the interval [0,+∞[, with x∗ > 0. If ΦS > ΦD,
ϕ(x) monotonically increases between x > −∞ and x = −x∗, monotonically decreases between x = −x∗ and x = +x∗,
and monotonically increases between x = +x∗ and x < +∞. x∗ roughly marks the symmetric positions of the current
injecting electrodes. The solid orange and blue lines in Figure 1d of the Main Text show the shape of the interface
potential with the generic characteristics outlined above.

SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2. FILLING CONDITION

A. Derivation

In the following, we determine the current density dIch(x)/dx that must locally be injected into the ballistic channel
in order to fill its states over the accessible energy range completely. The resultant expression forms the right-hand
side of the filling condition in Eq. (1) of the Main Text. To avoid overburdening the explanation, we consider here
a positive voltage V = ΦS − ΦD > 0, with the charge current being carried by positive charge carriers moving from
source to drain.

According to Landauer, the current through a 1D ballistic conductor with perfect transmission from source to
drain is given by I = (2e2/h)M(µS − µD)/e [S1], where µS and µD are the chemical potentials of source and drain,
respectively, and (µS − µD)/e is the applied voltage V . The factor 2 in the Landauer expression derives from spin,
while M is the number of transverse modes in the ballistic conductor. For a single, completely filled ballistic channel
(with a quantized conductance G0/2 = e2/h per spin) the current per unit energy and per spin is given by

dIch(E)

dE
=

e

h
. (S1)

Here, the term ‘single channel’ refers to the contribution of a single transverse mode of the ballistic conductor. Because
all carriers in the ballistic conductor are transported with perfect transmission, e/h plays the role of a ‘density of
(transport) states’ in the ballistic conductor.

In our experimental geometry, carriers are initially injected from the source contacts into the 2D half-plane. Since
we assume the source contact and the 2D half-plane to be degenerate, all carriers are injected into the 2D half-plane
with an energy ES corresponding to the chemical potential µS of the source contact, ES = µS (see SUPPLEMENTAL
NOTE 2C). Carriers then move resistively to the ballistic channel, for example to position (x < 0, y ≈ λmfp). Here,
λmfp is the carrier mean free path in the 2D half-plane. On this path, the carriers lower their energy by µS − eϕ(x)
[assuming that Φ(x, y = λmfp) ≈ Φ(x, y = 0+) = ϕ(x)] through ohmic dissipation. Thus, they arrive at (x, y ≈ λmfp)
with an energy E(x) = µ(x) = eϕ(x). Once carriers enter the thin strip of width ∼ λmfp next to the ballistic channel,
carrier transport may involve additional (i.e., non-ohmic) dissipative relaxation processes, which are discussed in detail
in SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2C.
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We now consider injection into the ballistic channel. For a given x < 0, injection is limited to energies E(x) ≤
eϕ(x) ≡ Ein

up(x) at the ballistic channel. Carriers at the local chemical potential µ(x), i.e., those arriving at the
ballistic channel at (x, y = 0) after ohmic transport on their entire path across the 2D half-plane (including the
strip), are injected at Ein

up(x). Carriers that arrive at (x, y ≈ λmfp) at the local chemical potential and then dissipate

additional energy in the strip are injected at E < Ein
up(x). Conversely, for a particular positive carrier energy E,

all positions x with E ≤ eϕ(x) form an interval with length ∆x(E) in which injection can occur. This interval is
indicated by the horizontal red stripe in the potential diagram in Fig. 1d of the Main Text for a specific example value
of E = eϕ. At the edges of this interval ∆x, carriers arrive with arrival energy E(x) = E at the ballistic channel
(x, y = 0), having dissipated the energy µS − eϕ(x) during their ohmic transport through the 2D half-plane (without
additional relaxation in the thin strip of width λmfp), while, at −x∗, carriers arrive at (−x∗, y ≈ λmfp) with energy
µ(−x∗) = eϕ∗ (having dissipated µS − eϕ∗ on their ohmic path) and then additionally dissipate the energy eϕ∗ − E
in the strip before entering the ballistic channel with energy E.

These considerations allow us to formulate the condition for a complete filling of the ballistic channel: at every
energy E, the 2D half-plane needs to provide in a spatial interval ∆x(E) at the interface to the ballistic channel
precisely the number of carriers such that a current per unit energy e/h is injected from this spatial interval into the
ballistic channel. If this filling condition is fulfilled, then the transport density of states of the ballistic channel at this
energy is completely filled with charge carriers. A physical argument why the 2D half-plane is always able to provide
enough carriers to fill the ballistic channel completely is given in SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2C.

A few points are worth noting. For the generic shape of the interface potential as discussed in SUPPLEMENTAL
NOTE 1, we find ∆x(E = 0) = +∞ and ∆x(E = eϕ∗) = 0, with ∆x(ϕ) monotonically decreasing between ϕ = 0 and
ϕ = ϕ∗ (see example in Fig. S1). Furthermore, from the condition E ≤ eϕ(x) derived above it would seem that for
E < 0 the spatial injection interval extends from negative infinity to some value x > 0. However, this is in contrast
to Fig. 1d, where the interval ∆x(E) is finite for E < 0, and in particular ends at a value x < 0. This additional
restriction of the injection interval follows from energy conservation on the extraction side, carrier conservation, and
a symmetry argument. The argument is briefly sketched out in the Main Text, but for the sake of completeness it is
repeated here. First, we consider energy conservation during extraction of the carriers from the ballistic channel to
the 2D half-plane and their subsequent transport to the drain contact. If a carrier is extracted at x > 0, it must at
least have an energy eϕ(x) to enter the 2D half-plane. On its ohmic path to the drain it will then lower its energy by
eϕ(x)− µD and enter the drain electrode at its Fermi level µD. However, it is clear that carriers leaving the ballistic
channel with energies E(x) > eϕ(x), can, after loosing E − eϕ(x) through inelastic relaxation processes down to the
local chemical potential µ(x) = eϕ(x), also continue on the ohmic transport path to the drain, dissipating eϕ(x)−µD

on their way, and enter the drain at its chemical potential µD. As on the source side, the inelastic relaxation processes
occur in a thin strip of width λmfp next to the interface to the ballistic channel. Thus, we conclude that at x > 0 all
carriers with E ≥ eϕ(x) ≡ Eex

lo can leave the ballistic channel and reach the drain.

