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Abstract. We analytically evaluate charge and spin density response functions of the clean two-dimensional
electron gas with Rashba spin-orbit coupling at finite momenta and frequencies. On the basis of our exact
expressions we discuss the accuracy of the long-wavelength and the quasiclassical approximations. We also
derive the static limit of spin susceptibilities and demonstrate, in particular, how the Kohn-like anoma-
lies in their derivatives are related to the spin-orbit modification of the Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida
interaction. Taking into account screening and exchange effects of the Coulomb interaction, we describe
the collective charge and spin density excitation modes which appear to be coupled due to nonvanishing

spin-charge response function.

PACS. 71.70.Ej Spin-orbit coupling — 73.20.Mf Collective excitations (including excitons, polarons, plas-
mons and other charge-density excitations) — 73.21.-b Electron states and collective excitations in multi-
layers, quantum wells, mesoscopic, and nanoscale systems

1 Introduction

One of the working principles of semiconductor spintron-
ics [1,2] is based on the idea to exploit spin-orbit (SO)
coupling for a manipulation of an electron’s spin by means
of electric fields. The SO coupling of the Rashba type [3]
arises in a two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG) at semi-
conductor heterojunction due to the quantum well asym-
metry in the perpendicular direction, and the strength ap
of this coupling can be tuned by a gate voltage [4,5].

A theoretical description of SO-related phenomena in
the 2DEG is provided by coupled transport equations
for charge and spin components of the distribution func-
tion [6-10]. In the regime of a linear response to external
fields these equations appear to be intimately linked to the
density response functions such as charge and spin suscep-
tibilities and — more peculiar — spin-charge response func-
tions. In the presence of impurity scattering all of these
functions have been previously evaluated in the quasiclas-
sical approximation in the both diffusive [8] (¢ <« v;LT)

and non-diffusive [11] (MZT < ¢ < k) regimes, where ¢

is a momentum transfer, kr and vp are Fermi momentum

and Fermi velocity, and 7 is an elastic scattering time.
Recently it has been also remarked [12,11] that the

quasiclassical results for the Rashba system are validated
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only in the presence of a finite amount of disorder such
that 771 > m*a%, where m* is an effective electron’s
mass. Therefore, they cannot be straightforwardly applied
in the extreme collisionless limit 7 — oo even at small ¢ <
kr, and the response functions of the clean 2DEG with
Rashba SO coupling require a more refine consideration
at finite values of ¢ and frequency w.

Various response functions in the clean case 7 — oo
are most easily evaluated in the long-wavelength limit
g — 0 [6,13-16]. On the other hand, the knowledge of
the dynamic response functions at finite ¢ enables one to
find dispersions of the collective charge and spin density
excitations [17-23] occurring in the presence of electron-
electron interaction. In particular, in reference [23] the
polarization operator, or the charge susceptibility, of the
system in question has been calculated analytically at ar-
bitrary momenta and frequencies, and the SO-induced at-
tenuation of the charge density mode (plasmon) has been
quantitatively described within the random phase approx-
imation (RPA).

In this paper we analytically evaluate (Sect. 3) the
other density response functions following the computa-
tional scheme elaborated in reference [23]. In Section 4
we derive the static limit of the spin susceptibilities, and
observe an occurrence of the Kohn-like anomalies [24] in
their derivatives. We demonstrate how they are related to
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the SO modification [25] of the Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-
Yosida (RKKY) interaction [26-28] between two mag-
netic impurities. In Section 5 we compare our expres-
sions for the dynamic response functions with the results
of the long-wavelength and the quasiclassical approxima-
tions, and make conclusions about applicability ranges of
the latter. Finally, in Section 6 we revisit the problem of
the collective charge and spin density excitations treat-
ing electron-electron interaction in terms of the Hubbard
approximation [29], i.e. our consideration extends beyond
the RPA scheme. We demonstrate that the charge and
the spin components are coupled in the obtained collec-
tive modes, which is a consequence of a simultaneous ac-
count of the non-zero spin-charge response function and
the exchange vertex corrections.

