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Abstract 

Simulations carried out with COMSOL software in order to study the electrical 

resistivity of rectangular samples are reported. The comparison of the results with the 

four-probe method allows to understand the meaning of the geometric factor (𝐻) and the 

effectiveness thickness (𝐸) defined in the Montgomery method. 
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1) Introduction 

 

The Montgomery and the van der Pauw methods have been extensively used to 

characterize the electrical resistivity (𝜌) of isotropic and anisotropic conductors [1,2]. 

These methods have many technical advantages with regard to the preparation of probes 

in samples with non-uniform geometric and/or millimetric size [3], which avoid contact 

shot-circuit in comparison to the conventional four-probe method [4]. 



The Montgomery method involves attaching contacts to the opposite sides of a 

rectangular flat sample for measuring the electrical resistance between these contacts. The 

sample is then rotated, and the resistance is measured again [2]. By using the measured 

resistances, the electrical resistivity of the sample can be determined [2]. Furthermore, 

the van der Pauw method is similar but is used for samples with more complex geometries 

[1]. Thus, the key advantages of both methods are the ability to accurately measure the 

electrical properties of samples with complex geometries, such as irregularly shaped sam-

ples and anisotropic conductors [1]. 

In addition, a simple equation to calculate electrical resistivity has been published 

long ago by Montgomery [2] as  

𝜌 = 𝑅1𝐻1𝐸,                                                                  (1) 

where 𝐸 is the effective thickness and the geometric parameter 

𝐻1 ≈
𝜋

8
sinh (𝜋

𝐿2

𝐿1
),                                                         (2) 

provides the intrinsic electrical resistivity of an isotropic sample as a function of the elec-

trical resistance (𝑅1), which is measured using four electrical probes placed in the corners 

of rectangular blocks, with 𝐿1 and 𝐿2 sides. 

An external electrical current 𝐼 flows between two consecutive corners while the 

drop of the electric potential 𝑉1 is measured between the two remanent corners on the 

opposite side (for instance, see Fig. 1 and 2 of the reference [3]). The ratio 𝑉1/𝐼1 provides 

the sample electrical resistance (𝑅1). The geometrical parameters 𝐻1 and 𝐸 in Equation 

(1) are related to the surface aspect ratio of a rectangular block (𝐿2/𝐿1) and its thickness, 

respectively [2]. Although the Montgomery has been published more than 50 years ago, 

there is a lack of physical meaning for these two geometrical parameters. 

Unfortunately, the experimental investigation of the 𝐻1 and 𝐸 in the Montgomery 

method is limited because requires the preparation and the measurement of a large num-

ber of samples with several sizes and different conducting materials, which is not a simple 

experimental task. On the other hand, the numerical simulations using the finite element 

method have some advantages because they can reproduce easily the experiments in rec-

tangular blocks with many different sizes, without spending too much time. Furthermore, 

this numerical approach allows a systematic and deep analysis of the equipotential and 

electric field profiles in a conducting material under an external electrical current flow, 



which is not generally obtained in the transport measurements. The powerful of the finite 

element analysis performed using the COMSOL software can be observed in our recent 

publication [4]. 

Thus, in this work, we carried out a numerical modeling study to broaden the 

comprehension of the physical meaning of the geometric factor and effective thickness in 

the Montgomery method [2, 3]. We have noticed that the comparison of the Montgomery 

method with the conventional four-probe method provides insights into the definition of 

the 𝐻1 term. Furthermore, the analysis of the electrical resistivity of 3D samples clarifies 

the meaning of the effective thickness (𝐸) of rectangular conducting blocks. 

 

2) Methodology 

 

2D isotropic conducting simulated samples with 𝐿1 and 𝐿2 dimensions are stud-

ied, using COMSOL Multiphysics software [5]. The length 𝐿1 was fixed at 1 m and 𝐿2 

was varied within the range 𝐿2/𝐿1 from 0.01 to 8.  

COMSOL has been already used to describe the behavior of electrical resistivity 

of several samples with rectangular shape typically used in the Montgomery method [4] 

and is applied in many areas, such as electric field, plasma physics, etc [6-9]. 

The squared COMSOL mesh grid was used to perform the finite element calcula-

tions in the 2D modeling using finite elements in quadrilateral shape. The lowest size for 

the MFE (Maximum Finite Element) of the mesh grid was defined as 0.01 m, which 

means that the minimum 𝐿2/𝐿1 = 0.01 aspect ratio corresponds to the 1D boundary in 

this study. 

In Fig. 1(a) the external applied current (𝐼1) of 1 A was chosen as the boundary 

condition using L-shape corners of 0.01 m × 0.01 m at point A such as the electrical 

current terminal, while the same type of contact in the corner at point B was used as the 

ground terminal. The voltage drop (𝑉1) induced between the corners placed at the points 

C and D, due to a steady electrical current flow through points A and B, was simulated 

using isotropic samples with electrical resistivity of 1  m. Color pallet in the Fig. 1(a) 

highlights the boundaries in which the equipotential lines related to points C and D points 

are found in the sample. 