The principle of energy conservation during the two-stage injection (source → 2D half-plane → ballistic channel)
and extraction (ballistic channel → 2D half-plane → drain) processes has allowed us to derive the x-dependent upper
limit for injection and lower limit for extraction. In contrast, the upper limit for extraction and the lower limit for
injection follow from the conservation of the number of carriers in the ballistic channel separately at each energy, and
symmetry of the current-path distribution in the 2D half-plane. Since in the ballistic channel carriers are transported
without loss of energy, the energy distribution of injected carriers must be exactly identical to the energy distribution
of extracted carriers. Moreover, the symmetry of the current paths distribution in the half-plane, at the same time a
direct consequence and the cause of the antisymmetry of ϕ(x), requires that at each x > 0 precisely the same number
of carriers are extracted as injected at the corresponding −x < 0. Since by construction the energy distribution in the
ballistic channel is flat (constant transport density of states e/h), this can only be fulfilled for equally wide injection
and extraction windows at each pair −x, x. Thus, we must conclude

for x > 0 : Ein
lo (−x) = Eex

lo (x)

for x < 0 : Eex
up(−x) = Ein

up(x),
(S2)
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From this, it follows

for x < 0 : Ein
up(x) = ϕ(x)

= −ϕ(−x)

= −Eex
lo (−x)

= −Ein
lo (x)

for x > 0 : Eex
lo (x) = ϕ(x)

= −ϕ(−x)

= −Ein
up(−x)

= −Eex
up(x)

(S3)

In summary, we arrive at the conclusion that (1) both Ein
up(x) and Eex

lo (x) are located on the ϕ(x) curve, (2) both

Ein
lo (x) and Eex

up(x) are located on the −ϕ(x) curve, (3) the injection window at a given x < 0 equals the extraction
window at the corresponding −x > 0, and (4) at each x the injection and extraction windows are symmetrically
arranged around the equilibrium chemical potential in the ballistic channel (which we have defined as the energy
zero). These results are displayed in Figs. 1d and f.

Now we proceed to derive an explicit mathematical expression for the filling condition. By assuming that injection
(and thus also extraction) is uniformly distributed over the allowed ∆x(E), i.e., all allowed positions contribute equally
to the total filling of the density of states of the ballistic channel at any given energy, we arrive at the divergence of
the channel current per unit energy (see Eq. S1 and Fig. 1d)

∂2Ich(E, x)

∂E∂x
=

{
e
h

sign[ϕ(x)]
∆x(E) |E| ≤ e|ϕ(x)|

0 |E| > e|ϕ(x)|.
(S4)

This quantity is non-zero if the green square, indicating the point (E, x) at which it is evaluated, is located within
the shaded areas in Fig. 1d of the Main Text; it is positive in the orange region, and negative in the blue one. The
symmetry of our experimental geometry is reflected by

∂2Ich(E, x)

∂E∂x
=

∂2Ich(−E, x)

∂E∂x
∂2Ich(E, x)

∂E∂x
= −∂2Ich(E,−x)

∂E∂x
.

(S5)

The validity of these equations can be easily verified with the help of Fig. 1d. The injected current density can now be
obtained by integrating over the locally accessible window of possible injection energies, yielding the Riemann-Stieltjes

x
*

0 1 2
0

5

|x|/L

L
/Δ
x

ϕ*

0.0 0.1 0.2

|ϕ|/ϕσΩ→0
*

a b

Supplemental Figure S1. The inverse width 1/∆x (a) as a function of x and (b) as a function of ϕ for the interface potential of
a ballistic channel that is presented in Fig. 2 of the Main Text, i.e., for a setup with L = 1 µm, W = 0.2µm, and σ = 0.375G0/2.
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integral

dIch(x)

dx
=

+∞∫
−∞

∂2Ich(E, x)

∂E∂x
dE =

e

h

∫ +e|ϕ(x)|

−e|ϕ(x)|

sign[ϕ(x)]

∆x(E)
dE

= G0

∫ ϕ(x)

0

1

∆x(ϕ)
dϕ =

G0

2

∫ ϕ(x)

−ϕ(x)

1

∆x(ϕ)
dϕ.

(S6)

The last equation follows from symmetry properties (Fig. 1d). The integration range of the final expression corresponds
to the vertical purple stripe in Fig. 1d of the Main Text, plotted for an arbitrary example position x.

Because of current conservation, the divergence dIch/dx of the channel current must equal the density dIinj/dx of
the injection current, the direction of Iinj being defined such that injection of carriers into the channel yields Iinj > 0.
The current density in the 2D half-plane is given by j = σE = −σ∇Φ(x, y), from which the injection current density
follows as

dIinj(x)

dx
= −jy = σ∂yΦ(x, y)|y=0+ . (S7)

The minus sign in the first equation is a consequence of our definition of the injection current, which in our experimental
geometry is directed in the negative y-direction, to be positive, while according the general equation for j a current
density jy of positive carriers in this direction is negative. Equating Eq. (S6) to Eq. (S7), we obtain the filling condition
that is presented in Eq. (1) of the Main Text, repeated here for convenience:

σ∂yΦ(x, y)|y=0+ =
G0

2

∫ ϕ(x)

−ϕ(x)

1

∆x(ϕ)
dϕ.

For solving the filling condition, we apply the superposition principle and split the solution into two parts,

Φ(x, y) = ΦSD(x, y) + Φball(x, y), (S8)

where ΦSD(x, y) fulfills the Poisson equation ∆ΦSD = −∇ · j/σ with the boundary condition ΦSD(x, y = 0+) = 0,
and Φball(x, y) fulfills the Poisson equation ∆Φball = 0 with boundary condition Φball(x, y = 0+) ≡ ϕ(x). j(x, y) is
the current density in the 2D half-plane, and its divergence is given by injection at the source and extraction at the
drain contacts, ∇ · j = ISD[δ(r− rS)− δ(r− rD)]. Summing these two equations, we obtain the Poisson equation for
Φ(x, y) with the correct boundary conditions for our experimental geometry.
The solution of the Poisson equation for ΦSD yields the analytical expression [S2] (see also Eqs. (S41) and (S50) in

SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 3)

ΦSD(x, y) =
ISD
4πσ

[
ln

(
(x− L/2)2 + (y −W )2

(x+ L/2)2 + (y −W )2

)
− ln

(
(x− L/2)2 + (y +W )2

(x+ L/2)2 + (y +W )2

)]
. (S9)

In this equation, the current ISD corresponds to the current that is injected via the source contact,