2 Basic definitions

Let us consider the 2DEG with SO coupling of the Rashba
type [3] which is described by the single-particle Hamilto-

nian
2

k
Hy = 2—m*+a3khf, (1)
where hff = 07 sin ¢ — o¥ cos ¢y is the spin-angular part
of the Rashba spin-orbit coupling term, and we use the
units such that A = 1.
The spectrum of (1) is split into two subbands,

k2

+

= 2
Uk T ’ (2)

the corresponding eigenstates being

S() (7)o

The matrix Uy diagonalizing the initial Hamiltonian (1)
= U;th:‘l/{k, is then given by

Yy =

as well as hl?, i.e. 0*

L [1 —i0® cos gk — ioY sin¢y]. (4)

V2

It is also convenient to introduce the projectors onto the
eigenstates (3),

U = (Vrers Yx—) =

1+Af
ok (5)

Pir = s @Y, =

which allow us, for example, to spectrally decompose the
Hamiltonian Hx =3, _, €. Piy as well as the (retarded)
Green’s function

Py
G =Y — 6
— € +10 — €, (6)
pn==

A linear response pg, of the charge density (o = 0) and
the spin densities (o = x, ¥, z) to an external spatially in-
homogeneous and nonstationary perturbation qu, which
consists of a scalar potential (8 = 0) and a magnetic field

(6 = z,y, z), is usually determined in the framework of the
Kubo formalism [29]. Applying the standard technique of
the linear response theory and using for convenience the
representation (6), one can establish an expression for the
(retarded) density-density response functions,

- Z / d2k np(eg) —nr (€ﬁ+q) B /
* o == w + 10+ ek €£l+q lerduni
(7)
where
fl?iJrq s Tr[PkuUaPk+q,u’UB] (8)

are the overlap functions; ng denotes the Fermi distribu-
tion, and % = 1.

In the explicit form .7-'k , are listed in Ap-

A ktasp,p ’
pendix B of reference [11]. Here we quote their symme-

try property, which can be directly established from the
definition (8):

Foh = sF)

k k+q;p,p’ k—q,—k;p/,pu’ (9)

where s = 1 for the charge-charge and spin-spin compo-
nents, and s = —1 for the spin-charge components.

The expression (7) includes definitions of a polariza-
tion operator (a, 8 = 0), spin susceptibilities (a, 3 =
x,y, z) as well as of spin-charge response functions (o =0
and 3 = z,y, z, or vice versa). In the presence of SO cou-
pling the latter functions do not vanish, and their study
represents an especial interest.

We note that the expression (7) can be alternatively
found in terms of the equations of motion for the local
charge and spin densities (see Appendix A for details). A
matrix formulation of this approach provides a convenient
tool for an account of screening and exchange effects in
presence of electron-electron interaction. In more detail
this will be discussed in Section 6.

3 Evaluation of x*?

The functions (7) have been previously treated at finite ¢
in terms of different approximations. The most typical of
them are: 1) the small-¢ (long-wavelength) formal expan-
sion of the whole integrand (see, e.g., Refs. [6,13]); and 2)
the quasiclassical approximation (see, e.g., reference [17])
which is usually performed in the quantum kinetic equa-
tion approach.

In reference [23] the polarization operator x%° in the
clean limit has been evaluated beyond these approxima-
tions, and the obtained result has been used for an esti-
mation of the accuracy of the long-wavelength expansion.
In particular, the latter has been shown to be applicable
in the limited range of the very small ¢ < k}% /kg, where
kr = \/2m*ep + k:IQ% and kr = m*ag is the Rashba mo-
mentum splitting.

As for the quasiclassical approximation, it has been
argued in reference [11] that its application in the pres-
ence of SO coupling is validated at the finite values of the
disorder broadening 771 > k%/m*, which smoothens the
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divergences of the quasiclassical result near the boundaries
of the SO-induced (intersubband) particle-hole excitation
region in the (¢,w)-plane. One still might hope that the
quasiclassical approximation is trustful in the extreme col-
lisionless limit 7 — oo, provided one does not come too
close to the boundaries in question. For this reason we are
going to revisit its accuracy in the context of our present
calculations.

It also remains unclear how the two above mentioned
approximations are related to each other in the clean limit.
Both of them are elaborated for small values of ¢, but
seem to give different results even at ¢ — 0. For exam-
ple, an application of the long-wavelength expansion to
the optical conductivity yields a box-like function [13,14]
which is finite at frequencies 2arkr — 2m*a% < w <
2arkr+2m*a%, while in the quasiclassical approximation
the width of this frequency window cannot be resolved at
all.

In this section we are going to evaluate the func-
tions (7) without making any kind of approximations. We
will neatly follow the computational scheme elaborated
in reference [23] for x°°. Thus, we will derive analytic ex-
pressions for the other response functions and discuss their
limiting behavior in the subsequent sections.