The third dimension, the thickness (𝐿3), was studied in order to investigate the 

effective thickness (𝐸) in the Montgomery method [2, 3]. Finite element modeling simu-

lations were performed in 3D systems of different dimensions using standard triangular 

mesh grids in extra fine size. In Fig. 1(b) is shown the dropped voltage simulated between 

C and D corners induced by 1 A external electrical current applied between the A and B 

corners. The results were analyzed for samples with 𝐿2 ≥ 𝐿1 and thickness ranging be-

tween 0.01 m and 8 m. 

 

Figure 1 – (a) Typical 2D simulation for a rectangular sample with 𝐿1 and 𝐿2 sides. Voltage is applied at 

the corners A and B in the way they provide the voltage profile shown by different colors between C and 

D points, whose values depend on the electrical resistivity of the sample. ℓ represents the distance between 

the points along the AB line where the voltage drop is equal to 𝑉1 = 𝑉𝐷 − 𝑉𝐶. In (b) a typical 3D simulation 

is shown, in which 𝐿3 is the thickness of the sample. The color pallet represents the electric field in the 

middle section of the sample. In both figures, the arrows represent the electric field (𝜀𝑥) lines. 

 



3) Results and discussion 

3.1) Interpretation for the geometric factor (𝑯𝟏) 

Fig. 2 displays the schematic samples used in the conventional four-probe and the 

Montgomery methods.  

 

Figure 2 – Equivalence between samples used in the conventional four-probe (right) and in the Montgom-

ery methods (left). The dimensions are described in the text.  

 

The conventional four-probe method uses a sample with four aligned contacts, 

which provides the electrical resistivity given by 

𝜌 =
𝑉1

𝐼1

𝑤𝑡

ℓ
 ,                                                                 (3) 

where 𝑤 is the sample width, ℓ is the distance between the voltage contacts, and 𝑡 is the 

sample thickness. 

Making a rectangular sample with 𝐸 = 𝐿3 = 𝑡 , as drawn in Fig. 2, taking 𝐻1 

given by Equation (2), and comparing the electrical resistivity in the Montgomery method 

(Equation 1) with the four-probe method (Equation 3), it is easy to show that 

𝑤

ℓ
= 𝐻1 ≈

𝜋

8
sinh (𝜋

𝐿2

𝐿1
).                                                   (4) 

This is interesting since it provides a direct physical meaning for the geometrical 

parameter 𝐻1 of the Montgomery method, which is related to the ratio between the sam-

ple width and the distance between the voltage contacts in the four-probe method (a sim-

ilar meaning can be obtained for the geometrical parameter 𝐻2 [2,3]). 



 

Simulations similar to the Fig. 1(a) were performed in several isotropic rectangu-

lar conducting sheets with different aspect ratios 𝐿2/𝐿1 in order to deeper understand the 

meaning of the geometrical parameter 𝐻1 described above. Some results are displayed in 

Fig. 3 for different sample dimensions. 

 

 

Figure 3 – (a) - (f) 2D simulations for some different aspect ratios. As 𝐿2/𝐿1 increases, the equivalent 

distance between the voltage contacts ℓ, defined in Fig. 2, strongly decreases. 

 

Taking the simulation data for the electric voltage along A-B and C-D segments, 

it is possible to find the distance ℓ very precisely. Fig. 4(a) displays these results and the 

way to determine ℓ for a 2D sample with 𝐿1 = 𝐿2 = 1 m. In Fig. 4(b) is shown the results 

of 𝑉1(= 𝑉𝐶𝐷), ℓ, and 𝑤 for samples with different aspect ratios 𝐿2/𝐿1. 

 

 



 

Figure 4 – (a) Electric potential along A-B (upper inset) and C-D (main panel) segments for a 2D sample 

with 𝐿1 = 𝐿2 = 1 m. The red full line is the fit expected for the 𝑉1 behavior, which predicts the saddle 

points at corners C and D [4]. The 𝑉𝐶 and 𝑉𝐷 values at these points are indicated by the horizontal blue 

arrows. The lower inset shows how the ℓ value is determined, which corresponds to the segment in the A-

B direction where the voltage is equal to 𝑉1 = 𝑉𝐶𝐷 = 𝑉𝐷 − 𝑉𝐶. In (b) is shown the behavior of 𝑉1 and ℓ as 

a function of the ratio 𝐿2/𝐿1. Fitting lines are given by Equations (5), (6), and (4) in reference 4. Insert 

displays the behavior of 𝑤, which is equal 𝐿1/2 above the limit 𝐿2/𝐿1 > 1.  