ISD =

∫
A

∇ · j dA =

∮
P

j · n dP = −σ

∮
P

∇ΦSD(x, y) · n dP (S10)

for an area A covering the source contact and a closed path P that encloses it. Evidently, Eqs. (S9) and (S10) are
independent of the solution Φball(x, y).
In contrast to ΦSD(x, y), for the potential Φball(x, y) there is no analytical expression. Rather, we have to find

a solution numerically (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2B below for details), such that the total potential Φ(x, y)
satisfies the filling condition (Eq. (1) of the Main Text). The numerical solution can be restricted to finding ϕ(x) ≡
Φ(x, y = 0+) = Φball(x, y = 0+) (since ΦSD(x, y = 0+) = 0 by construction), because Φball(x, y) can be related to
ϕ(x) through harmonic extension of ϕ(x) in the half-plane (y > 0) [S3], yielding

Φball(x, y) =
1

π

+∞∫
−∞

y

(x′ − x)2 + y2
ϕ(x′) dx′. (S11)
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With this, we can express the left-hand side of Eq. (1) in the Main Text purely in terms of the unknown function
ϕ(x), as is already the case for the right-hand side (note that the expression for ∂yΦSD(x, y)|y=0+ is derived in
SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 3, see Eq. (S42)):

∂yΦ(x, y)|y=0+ = ∂yΦSD(x, y)|y=0+ + ∂yΦball(x, y)|y=0+ , (S12)

∂yΦSD(x, y)|y=0+ = − ISD
4πσ

8LWx

[(x− L/2)2 +W 2][(x+ L/2)2 +W 2]
, (S13)

∂yΦball(x, y)|y=0+ = −H[dϕ(x)/dx](x). (S14)

Here, H denotes the Hilbert transform, which is defined via the principal-value integral

H[f(x)](x) ≡ 1

π
p.v.

+∞∫
−∞

1

x− x′ f(x
′) dx′. (S15)

Eq. (S14) follows from

∂Φball(x, y)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
y=0+

= lim
y→0+

lim
h→0

1

π

+∞∫
−∞

1

h

(
y + h

(x′ − x)2 + (y + h)2
− y

(x′ − x)2 + y2

)
ϕ(x′) dx′

= − lim
y→0+

lim
h→0

1

π

+∞∫
−∞

1

h

[
arctan

(
x′ − x

y + h

)
− arctan

(
x′ − x

y

)]
d

dx′ϕ(x
′) dx′

= lim
y→0+

1

π

+∞∫
−∞

x′ − x

(x′ − x)2 + y2
d

dx′ϕ(x
′) dx′ = −H

[
d

dx
ϕ(x)

]
(x).

(S16)

Also note that the Hilbert transform commutes with the derivative: H[df(x)/dx](x) = dH[f(x)](x)/dx.

Thus, the filling condition can finally be written as

−ISD
4π

8LWx

[(x− L/2)2 +W 2][(x+ L/2)2 +W 2]
− σH[dϕ(x)/dx](x) = G0

∫ ϕ(x)

0

1

∆x(ϕ)
dϕ. (S17)

In the following subsection, we discuss the numerical procedure for retrieving ϕ(x) from Eq. (S17).

B. Numerical solution

We represent the generic antisymmetric shape of the interface potential by a parameter ϕ∗ (maximum of ϕ),
a sequence of monotonically increasing potential values ϕi with 0 < ϕi < ϕ∗ and a corresponding monotonically
decreasing sequence of position parameters xi (xi+1 < xi < 0) such that ϕ(xi) = ϕi, and another sequence of

monotonically increasing potential values ϕ̃j with 0 < ϕ̃j ≤ ϕ∗ and a corresponding monotonically increasing sequence

of position parameters x̃j (x̃j−1 < x̃j ≤ mini{xi}) such that ϕ(x̃j) = ϕ̃j . Based on this discrete parametrization
{ϕ∗, {xi}, {x̃j}} and ϕ(x) being an odd function, we can retrieve a continuous interface potential ϕ(x) via interpolation.
For the interpolation between the discrete points, we employ an interpolation scheme based on piecewise cubic Hermite
interpolating polynomials (PCHIP), which retains the monotonicity of the profile. At small x, we connect the solution
to ϕ(x = 0) = 0 while, for the decay profile at large |x|, we fit a power law to match the power-law decay of the
interpolated profile near the most distant position of the sequence, minj{x̃j}. In Fig. S2a (orange curve), an example
continuous interface potential profile is shown that is obtained from such a discretized parametrization, with a sequence
of six points between x = −x∗ and x = 0 with x∗ = −(mini{xi}+maxj{x̃j})/2, and another sequence of six points
between x = −∞ and x = −x∗ (filled orange circles). To have well-behaved monotonicity near the maximum, we
allow for a flat maximum with a small width (i.e., |mini{xi} −maxj{x̃j}| ≪ L) with our parametrization. We find
that such a parametrization is sufficient for getting interface potential profiles ϕ(x) that satisfy the filling condition
reasonably well over a wide range of setup parameters (L,W, σ).
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Supplemental Figure S2. (a) The interface potential profile for distributed injection as in Fig. 2 in the Main Text (L = 1 µm,
W = 0.2µm), with the sheet conductivity of the half-plane of injection reduced to σ = 0.125G0/2 and discrete parametrization
indicated. (b) The injected current density profiles for the interface potential profiles depicted in (a), normalized by the current
density at x∗

σΩ→∞ of a perfectly conducting ohmic channel (see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 3B2). We also show here the profiles
for a perfectly conducting proxy (ϕσΩ→∞) and a standard Landauer treatment of a ballistic channel with local injection (ϕlocal),
considering source and drain electrodes of width L/3 at constant potential ϕ∗ and injection/extraction uniformly distributed
over their widths (see text for details).

In detail, to obtain a ϕ(x) which fulfills the filling condition, we minimize the difference

δI ≡
0∫

−∞

dx

∣∣∣∣dIinj(x)dx
− dIch(x)

dx

∣∣∣∣
=

0∫
−∞

dx

∣∣∣∣∣ISD4π 8LWx

[(x− L/2)2 +W 2][(x+ L/2)2 +W 2]
+ σH[dϕ(x)/dx](x) +G0

∫ ϕ(x)

0

1

∆x(ϕ)
dϕ

∣∣∣∣∣ .
(S18)

between the left-hand side and the right-hand side of the filling condition Eq. (S17). For the numerical evaluation of
the second term on the left-hand side of Eq. (S17) (i.e., the contribution of Φball to the injected current density), the
discretely parametrized ϕ(x) (with parameter set {ϕ∗, {xi}, {x̃j}}) is interpolated to a dense grid between positions
x ≪ −L and x = 0; the Hilbert transform is then implemented with discrete (inverse) Fourier transforms. The
width function ∆x(ϕ) is also constructed from the ϕ(x) on this dense grid, such that the right-hand side of Eq. (S17)
can be evaluated numerically. Finally, the integral δI is effectively calculated on a dense discrete grid of x values,
first for an initial guess parameter set {ϕ∗, {xi}, {x̃j}}, and then for parameters that are iteratively updated through
the Nelder-Mead method to minimize δI. Through this minimization procedure, we find a solution for the interface
potential ϕ(x) with which the local injection from the conducting half-plane and the expected local injection for a
completely filled ballistic channel are in good agreement. The full numerical procedure is implemented in Python and
can be found in a Git repository [S4].