We start from the observation that, due to the mo-
mentum space isotropy of the spectrum (2)7 the response
functions (7) can be represented in the form

Xeo =" X, (10)
A==
N d?k -
Xawh /—(277)27117(#)A 2 (11)
3 3
fl(cx,kJrq;u,u + fl(cy,kJrq;u,fu
€~ fhrq T AW 0) el — M+ Aw +i0) |

where the factor A =" originates from the property (9). It
is convenient to choose the basis in the momentum space
such that q is aligned with z-direction. Then the matrix x
becomes sparse, the non-vanishing terms being x°°, x*%,
XY, x%%, X% = x¥°, and x** = —x*?. Introducing = =
cos(¢kx — ¢q) = cos ¢, we obtain the following expressions
at zero temperature

XOO,M 1 kr—pkr 2m
‘;W) =— kdk do
(qu,p;\ 87T2 0 0
k+qx k+qx
% 1+ [k+q] 1¥ [k+q]
€l ~ Eerq T AMw +10) €l ~ €itq T AMw +i0) ’
(12)
YY,H 1 kp—pkr 2m
(X%;&) - — / kdk | do
Xquw,x 872 Jo 0
k(222 —1)4qz k(222 —1)4qz
O D == LF el
€k ~ Crq T AW H0) e — el + Mw +i0)
(13)

0y, p 3
( X%:ﬁ) _ VT

kipf,u.k:R 2
/ kdk / do
0 0

Xqw, 8
+k +k
o T + ficral T F fival
€k — €lepq T Aw +10) € ~ €rhq T Aw +10) '

(14)

Note that the components of x in the arbitrary basis can
be recovered by an orthogonal rotation in the x — y plane
(see Appendix B of Ref. [11]).

After simple algebra we eliminate the odd powers of
|k+q] in equations (12-14). It means that the correspond-
ing integrands happen to be rational functions of k and
cos ¢. Let us also note the identity

X+ XY = x" + X7, (15)

which allows us to express, say, x*” in terms of the other

diagonal components. There remain, in fact, only five inde-
pendent functions y) = X%, X%, XYY, x*%,ix**}, which
can be conveniently labeled by the index j = 1,...,5. Like
in reference [23], we also introduce the index i = 1,2,3,4
which denotes different combinations of {u, \} = {—, 4},
{+7 +}7 {7a 7}; {+a 7}; respectively.

Defining the dimensionless units y = kgr/kp, z =
q/2kp, v = k/kp, and w = m*w/2k%, we cast (12-14)
into the form

) )
7_ImXi] = / vgi] (v,z,w,y)dv, (16)
v 0

oo _ s, [ .0
R =4 [ oD s wgde, ()
0

g“—; is the density of states in 2DEG

per each spin component. The functions gz(j ) and fi(j ) are
given by

where v = vyp =

) A e
gij) = 2’ / do sign(2vzx — pyv + 2(2% — \w))
0
x(x+8.7) 6(a” + Biw + ), (18)
) C(J) 2 T+ 5(])
0= [ do o (19)
2m Jo 2 + iz + i
where the coefficients
2(2% — \w) —
5 = (2" = Aw) — py(v + ) (20)
vz
(22 — dw)? — pyv(2? — Iw) — 22%y?
’Yi = '1}222 Y (21)

are the same for each j, and §(...) in (18) denotes the
Dirac delta function. The difference between the response
functions X(j ) appears only in the form of the coefficients
fi(J ), C’i(] ), and (55] ), which are listed in Appendix B for
all j’s.

We note that the real part of xU) can be represented
as a sum

ReX(j) — X(j) + Rex(j)’I + ReX(j),U7 (22)
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where the term YU) = —v > fi(j) is nonzero only for j = 3
and j = 5 [see Eq. (111)]. The terms Rex?):! and Rex ()7
are obtained by integrating the functions ), v fi(j M and
S, of where 9 = fP0(52 — 4v;) and fI =
£ 6 - 52).

Performing angular integration and a subsequent chan-
ge of the variable v — 7(v) according to equation (34)
of reference [23], we obtain expressions for Imy/) and
Rex -1 in the form of x(*) found previously,

To+ (m) .
/ drL+ (1)

a+(y)

__ImX(J) - Z

o,u==%
T—— (1)

+O(1 — 4w) Z /
p=+ 7T+ (1)

T+-(y)

drL9= (1) (23)

+20(y? — 4w) / drLD~(7),

——(v)

and

1 . Ta+(/l‘) .
_ZReyW I — / drRG)+
~Rex HE . TRYT(7)

o+ (y)

To— (1)

+O(1—4w) Y / drRY~ (1)
=+ 7 —17+4(0)

(24)

T—+(0) ]
drRU)~ (1),

+20(y> —4w) Y /
o=+ Taf(y)

where

T2 = tw/z,

(25)
l[f:cho\/my (26)
(27)
(28)

T34 = —Yy Lz,

2
L) (1) sign(r? 4 yr + w),
RY (1) sign(rz T w(t +y)/2).

o
)
H
—~~
Bl
~— ~— ~—
I

In the representation (23-24) the actual integration
limits are universal for all response function. The differ-
ence appears only in the form of the integrands

0 (r) = o) (12 L)
E()—Q()m7 (29)
RO =020 (30)

P(r) = H(T — Tk) (31

which are specified for each response function by

QW(r) = o-(r = )(r ), (32)
Q7 = - —Q"(r) (33)
QD) = 250, 34
QW7 = 55 (r = m)(T ) (35)
Q9 () = QW) (36)

Interestingly, for the function x** = x°
would obtain the term

— XYY + x** one

Q) - Q) + Q) = L g,

p, (37)
which is anticipated after comparison of equations (35)
and (36) with (32-34).