 



Results show that the 𝑉1 follows the expected result given by Equation (6) of ref-

erence 5. On the other hand, surprising are the behaviors of ℓ and 𝑤. ℓ has similar de-

pendence as 𝐻1, given by 

ℓ = 𝐿1

4

𝜋
csch (𝜋

𝐿2

𝐿1
),                                                   (5) 

at least in the 𝐿2/𝐿1 > 1 limit (see black line and red circle symbols in Fig. 4 (b)).  

In addition, by comparing this result with Equation (4), one can notice that 𝑤 =

𝐿1/2 is an implication for all samples in this limit (see inset of Fig. 6(b)), no matter the 

dimensions of the samples.  

 

3.2) Interpretation of the effective thickness (𝑬) 

Fig. 5 displays simulations of 3D samples showing the electric field lines (see 

arrows) and the profiles at the center of the rectangular blocks with different thickness 

𝐿3.   

 

Figure 5 – (a) - (f) Behavior of the electric field in 3D rectangular samples with different thickness 𝐿3. 

Arrows show the direction of the electric field. The colored profiles display the electric field vector at the 

center for each sample, which is directed along the x-axis (𝜀x). 



It is observed that the profile of thin samples is different than the thicker ones. 

Thin samples have homogeneous electric field profile along the thickness (colored lines 

are almost vertical), although, thicker blocks have inhomogeneous profile, which tend to 

saturate the value of the electric fields in the bottom of the block (dark blue color region). 

Taking the simulation data, it is possible to study the behavior of the electric volt-

age and the electric field for several samples. Fig. 6 displays the behavior of 𝑉1 as a func-

tion of the thickness 𝐿3 for samples with different 𝐿2/𝐿1 ratios. 

 

 

Figure 6 – 𝑉1 as a function of the thickness 𝐿3 for samples with different 𝐿2/𝐿1 ratios. Two behaviors are 

clearly noticed, one linear and another constant, which are related to the Equations (6), for 𝐸 = 𝐿3, and (8), 

respectively.  The constant behavior of 𝑉1 is reached at 𝐿3 = (2𝐿1𝐿2)1/2, which are represented by the yel-

low solid circles shown in the insert. The main panel displays the universal scaling taking 𝑉1/𝑉1
∗ as a func-

tion of 𝐿3/(𝐿1𝐿2)1/2, where 𝑉1
∗ is the saturation of 𝑉1 for each sample. 

  

In fact, the linear behaviors and the saturations observed in Fig. 6 are related to 

the Equation (6) reported previously [4], which is given by  

𝑉1 =
8

𝜋
𝜌𝐼

1

sinh(𝜋𝐿2/𝐿1)

1

𝐸
 ,                                              (6) 

in the 𝐿2/𝐿1 ≥ 1 limit.  



The linear behavior of Fig. 6 is found taking 𝐸 = 𝐿3 and the saturation of 𝑉1 oc-

curs at the maximum effective thickness (yellow full circles), which is obtained by   

𝐸∗ =
√2

2
 (𝐿1𝐿2)1/2 ,                                                     (7) 

in agreement with the previous works [2]. 

These two behaviors physically represent the thin sample limit and sample with 

maximum effective thickness, above which the electrical resistance of the sample does 

not change with increasing its thickness. 

Additionally, such as the behaviors of 𝑉1 in the insert of Fig. 6 are similar for all 

samples, it is possible to make a universal scaling taking 𝑉1/𝑉1
∗ as a function of 𝐿1, 𝐿2, 

and 𝐿3, where 𝑉1
∗ is the saturation of 𝑉1 for each sample, which is given by 

𝑉1
∗ =

8

𝜋
𝜌𝐼

1

sinh(𝜋𝐿2/𝐿1)

√2

(𝐿1𝐿2)1/2
.                                         (8) 

Dividing Equation (6) by Equation (7) and taking the limit 𝐸 = 𝐿3, it is easy to 

notice that 𝑉1/𝑉1
∗ must scale as a function of 𝐿3/(𝐿1𝐿2)1/2. The main panel of Fig. 6 dis-

plays this scaling, which shows an excellent collapse for all data. 

Finally, further analysis of this collapse shows that the function which describes 

this universal behavior seems to be simple and is related to the normalized effective thick-

ness reported previously [2-4]. This study is underway and the results will be reported 

elsewhere [10]. 

 

4) Conclusions 

Numerical simulations using COMSOL software allowed us to understand the ge-

ometrical parameters (𝑉1 and 𝐸) of the Montgomery method [2]. The simulations show 

unambiguously that the geometrical parameter 𝐻1 is related to the width and the distance 

between voltage probes of an equivalent sample measured in the conventional four-probe 

method. Furthermore, the simulations tuning the thickness of the rectangular samples pro-

vided important insights into the effective thickness in the Montgomery method. Two 

behaviors are clearly observed in the results, one related to the thin samples limit, 𝐸 =

𝐿3, and another due to a saturation of the voltage 𝑉1  at 𝐿3 = √2/2 (𝐿1𝐿2)1/2 , above 



which the sample resistance is independent of the thickness. The results are in excellent 

agreement with the previous results [2-4]. 
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