After analytic continuation of the interface potential ϕ(x) to Φball(x, y), the complete potential Φ(x, y) can obtained
from Eq. (S8), and thus the injected current density dIinj/dx can be calculated using Eq. (S7). An exemplary result
is presented in Fig. S2b together with the injected current densities for the quasi-1D ohmic channels Ω1 to Ω3 and
the conductive lower half-plane lhp (all of them obtained from analytical expressions, see SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE
3). Note that the displayed interface potential profiles and their characteristics (e.g., ϕ∗, x∗, FWHM) differ much
more among each other than the current density profiles do, which are all rather close to the current density profile of
a perfectly conducting edge, ∂yΦSD(x, y)|y=0+ = ∂yΦσΩ→∞|y=0+ , which can be expected when the upper half-plane
is poorly conducting compared to the ballistic channel or ohmic proxy. We can also compare the injection current
density profile for distributed injection to the one obtained in a standard Landauer treatment for electrodes that
directly inject and extract the channel current locally over channel sections with a finite length Lel. Assuming the
same bias window [−ϕ∗,+ϕ∗] as for distributed injection and a uniform spatial distribution of the injected (and
extracted) current over the length Lel, the injected current density is equal to dIinj/dx = G0ϕ

∗/Lel. This profile is
also shown in Fig. S2b for electrodes that are centered around ±x∗ and have a width Lel = L/3.
A numerical evaluation of the ballistic channel for different distances W is presented in Figs. S3a-c and compared to

the solutions for the quasi-1D ohmic channels Ω1 to Ω3 and the conductive lower half-plane lhp, in analogy to Fig. 3
of the Main Text. The trends for both the ballistic case and the ohmic cases when increasing the distance W are
qualitatively similar to the trends in Figs. 3d-f of the Main Text when decreasing the distance L (with the respective
other parameters kept fixed). There is, however, one exception: the relative maximum interface potential ϕ∗/ϕ∗

σΩ→0
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Supplemental Figure S3. (a) The maximum of the interface potential ϕ∗, (b) the corresponding position x∗, (c) the full width
at half maximum (FWHM), and (d) the total channel current as a function of the common distance of the contacts to the
ballistic channel W , considering a distance between contacts L = 1 µm and sheet conductivity σ = 0.25G0/2 for the half-plane
of injection. The solutions for a ballistic channel with the filling condition (ball) are shown, together with those of different
quasi-1D ohmic channels (Ω1-3) and a conducting lower half-plane as proxy (lhp) for comparison, as in Fig. 3 of the Main Text.
(e) The current density (inj) according to the injected current density from the upper half-plane (see Eq. (S7)), and the current
density (ch) according to the complete-filling requirement (see Eq. (S6)), for the ballistic channel (ball) and for a conducting
lower half-plane as proxy (lhp), considering W = 0.2µm.

for the quasi-1D ohmic channels increases as a function of both W and L, while for the ballistic channel there is an
increase as a function of W and a decrease as a function of L. Thus, the scaling trend of ϕ∗/ϕ∗

σΩ→0 for the ballistic
and quasi-1D ohmic channels is opposite when changing L, but the same when changing W . Notably, this is because
L, unlike W , has a direct impact on the path lengths of conduction along the channel and changes the resistance of
the (ballistic or ohmic) edge channel relative to the ohmic upper half-plane in opposite directions. Hence, changing
the distance between electrodes is the best approach for discriminating between a ballistic and a quasi-1D ohmic edge
channel through experimental potentiometry in the experimental geometry considered here.

In Fig. S3d, the total channel current that is obtained by integrating the injected current density over the distributed
source region x ∈] − ∞, 0[ is displayed. For the solution of the ballistic channel with complete filling over the bias
window [−ϕ∗, ϕ∗], the conductance Ich/(2ϕ

∗) is systematically quantized to G0/2. This is in general not the case for
any ohmic medium, except when the quasi-1D ohmic channel conductivity and the geometry parameters W and L are
carefully chosen (see ϕΩ1 with W ≈ 0.3L), or in the limit W ≫ L for the half-plane proxy lhp. Furthermore, the local
balance between the injected current density via the ohmic upper half-plane (Eq. (S7)) and the current density that is
required to fill a ballistic channel in the bias window (Eq. (S6)) is only achieved for the interface potential of a ballistic
channel that satisfies the filling condition and not by any ohmic medium as replacement. This is demonstrated in
Fig. S3e, where both current densities are evaluated and presented for a numerical solution of the filling condition,
and for an ohmic lower half-plane (lhp) proxy.

C. Analysis of the contact resistance, heat dissipation and filling condition for the case of distributed
injection

Before turning to a deeper analysis of distributed injection in our experimental geometry (Fig. 1b), we recap the
situation for the standard Landauer problem (Fig. 1a). In the Landauer approach, the properties of a 1D ballistic
channel follow from a confinement argument. At either contact (source and drain), the y dimension is reduced to
a very narrow strip, while the x dimension is left unchanged (see Fig. 1a). Consequently, the effectively infinite set
of ky quantum numbers is reduced to a small, discrete number M of transverse modes in the ballistic channel. In
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contrast, the number of allowed kx in the ballistic channel remains large (of similar order as in the contact electrode,
if the ballistic channel has macroscopic length). Thus, the current in the contacts can be (and is) carried by infinitely
many modes (all having distinct ky for a given kx), while in the ballistic channel it must be carried by only a few
modes—the M quantized sub-bands (transverse modes) that follow from the confinement in y direction. Because
there is no momentum conservation in ky at the contact point between the electrode and the ballistic channel, carriers
with any ky in the electrode can elastically scatter into the few transverse modes in the ballistic channel. Similarly,
the lack of momentum conservation in kx means that carriers that pass elastically from the contact electrode to the
ballistic channel can always change their kx to match the latter’s dispersion relation E(kx). Thus, any right-moving
state (kx > 0) in the source electrode can transition to the ballistic channel, and conversely, every right-moving state
in the ballistic channel can be occupied from the source electrode. Yet, because the number of available modes in the
ballistic channel is much smaller than in the source electrode, a bottleneck for carrier transport emerges at the source
contact. The well-known consequences are:

• Since all M modes in the ballistic channel can and will be filled from the source contact, the conductance of the
ballistic channel is proportional to M , i.e., G = 2e2M/h.