Let us make several comments about the obtained re-
sults (23) and (24).

1) First of all, note that the overall sign in the second
line of (23) differs from its counterpart in the correspond-
ing equation (35) of reference [23]. We use the present
opportunity to correct the misprint in the previously de-
rived expression. Fortunately, it did not affect any other
result of reference [23].

2) The actual intervals of integration in equation (23)
are explicitly written down in equations (123-126). None
of them contains the point 7 = 0, which means that one
should not worry about the convergence of integrals over
L3459 (1) ~ 1/72 near this point.

3) The explicit analytic relations for Imy %) in terms of
elliptic functions [30] can be found for all j’s in the same
fashion as it has been done before for (V) [see Appendix C
of reference [23]].

4) Some of the actual integration intervals in equa-
tion (24) do contain the point 7 = 0, which means that
the corresponding integrals [ drR345) (1) are divergent
in its vicinity. However, the whole expression equation (24)
is convergent and well-defined, since the singularities ex-
actly cancel each other. In order to make equation (24)
practically useful, one has to substitute [ dTR(j)(T) by
the corresponding difference of primitives, which can be
also found in terms of elliptic functions.

5) Equation (24) contains only the contribution
Rex)! to the full function Rex?). The contribution y(7)
is quoted in (111), and it remains to calculate the contri-
bution Rex©)!!. Making a complex change of variables

T = i[—p(v + py) + iv/Aw — (v + py)?] (cf. Eq. (34) of
reference [23]) one can as well find Rex)!! in the ana-
lytic form which would involve the same integrand R (7)
and a path of integration lying in the complex 7-plane.
Omitting technical details of this evaluation, we present
the explicit expressions for Rex)! + Rex @)1 in equa-
tions (129-132).
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4 Static limit

In order to find a static limit of y*? one should consider
with caution equations (129) and (132) at w — 0. One
can then find

—vt limoxo0 =24 E@(y — |z —1])siny

2
- Z O(z — (1 — py)) (uby siny + cos e, + 21, cos )
p==
—260(z — 1) cosyp arccoshz, (38)
2
_ 1 iiinoxzz =24+ m ;9(2 — (1= py))l,
20(z -1
c(osz) (arccoshz —/1= (1/2)2> , (39)

— vt lim X" =2 - 20(z — 1) cosyp/T— (1/2)2, (40)
w—
e
v ilinox 729(y |z — 1)

= "0z — (1 — ) (b — 21, tan))

p==

+20(z — 1) tanv) (arccoshz —/1- (1/z)2) ,
where siny = y/z (for y < z), sine, = (1—py)/z (for 1 -

1y < z;note that this notation differs from its counterpart
in reference [23] by 4 — —pu), and

(41)

1+ zsin(¢, + w)
ly=10(2)=In 1“ T
22z cos 51, cos 59

(42)

The static limit of x** can be found from the identity (15).
The off-diagonal spin-charge term x% identically vanishes
in this limit, which means a decoupling of charge and spin
components at zero frequency.

On the basis of the derived expressions (38-41) one
can observe that for z < 1 — y all diagonal terms are
equal to x** = —2v, while their large-z asymptotes

1 2
are Y ~ —v ;%/

. The off-diagonal spin-spin term x**
equals zero at z < 1—y, and x** = 21—’? (1 + %) at large
z > 1. The behavior of all components of the static spin
susceptibility near z ~ 1 is shown in Figure 1. One can
see that x¥Y has a discontinuous derivative at z = 1, while
the derivatives of x**, x*?, and x** are discontinuous at
z = 1 F y. These anomalies are analogous to the Kohn
anomaly of the polarization operator [29,24,23] at z = 1.
Using (39-41) we can find a SO-modification of
the Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida (RKKY) Hamilto-
nian [26-28], which describes an indirect exchange interac-
tion between two localized magnetic impurities. In general
case the RKKY Hamiltonian reads [25]
HfffKY = JIQ%KKY Z S?Xaﬁ(ru)sga (43)

a,f=x,y,z

where S; » are the spin operators of impurities, and ri2 =
r; — ro is the distance between them.

o
09 1 1T 12 13 z

09 1 11 12 13 z

Fig. 1. Diagonal components of the static spin susceptibility
near z = q/2kr ~ 1 plotted at y = kr/kr = 0.1. Solid, dashed-
dotted, and dashed lines correspond to o =z, o = y, and o =
z, respectively. The inset shows the off-diagonal component

—ix**(z,0)/v.