• Because the number of available states in the drain contact is so much larger than in the ballistic channel, it is
reasonable to assume that the exit from the ballistic channel to the drain contact is reflection-less.

• In the metallic electrodes, a tiny imbalance between quasi-Fermi levels (or chemical potentials) for right- and
left-moving carriers (and a corresponding slight asymmetry in the occupation of kx > 0 and kx < 0 states)
is sufficient to support any realistic current, because of the large number of transverse modes (and thus large
density of states). In contrast, the difference between quasi-Fermi levels needs to be much larger in the ballistic
channel to support the same current.

• Because of their overwhelmingly large number of transverse modes, the contact electrodes pin the chemical
potentials in the ballistic channels: right-moving states (kx > 0) in the ballistic channel have the same chemical
potential as the source electrode, while left-moving states (kx < 0) have the same chemical potential as the
drain electrode. Indeed, because the exit into the drain contact is reflection-less, causality implies that the
source electrode can have no influence on the left-moving states (and in particular their chemical potential),
and similarly the drain electrode can have no influence on right-moving states.

• From the difference in the quasi-Fermi levels it follows that the average chemical potential in the ballistic channel
is µ = (µS + µD)/2. This implies voltage drops of V = (µS − µD)/2e between source electrode and ballistic
channel, as well as the channel and the drain electrode.

• Because the voltage drops at the contacts, the resistance of the ballistic channel, too, has to be located there:
At source and drain, the contact resistance is G−1

c = h/(4e2M).

• Heat is dissipated where the average chemical potential drops—at the contacts. Fig. 1e helps to understand the
mechanism of this energy dissipation: Carriers that are injected from the source electrode at µS travel elastically
to the drain, where they end up in an excited state far above the Fermi level µD. Inelastic scattering processes
in the drain electrode relax the energy of these carriers to the local Fermi level µD. In contrast, a carrier that
is injected at the source from the lower end of the injection window (i.e., at µD) will enter the drain electrode
at its Fermi level. In this case, no energy relaxation in the drain is possible, but it takes place in the source
electrode, by filling the carrier hole left behind by the injected carrier with a carrier from µS (this process can
be understood as the scattering of the remaining hole). In this way, precisely half of the energy is dissipated
at each of the contacts—as it must, since the contact resistance at both contacts are the same. In the inelastic
collisions of the holes in the source and the carriers in the drain, also their respective momentum distributions
are changed from a directed distribution to an essentially isotropic one. This is consistent with the situation
in the electrodes, in which the difference between the quasi-Fermi levels for left movers and right movers is
tiny, and the current is carried by uncompensated electrons in a small crescent at the Fermi level, created by
displacing the Fermi sphere by the drift vector kd in the direction of the current [S1].

We now analyze the case of distributed injection. In the experimental geometry of Fig. 1b, there are two types of
interfaces, one between the contact electrodes and the 2D half-plane, and one between the half-plane and the ballistic
channel. If the electrodes are not too sharp, we can expect a large number of modes in both the metal contacts
(loose confinement in x, y) and the 2D half-plane (strict confinement in z), all of which can scatter into each other,
since there is no strict momentum conservation (only loose kx, ky conservation and no kz conservation on crossing
the interface). Thus, we do not expect a significant contact resistance at this interface. Because the electrodes and
the 2D half-plane are ohmic, the quasi-Fermi levels for ‘forward’ movers (i.e., those carriers with k that corresponds



9

to movement from source to drain) and ‘backward’ movers (k corresponding to movement from drain to source) are
nearly identical, and the current in both the electrodes and the 2D half-plane is carried by uncompensated electrons
in a small crescent in forward direction at the Fermi level [S1]. Even if this difference changes slightly between the
electrodes and the 2D half-plane (due to a small residual contact resistance), it will always be negligible compared to
the difference between the quasi-Fermi levels for right (or ‘forward’) movers and left (or ‘backward’) movers in the
ballistic channel. For this reason, we have drawn the carrier traces in Fig. 1f as single lines (green, orange, blue),
indicating schematically the nearly identical quasi-Fermi levels which follow the electrostatic potential Φ(x, y) in the
2D half-plane. However, as also illustrated in Fig. 1f, an exception from the standard ohmic transport in most of the
2D half-plane occurs in the vicinity of the ballistic channel. The discussion of the interface between the 2D half-plane
and the ballistic channel in the following paragraphs reveals the reason for this.

A requirement for the appearance of the quantized conductance in the Landauer picture of local injection is that
the number of transverse modes in the contacts has to be much larger than the number of modes in the ballistic
channel (ideally a single mode) [S1]. This requirement is also fulfilled in the case of distributed injection at the
interface between the 2D half-plane and the 1D ballistic channel (Fig. 1b), because the former supports a much larger
number of modes than the latter. In fact, the only difference to the standard Landauer picture of local injection
(from two 2D contacts, see Fig. 1a) is the relative direction of the confinement in the 1D channel: for standard local
injection, confinement and direction of transport in the contact are perpendicular to each other, while for distributed
injection the confinement occurs parallel to at least a component of the transport direction in the contact, i.e., the 2D
half-plane. Because this purely geometrical difference has no influence on mode numbers, it is reasonable to assume
that a contact resistance exists at the one-dimensional interface to the ballistic channel in Fig. 1b, due to a bottleneck
in mode numbers (in full analogy to the situation in Fig. 1a), and thus all states of the ballistic channel are filled on
the source side and the corresponding carriers exit in a reflection-less manner on the drain side, as in the standard
Landauer picture. We note, however, that the special geometry of distributed injection (Fig. 1b) requires specific
scattering when carriers enter or leave the ballistic channel. This scattering occurs in conjunction with the energy
relaxation close to the interface, to which we now turn.

As we have argued in the Main text (and in a more detailed manner in SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2A), the ballistic
channel draws carriers in a finite energy range of width 2e|ϕ(x)| from the Fermi sea of the 2D half-plane, conserving
their energy. As a consequence, at position −x′ < 0 holes between the local Fermi-level µ(−x′) and µ(−x′)−2e|ϕ(−x′)|
are generated in the 2D half-plane. These holes and the energy range in which they are created are shown in Fig. 1f
at position −x′ and −x∗. In the ideal case of a translationally invariant interface, momentum conservation for kx
holds, and therefore the holes in the Fermi sea appear at the same finite values of kx that the corresponding carriers
have in the ballistic channel; even in this ideal case, the ky value of the hole (since ky is not conserved) provides the
necessary freedom to adjust the carrier’s kx for a given energy E to the E(kx) dispersion in the ballistic channel. Any
deviations from an ideal interface will provide additional scattering that safeguards that carriers with the right energy
and momenta to fill the ballistic channel are present. For reasons of charge conservation, it is clear that the holes
must ultimately be filled from the reservoir of uncompensated charge carriers in the crescent around the quasi-Fermi
level at position (x = −x′, y ≈ 0) (since these carry the current), as indicated by orange shading at −x∗ and −x′ in
Fig. 1f of the Main Text. Through inelastic processes in the ohmic medium, they cascade down in energy; during this
cascade, the carriers also scatter from the momenta with which they arrive at the interface to the momenta of the
holes left behind by the carrier injection into the ballistic channel. Since the medium is ohmic, it can support this
scattering. After all, the current in the medium is carried by drifting charge carriers around the quasi-Fermi level,
which by scattering on the length scale of the carrier mean free path λmfp constantly adjust their momenta to the
local current direction, and furthermore adjust their energies such that the local quasi-Fermi level follows the potential
profile. We can therefore assume that also the energy and momentum relaxation at the interface between the 2D
half-plane and the ballistic channel takes place on the length scale of λmfp in the 2D half-plane. On the drain side,
an analogous situation occurs, with carriers exiting the ballistic channel with excess energy that is quickly dissipated
in the 2D half-plane (indicated by blue shading at x′ and x∗ in Fig. 1f of the Main Text) until carriers reach the
local quasi-Fermi level that corresponds to the electrostatic potential (blue line). Also in this case, energy relaxation
is accompanied by scattering to the appropriate momenta. Since the same scattering mechanisms are at work as on
the source side, we can assume that carrier relaxation on the drain side also takes place in a thin strip close to the
interface with a thickness on the order of λmfp. Importantly, our approach assumes that the contacts are positioned
appropriately such that ohmic transport is ensured over the 2D half-plane and the distances L and W in our setup
are much larger than the thickness of the non-ohmic relaxation region (on the source and drain sides). In terms of
length scales, we require that: λmfp ≪ L, λmfp ≪ W , λmfp ≪ |ΦS,D|/|∇Φ|.

Because carriers enter the ballistic channel at −x′ < 0 over a finite energy range [+eϕ(−x′),−eϕ(−x′)] (with a
constant density of states in the channel), while arriving at the ballistic channel with an energy corresponding to
the chemical potential µ(−x′) in a thin strip of width λmfp next to the channel, and similarly leave the strip at x′

at the chemical potential µ(x′) (see Fig. 1f), the chemical potential drops across this strip from µ(−x′) = eϕ(−x′)
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to 0 on the source side and from 0 to µ(+x′) = −µ(−x′) = −eϕ(−x′) on the drain side of the ballistic channel.
This is fully analogous to the situation in the standard Landauer problem of local injection (Fig. 1e). Evidently, this
creates a contact resistance in this strip, split equally between the source (x < 0) and drain (x > 0) sides of the
ballistic channel. Connected to the associated voltage drop is a heat dissipation of 2e|ϕ(x)|, which is also distributed
symmetrically between the source and drain sides. Importantly, as we have argued above, both contact resistance and
heat dissipation occur within λmfp of the interface between the ballistic channel and the 2D half-plane. The situation
is therefore similar to the classical Landauer picture of local injection, where contact resistance and heat dissipation
also arise within λmfp (in that case: of the contact material) at the point contacts. Thus, the 2D half-plane effectively
acts as a continuation of the contact electrodes. However, because of it being extended, we must solve the Poisson
equation to calculate the current density distribution which provides the injection current to the ballistic channel (and
transports carriers away from it). In the ohmic medium of the 2D half-plane this leads to a potential distribution
that is linked to a continuous voltage drop in the 2D half-plane and a corresponding dissipation. As a result, on each
path from the source to the drain electrode via the ballistic channel (entry point −x′ and exit point x′), there are
two contributions to the overall energy dissipation, 2e|ϕ(x′)| occurring within λmfp of the interface to the channel,
and µS − µD − 2e|ϕ(x′)| spread over the entire path through the 2D half-plane, such that for all carriers the total
dissipation irrespective of the path they take is always µS − µD, as it must.
Summarizing, we naturally arrive at the filling condition Eq. (1), which generalizes the standard Landauer problem

to a setup with distributed injection, by imposing ohmic transport on the half-plane and current continuity, further
taking into account the large mismatch of mode number at the interface between the half-plane and the ballistic
channel and ballistic propagation of charge carriers from source to drain regions. While ignoring the detailed scattering
mechanisms that are involved in the transfer across the interface between the 2D half-plane and the ballistic channel
(including non-ohmic relaxation mechanisms), our argumentation has shown that these scattering mechanisms will
be supported by the ohmic medium of the 2D half-plane.

SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 3. POTENTIAL FOR CLASSICAL QUASI-1D OHMIC CHANNEL

A. General solution

In this section the analytic solution of the problem of a classical quasi-1D ohmic strip next to an ohmic half-plane,
sketched in Fig. S4, is presented. We solve the corresponding boundary value problem. In fact, we consider a more
general situation in which the half-plane below the quasi-1D ohmic channel is taken explicitly into account, too. Its
sheet conductivity is σIII. Apart from its broader applicability, this generalization has the advantage that no a priori
assumptions regarding the boundary condition at the lower edge of the quasi-1D channel are necessary.

σI

σII

σIII

(-x0, y0) (x0, y0)

d

S D

x

y

Supplemental Figure S4. Configuration of a quasi-1D ohmic channel (width d ≪ L,W and sheet conductivity σII) sandwiched
between two half-planes (with sheet conductivities σI and σIII for the upper and lower half-planes, respectively). Two current
injecting/extracting contacts are placed symmetrically on the upper half-plane. The resulting potential in the uppper half-plane
is calculated.