In the presence of SO coupling the Hamiltonian (43)
becomes anisotropic in spin space, since the matrix y is no
longer proportional to the unit matrix. Let us find asymp-
totic values of x*?(r12) at large r1o >> k;l. For simplicity
we assume that the vector ris is aligned with z-direction
in the coordinate space. Inspecting (39-41) and restoring
the dimensional units, we establish the asymptotic form
of the right-sided derivatives

dx¥ ~ Y [ 240 ’ (44)
dq Jo_qt  2kF V ¢ = qeo

d” ~ N L [ Bl (g5
dq fo_qt, 44 lgmgs,  4kr\ ¢ —den

Ay w_y 2qcu (46)
dg |,—gr.  4kr\ a—qcu

near the discontinuity points g.o = 2kr and qc, = 2kp —
2ukg. Performing the Fourier transformation of y*4(q),
we obtain the following leading asymptotic terms

v Sin(QkF’I“lg)

wp ) n ¥ SICRETI2) A7
X (riz) & = R (47)
v Qep SIN(qepr12)
X r2) X (rz) & —5— ) =5 ——
2 = 2kpri,
in(2k
~ _Zw cos(2kgpri2), (48)
T 712
() - 3 e 05 (dent12)
X () = 21 2kpr,
p=
v sin(2kgria) .
~ f_¥ SIH(QkRTu), (49)
™ 12

which oscillate in the coordinate space with the periods
27/qe0 and 27/qc,,. Substituting them into equation (43),
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0.05

0 z*0.02 0.06

Fig. 2. SO-induced extension of the particle-hole excitation re-

gion at y = 0.1 — the light-gray area bounded by the parabolas

w1 = w4 and wg = w—. The small darkened triangle inside it

indicates the range of applicability of the long-wavelength ap-

proximation. The dashed lines depict quasiclassical boundaries
qc

wy =y =*z.

0.1 z

we obtain
HSRY = Fy(ria) > Sp0*P(012)S5,  (50)
o,B=z,y,z
where the range function
v sin(2kpr
Fyfris) = ~Thcrey LNy
™ 5

is the same as in the absence of SO coupling. The SO-
modification of the Hamiltonian (43) consists in the spin
twist determined by the orthogonal transformation

cosfia 0 —sinfys
O(b12) = 0 1 0
sin912 0 cos 912

(52)

with the rotation angle 612 = 2kgrr12. The expression (50)
is in agreement with the corresponding result of refer-
ence [25].

5 Behavior of the response functions
x*? at small momenta

5.1 Exact expressions for Imx®? in the SO-induced
particle-hole excitation region

It has been discussed in reference [23] that an account
of the Rashba SO coupling leads to an extension of the
boundaries of a particle-hole continuum, or Landau damp-
ing region, which is defined by Imx (") # 0. It has been also
established that this extension has a shape of the wedge
bounded by the parabolas —(z — y)? — (2 — y) = w4(2) <
w < wi(2) = (z+y)? + (2 +y) [see Fig. 2].

D,
AN
AR\

VNN
L .

0.05 0.1 0.15 w

Fig. 3. Spin-galvanic function (54) at y = 0.1 and the values of
z = 0.0, 0.025, 0.005, 0.01, 0.02, 0.03, 0.04. In particular, the
solid line depicts the long-wavelength limit, and the dashed
curve corresponds to z = 3% = 0.01 ~ z*.

Since the representation (12-14) manifests the same
pole structure for all response functions, their imaginary
parts appear to be nonzero in the same domain where
Imy™ # 0. Analyzing (125), we extract an explicit ex-
pression for Imy?) in the SO-induced particle-hole exci-
tation region

1 . .
— ~Imy ) = 0wz — w)O(w —wi)A5) (=~ y)

~O(wy — w)O(w — w) AY) (~t1)
+O(wy — w)O(w — wy) AT (—t3), (53)
where w1 2 = (2ty)?+(2+y) and ws 4 = —(2£y)>£(24y).