The ansatz for the electrostatic potential in the three regions I, II, and III is

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

∞∫
0

A(k)e−k(y+d) sin(kx)dk, (S19)
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ΦII(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

∞∫
0

[
B(k)ek(y+d) + C(k)e−k(y+d)

]
sin(kx)dk, (S20)

ΦIII(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

∞∫
0

D(k)ek(y+d) sin(kx)dk. (S21)

The first term in Eq. (S19) follows from the Poisson equation for stationary currents in a 2D ohmic sheet with sheet
conductivity σI (in the Main Text, this sheet conductivity is labelled σ for simplicity), when injecting a current ISD at
point (−x0, y0) and withdrawing it at (+x0, y0). Its derivation can, e.g., be found in Ref. [S2]. Note that in the present
case x0 = L/2 and y0 = W . However, for better readability we will continue to use x0 and y0 in this section. Also
note that the potentials in Eq. (S19) to (S21) have opposite signs as the one in Ref. [S2], because the current direction
is reversed. The integral in Eq. (S19) embodies the influence of regions II and III on the potential distribution in
region I. Its antisymmetry under the transformation x → −x follows from the symmetry properties of the problem.
In regions II and III, the potential due to the current injection and extraction in region I is modified by boundary
conditions at y = 0 and y = −d and by the different sheet conductivities in the two regions. This modification is
captured by the integrals in Eq. (S20) and (S21), which have the same antisymmetric property as Eq. (S19), but differ
in their dependence on y. Note that limy→∞ ΦI(x, y) = 0 and limy→−∞ ΦIII(x, y) = 0, as it must.
The functions A(k), B(k), C(k), and D(k) follow from the four conditions of continuity regarding the potential

Φ(x, y) and the current density σ∂Φ(x, y)/∂y at the boundaries at y = 0 and y = −d. Specifically, we find

A(k)e−kd −B(k)ekd − C(k)e−kd = 0 (S22)

B(k) + C(k)−D(k) = 0 (S23)

∞∫
0

k[σIA(k)e−kd + σIIB(k)ekd − σIIC(k)e−kd] sin(kx)dk = −2(σI − σII)

[
y0

(x− x0)2 + y20
− y0

(x+ x0)2 + y20

]
(S24)

∞∫
0

k[σIIB(k)− σIIC(k)− σIIID(k)] sin(kx)dk = 2(σII − σIII)

[
y0 + d

(x− x0)2 + (y0 + d)2
− y0 + d

(x+ x0)2 + (y0 + d)2

]
(S25)

Applying the Fourier sine transform

f(x) =
2

π

∞∫
0

 ∞∫
0

f(x′) sin(x′y)dx′

 sin(xy)dy (S26)

appropriate for odd functions in the argument, to Eqs. (S24) and (S25), we obtain

σIA(k)e−kd + σIIB(k)ekd − σIIC(k)e−kd = −4(σI − σII)

πk

∞∫
0

[
y0

y20 + (x− x0)2
− y0

y20 + (x+ x0)2

]
sin(kx)dx (S27)

and

σIIB(k)− σIIC(k)− σIIID(k) =
4(σII − σIII)

πk

∞∫
0

[
y0 + d

(y0 + d)2 + (x− x0)2
− y0 + d

(y0 + d)2 + (x+ x0)2

]
sin(kx)dx, (S28)

the right hand sides of which can be integrated using Gradstein, vol. 1, S. 459, Nr. 3.732, no. 1 [S5] for β > 0 (y0 > 0)

∞∫
0

[
β

β2 + (x− y)2
− β

β2 + (x+ y)2

]
sin(ax)dx = πe−aβ sin(aγ) (S29)
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to yield

σIA(k)e−kd + σIIB(k)ekd − σIIC(k)e−kd = −4(σI − σII)e
−ky0

sin(kx0)

k
(S30)

and

σIIB(k)− σIIC(k)− σIIID(k) = 4(σII − σIII)e
−k(y0+d) sin(kx0)

k
. (S31)

Combining Eqs. (S23) and (S31), we get

(σII − σIII)B(k)− (σII + σIII)C(k) = 4(σII − σIII)e
−k(y0+d) sin(kx0)

k
. (S32)

With Eqs. (S22), (S30), and (S32), we have derived a linear system of equations for the three functions A(k), B(k)
and C(k). Once these are known, D(k) follows trivially from Eq. (S23).
Since we are mostly interested in region I and its boundary, which determines the injection potential and injection

current density into the quasi-1D ohmic channel (region II), we concentrate on A(k) here. Solving the linear system
of equations yields

A(k) = −4
s1e

2kd + s2
1 + s1s2e−2kd

e−k(y0+d) sin(kx0)

k
, (S33)

where we have defined

s1 ≡ σI − σII

σI + σII
and s2 ≡ σII − σIII

σII + σIII
. (S34)

Applying the series expansion (1 + x)−1 = 1− x+ x2 − x3 + ..., this can be rewritten as

A(k) = −4

∞∑
n=0

(−s1s2)
n(s1e

−k2(n−1)d + s2e
−k2nd)e−k(y0+d) sin(kx0)

k

= −4

[
s1e

−k(y0−2d) + (1− s21)s2

∞∑
n=0

(−s1s2)
ne−k(y0+2nd)

]
e−kd sin(kx0)

k
,

(S35)

where in the second line we have re-arranged the summands. Inserting this last equation into Eq. (S19) finally yields

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

s1 ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

(1− s21)s2

∞∑
n=0

(−s1s2)
n ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + [y + y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2

(x+ x0)2 + [y + y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2

)
,

(S36)

where we have used the integral

∞∫
0

e−βx sin(γx) sin(ax)

x
dx =

1

4
ln

(
β2 + (a+ γ)2

β2 + (a− γ)2

)
(S37)

from Gradstein, vol. 1, p. 537, no. 3.947 [S5]. Eq. (S36) has a simple physical interpretation: The first term is the
contribution of the externally applied source and drain at +y0 to the potential in region I, while the second term is
the contribution to ΦI of an image source and drain due to mirroring at the interface between regions I and II (hence
the factor s1); they are located at −y0. Similarly, the n = 0 term of the sum derives from a pair of images (source and
drain) produced by the interface between the regions II and III (factor s2), situated at −y0− 2d. The terms for n > 1
are generated by mirroring the image source and drain deriving from the n − 1 term twice, first at the far interface
I-II, thereby picking up a factor −s1, and then back at the adjacent interface II-III interface, collecting a factor s2.
This generates pairs of images at positions −y0 − 2(n+ 1)d, farther and farther away from the two boundaries. The
potential in region I thus originates from an infinite series of image sources and drains in regions II and III. Note that
the factor 1−s21 in the third term of Eq. (S36) takes care of the perfect screening that occurs at the interface I-II if the
conductivity in region II is infinite. Then, no mirroring can take place at the far interface, because the adjacent one
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(to a perfect metal) completely screens it out; thus, the whole sum, including the n = 0 term, must collapse, which is
ensured by the above factor, as it becomes zero for σII → ∞. Eq. (S36) was used to compute the cases labelled Ω1,
Ω2 and Ω3 in the Main Text.