The functions Aé];) and the arguments ¢; and ¢3 are defined
in equations (117), (127) and (128), respectively. On the
analogy of AQIC explicitly quoted in reference [23], one can
as well express the rest Aéjc) in terms of elliptic functions.
For example, in equations (118) and (119) we write down
explicit formulas for Aézc) and Agi), respectively.
Equation (53) allows us to study the behavior of the
density-density response functions at finite momenta. On
its basis we can also describe the spin-density response
0
p¥ = 2MYE, to a longitudinal electric field E, = 76%
(or B, = —iqV? in the momentum representation). The
spin-galvanic response function [31-33] MY is then related
to X% via MY = % x". Let us also introduce the rescaled

function

16kgr
eV

mg = - T (54)

ReMY = ﬂImxoy.
TZY

Using (118), we calculate and plot it in Figure 3 at fixed fi-

nite values of z. We remark that its frequency dependence

in the range wy < w < wy corresponding to intersubband

transitions is similar to that of the finite-¢ conductivity

studied in reference [23].

5.2 Long-wavelength limit

Spatially uniform spin susceptibilities of the 2DEG
with SO coupling have been previously considered in
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reference [15]. We recover the corresponding expressions
in the long-wavelength limit

S - ) zz(yy) B w
ill»% v 2;2% v 2+ 2y2r(w)’ (55)
where
(w—y*)? —y*| .

The small-¢ behavior of the polarization operator of
2DEG with Rashba SO coupling has been approximated
in references [6,13] by the expression

00 2 2
X 2 2
v w? + 4wr(w),

(57)

which is obtained after the formal expansion of x° in a
series of z = 5 < 1. Later on it has been remarked [23]
that the formula (57) is, in fact, reliable only for the values
z < z* & y?, where z* is the point of intersection of the
parabolas wa(z) and ws(z) [see Fig. 2]. Analogously, we
can find approximate relations for the off-diagonal terms

i 2w wy(u — 2y)
- ~ 58
y 2y3 T(w) + = y2(1 — My)2 — w2 ( )
and
Oy 4 2
X~ L E 2y
— [t 2. (50)

which are also applicable in the small triangular region
located at z < z* and bounded by w3 < w < ws. In
particular, equation (59) accounts for the box-like shape
of the function m¥ (54) in the linit z — 0 which can be
seen in Figure 3.

5.3 Quasiclassical approximation

On the basis of the exact result (53) we can also estimate
how accurate the quasiclassical approximation appears to
be, when it is applied to a description of the clean 2DEG
with Rashba SO coupling.

The quasiclassical approximation relies on the fact that
all energy scales in the system are much smaller than
the Fermi energy: gkp/m*,w,arkr < ep. This inequal-
ity enables one to treat (12-14) linearizing the branches

of the spectrum €}, near the corresponding Fermi points

ky, = kr — pkr and expanding fﬁi+q_lt W in a series of gq.

We note that a more systematic procedure of making the
quasiclassical approximation is based on the gradient ex-
pansion of the quantum kinetic equation [6,7,9], which is
applicable in more general — nonequilibrium — situations.

Quasiclassical response functions x®° of the disor-
dered 2DEG with Rashba SO coupling have been explic-
itly calculated in reference [11]. It has been also argued
therein that the quasiclassical approximation is justified

0 5,04 0.06 0.08 01 0.12 0.14 0.16W

Fig. 4. Comparison of the exact (solid line) and the quasi-
classical (dashed line) functions —Imy**/v at z = 0.04 and
y = 0.1. Vertical dotted lines correspond (from the left to
the right) to the frequency values wa, w2, ws, and w;. Ver-
tical dashed lines correspond to the values w?® = y — 2z and
wi® = y + z demarcating the quasiclassical boundaries of the
SO-induced particle-hole excitation region.

in the presence of a finite amount of impurities such that
771 > k% /m*. This condition confines 77! from below.
Had we ignored it, we would have obtained in the extreme
collisionless limit 7 — oo the quasiclassical expression for,
say, out-of-plane component of the spin susceptibility in
the form

_%Imxzi =w Z O —(w— My)Q), (60)

which is divergent near w = wi" = |y + z|.

The lines wi" represent the quasiclassical boundaries
of the SO-induced (intersubband) particle-hole excitation
region, and they differ from the actual parabolic ones
wy = wy and w— = wy. In Figure 2 wi" are depicted
by the dashed lines, and one can observe that wic lies
in between w; and ws, and w%° lies in between wy and
wy. It is also evident that in the quasiclassical approxi-
mation the finite basis y — y?> < w < y + y? of the wedge
at z = 0 is not resolved. This means that the imaginary
part of a quasiclassical counterpart of r(w) (56) appears
to be delta-peaked, and therefore the corresponding finite-
valued results of Section 5.2 can not be reproduced in the
quasiclassical approximation.

It can be anticipated that the quasiclassical approxi-
mation is still reliable in the triangular area wy < w < ws
at z > 2* =~ y2. In Figure 4 we confirm this surmise com-
paring the function (60) with the exact expression calcu-
lated on the basis of equations (53) and (119).