Based on Eq. (S36), the current density that is injected from region I into the quasi-1D ohmic channel (region II)
is given by

dIinj(x)

dx
=σI

∂ΦI(x, y)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
y=0+

=
ISD
4π

(
−(1− s1)

8x0y0x

[(x− x0)2 + y20 ][(x+ x0)2 + y20 ]

+(1− s21)s2

+∞∑
n=0

(−s1s2)
n 8x0[y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]x

{(x− x0)2 + [y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2}{(x+ x0)2 + [y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2}

)
.

(S38)

B. Special cases

1. Classical quasi-1D edge channel

For an insulating region III (σIII = 0, leading to s2 = 1), Eq. (S36) becomes

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

s1 ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
+

ISD
4πσI

(1− s21)

∞∑
n=0

(−s1)
n ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y + y0 + 2(n+ 1)d)2

(x+ x0)2 + (y + y0 + 2(n+ 1)d)2

)
.

(S39)

This equation describes the situation of a classical quasi-1D edge channel, i.e., a channel with sheet conductivity
σII that is connected on one of its sides to an ohmic half-plane with sheet conductivity σI, on the other side to an
insulator. The corresponding current density injected into the quasi-1D ohmic channel then reads

dIinj(x)

dx
= σI

∂ΦI(x, y)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
y=0+

=
ISD
4π

(
−(1− s1)

8x0y0x

[(x− x0)2 + y20 ][(x+ x0)2 + y20 ]

+(1− s21)

∞∑
n=0

(−s1)
n 8x0[y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]x

{(x− x0)2 + [y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2}{(x+ x0)2 + [y0 + 2(n+ 1)d]2}

)
.

(S40)

Eqs. (S39) and (S40) were used to generate the results for the quasi-1D ohmic channels Ω1, Ω2, and Ω3.

2. Classical quasi-1D channel with infinite sheet conductivity

We now consider several special cases of Eq. (S36) that are used in the Main Text. First, we consider an ‘ohmic’
quasi-1D channel with a sheet conductivity σII → ∞ and injection through a 2D half-plane with finite conductivity
σI. In a sense, this can be understood as the resistive analog of a ballistic channel with quantized conductance and
distributed injection as treated in the Main Text. In this limit, s1 → −1 and s2 → 1, and we obtain

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2
· (x+ x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x− x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
, (S41)

This equation was used to compute the case σΩ → ∞ in the Main Text. Notably, there is no dependence on the width
of the perfectly conducting channel. Also, we see that the infinite conductivity of the quasi-1D channel effectively
screens out the influence of region III on the potential distribution in region I (no influence of σIII on ΦI). This also
holds if image source and drain at −y0 are located within region III.
In the σII → ∞ limit, we obtain ΦI(x, y = 0+) = 0 and the current density of injection is given by

σI∂yΦI(x, y)|y=0+ = −ISD
4π

16x0y0x

[(x− x0)2 + y20 ][(x+ x0)2 + y20 ]
, (S42)

which corresponds to the first term on the left-hand side of our filling condition (Eq. (S17)). At the position −x∗ =

−
√
x2
0 + y20 (see below), the injection current density is equal to

σI∂yΦI(−x∗, y)|y=0+ =
ISD
4π

4x0

y0x∗ (S43)
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which is used to normalize the current density in Fig. S2b. Note that this does not correspond to the maximal current
density, as can be seen in Fig. S2b, which is obtained at x = −(x2

0 − y20 + 2
√
x4
0 + x2

0y
2
0 + y40)

1/2/
√
3.

3. Classical quasi-1D channel with vanishing conductivity

In the limit σII → 0 (referred to as the σΩ → 0 limit in the Main Text), Eq. (S36) of the classical quasi-1D channel
becomes

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2
· (x− x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
. (S44)

At the interface, i.e., for y = 0+,

ΦI(x, y = 0+) =
ISD
4πσI

2 ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + y20
(x+ x0)2 + y20

)
. (S45)

The two extrema of this function are found at ±x∗ ≡ ±
√
x2
0 + y20 , the corresponding extremal values are

±ϕ∗ = ± ISD
4πσI

2 ln

(
x∗ + x0

x∗ − x0

)
, (S46)

where the upper signs relate to the maximum at −x∗, which we used to normalize the interface potentials in Figs. 2,3
of the Main Text and Figs. S1-S3. As expected, from Eq. (S44) we obtain σI∂yΦI(x, y)|y=0+ = 0 for the injection
current density into the insulating quasi-1D channel.

4. Classical ohmic lower half-plane

In the Main Text and SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE 2 we also compare the ballistic edge channel to an ohmic half-
plane with finite sheet conductivity as a proxy (case labeled ‘lhp’). Starting from equation Eq. (S36), the latter can
naturally be reached by taking the limit d → ∞, whence we get

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2

)
+

σI − σII

σI + σII

ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
. (S47)

We note that this is the same expression as Eq. (8) in Ref. [S2]. Evidently, it can also be obtained by taking the limit
d → 0 and assuming, without loss of generality, σII = σIII (s2 = 0), or indeed assuming σII = σI (s1 = 0), noting in
the latter case that (−s1s2)

0 remains finite and equal to 1 even if s1 → 0. The extrema ±ϕ∗ of Eq. (S47) can again
be worked out analytically and are located at ±x∗, with

ϕ∗ =
ISD
4π

2

σI + σII
ln

(
x∗ + x0

x∗ − x0

)
. (S48)

The current density of injection is given by

σI∂yΦI(x, y)|y=0+ = −ISD
4π

σII

σI + σII

16x0y0x

[(x− x0)2 + y20 ][(x+ x0)2 + y20 ]
. (S49)

If we additionally assume perfect conductivity (σII → ∞) for the ‘lhp’ case in Eq. (S47), we find

ΦI(x, y) =
ISD
4πσI

ln

(
(x− x0)

2 + (y − y0)
2

(x+ x0)2 + (y − y0)2
· (x+ x0)

2 + (y + y0)
2

(x− x0)2 + (y + y0)2

)
. (S50)

The solution Eq. (S50) for a lower half-plane with infinite sheet conductivity is in fact identical to the one for the
classical quasi-1D channel with infinite conductivity (σΩ → ∞) in Eq. (S41).
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