Thus, we conclude that the long-wavelength and the
quasiclassical approximations do not have any correspon-
dence between each other, since they are applicable in the
domains which do not overlap, i.e. at z < z* and z > z*,
respectively.
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6 Collective charge and spin density
excitations

Let us now consider the renormalization of the matrix x
due to electron-electron interaction. Treating the latter in
the Hubbard approximation [29], we take into account
screening and exchange effects. An effective response ma-
trix X [see Eq. (100)] is derived in Appendix A using the
method of the equations of motion [29].

In the basis specified by the condition q||e, the matrix
x can be decomposed into two 2 x 2-blocks

00 0y TT T2
XX XX
X(0y) = (XyO ny) o X(zz) = (sz Xzz) .
It follows from (100) that the spin-charge x(o,) and the

Spin-spin X(,.) blocks are renormalized independently of
each other. In particular,

(61)

~ —1

Xoy) = (1= X9 Floy)  X(ow)s (62)

~ —1

X)) = (1+ IX(@s)  X(we)s (63)
27re

where F\g,) = diag{v,—J, —J} =~ diag{vy, —J}, v = 7

is the Coulomb interaction, and J = ’T—f is the Hubbard’s

vertex exchange term at small ¢ < kp.
Let us first consider the spin-charge block and find the
renormalized response functions

X" +J A(ow

~00
X = (64)
Aoy
vy, A
T = %7 (65)
(0y)
0y
0y __ X
XY= ; (66)
Aoy)
where
_ 2
Aoy = det x(0y) = X"x" = (x™)", (67)
Aoy) = det (1= X(oy) Floy))
2
~ (1= vgx™) (1 + Ix¥) + Jug (x™)". (68)
For the spin-spin block we have
g = X B, (69
A(za)
- X%+ JA ()
g = X1 Sen (70)
A(za)
- i
X7 = , 71
Ao (71)
where
Afrzy = det X(za) = XX + (x*5)°, (72)
A(xz) = det (1 + JX(zZ))
= (L+ Jx™) (L4 Jx*) + 72 (x*)*.  (73)

Dispersions of the collective charge and spin density
excitations are determined from the equations A, = 0

and A, = 0, and the response functions X are
strongly enhanced at the parameter values satisfying these
conditions.

Before quantifying Y*?, let us qualitatively discuss the
role of the spin-charge mixing term x°? as well as the role
of the exchange corrections. Note that if either x°¥ = 0 or
J = 0, the dynamics of the charge and the spin-y densities
becomes decoupled, and the corresponding plasmon and
SDE, (spin-y density excitation) modes are independently
found from the conditions 1 — ,quoo =0and 1+Jx% =0
(the latter equation makes sense at J # 0 only). The
role of x%, whatever small it might be, is considerably
strengthened when the dispersions of the plasmon and
the SDE, modes come close to a degeneracy point. In
fact, x°¥ # 0 lifts this degeneracy, thus making a possible
crossing of these modes avoidable. Therefore, we expect
that an account of the spin-charge mixing along with the
exchange interaction would lead to nontrivial features in
profiles of Y°° and X¥Y near the avoided intersection. It
is also implied that the peaks corresponding to the both
collective modes would appear in every response function
of the spin-charge block. In particular, the spin suscepti-
bility x¥¥ is expected to manifest resonant features at the
position of the plasmon dispersion, while ¥°° should have
a peak corresponding to the SDE, mode.

We remark that the decoupled plasmon mode in 2DEG
with Rashba SO coupling has been previously considered
in references [19-23] in the random phase approximation
(RPA), i.e. at J = 0. In turn, the coupled spin-z — spin-z
collective modes, which are determined by A(,.) = 0, oc-
cur at J # 0, i.e. their description requires an extension
of the RPA. Their dispersions, as well as the dispersion
of the decoupled spin-y mode (at neglected spin-charge
mixing x"¥ = 0), have been previously considered in ref-
erence [17] in terms of the Hubbard’s approximation with
the bare spin susceptibilities calculated in the quasiclassi-
cal approximation (see Sect. 5.3).

Using our exact expressions for Y7, we are able to
study dispersions of the collective charge and spin density
modes in more detail. They can be visualized, for example,
in contour plots of the response functions Y*?. Absolute
values of Y providing a useful information for inelastic
Raman scattering [34] are available as well.

Let us first evaluate the renormalized response func-
tions (69-71) which constitute the spin-spin block X(z.)-.
In Figure 5 we present the contour plot of —Imx** /v at

y = 0.1 and the ngner Seitz parameter ry = ‘/_m*SQ =

0.6 (note that J = 2\[

sions of the two coupled spin-x — spin-z collective modes.
We state that their spectra are in the qualitative agree-
ment with those previously predicted in reference [17] on
the basis of the quasiclassical approximation. However,
the absolute values of Y*? differ from their quasiclassical
counterparts Xg‘f The reason is the same as discussed in
Section 5.3 for the case of bare susceptiblities.

In turn, the response functions (64-66) of the spin-
charge block X, manifest novel qualitative features due

). One can observe the dlsper-
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Fig. 5. Contour plot of —Imx*®(z,w)/v. Parameters: y = 0.1
and rs = 0.6.

to the account of the spin-charge mixing x°¥ along with
the exchange interaction. In Figure 6 we present the con-
tour plot of the function —Imy¥¥ /v aty = 0.1 and ry = 0.6

(note that v, = 2\;521/)' It also contains the two collec-

tive modes: plasmon-like and SDE,-like. The plasmon-

2
the plasmon mode in the absence of SO coupling. The
SDE,-like mode originates at z = 0 from the finite fre-
quency value slightly below the bottom of the wedge. Be-
ing undamped, these modes do not come close to each
other. They collide soon after the plasmon-like mode en-
ters into the SO-induced damping region, i.e. at z > 0.023.
In the vicinity of this point the spin-charge mixing %
acquires its importance. Although a pictorial description
of the avoided crossing loses its obviousness because of
the modes’ broadening, we prove that it does happen.
For this purpose we plot in Figure 7 the cross-section of
—Imx¥¥/v at z = 0.027. Thereby we show that instead
of the only SDE, peak (dashed line) occurring at inten-
tionally neglected x"¥ = 0, we obtain at x% # 0 the
two well-resolved peaks (solid line) corresponding to the
plasmon-like and the SDE,-like modes. A formation of the
dip between them is interpreted as an avoided crossing
of the two broadened modes. A relevance of such inter-
pretation becomes even more evident, if one would com-
pare several subsequent cross sections of —Imy¥¥/v and
—Imy"/v.

As one can see from equation (66), the spin-charge
mixing term is renormalized by electron-electron interac-
tion as well. Let us define the function

like mode has almost the same dispersion w =~ as

- 4 ~
mY = —yImXOy,
T2V

(74)

which is an interacting counterpart of the bare spin-
galvanic function m¥ (54). In Figure 8 we compare both
of them at z = 0.01 and y = 0.1 in the frequency window

0

0.06 0.08 0.1 0.12 0.14 <

Fig. 6. Contour plot of —Imx*¥(z,w)/v. Parameters: y = 0.1
and r; = 0.6.

12
10

—Im¥% /v
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4
2
0

0.07 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.11 w

Fig. 7. The cross section of —Imx¥?(z,w)/v at z = 0.027 (solid
line). The dashed line corresponds to the case of intentionally
neglected spin-charge mixing term x°Y. Parameters: y = 0.1
and rs = 0.6.

6.12 w

009 01

0.08 0.11

Fig. 8. The renormalized spin-galvanic function (74) at z =
0.01 and the parameters y = 0.1 and rs = 0.6 (solid line). The
dashed line depicts its non-interacting counterpart (rs = 0)
given by (54).
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y—2y2 < w < y + 2y2. We observe that at these pa-
rameters the major effect of renormalization consists in
a considerable amplification of the spin-galvanic function
(74) due to the exchange interaction.

7 Summary

We have derived zero-temperature analytic expressions
for the charge and spin density response functions of the
clean 2DEG with Rashba SO coupling at finite momenta
and frequencies. We have studied their static and long-
wavelength limits as well as established the applicability
range of the quasiclassical approximation. In the static
limit we have observed the Kohn-like anomalies in the
spin susceptibilities and showed how they are related to
the SO modification of the RKKY interaction.

The renormalization of the response functions due to
electron-electron interaction has been considered in the
Hubbard’s approximation. We have studied the collective
charge and spin density modes which appear to be cou-
pled due to the nonvanishing spin-charge mixing term x°¥.
One of the important consequences of this coupling is the
emergence of the plasmon-like peak in the spectrum of the
renormalized spin susceptibility.

We are grateful to Gerd Schon for useful discussions. M.P.
acknowledges the financial support from the Deutsche For-
schungsgemeinschaft (DFG).

Appendix A: Equations of motion

Let us define the local charge (o =
x,y, z) density operators

0) and spin (a =

Pq = Zﬁﬁq’ Piq = CchUaCk+qv (75)

k

and derive the equations of motion [29] for the expectation
values pp, = (ﬁﬁq). In the Fourier representation they
read

whikq = ([Pikq H])- (76)

The full Hamiltonian H = Hg + Heyt consists of the parts
describing a system

k’.8
and an external perturbation
ext Z Vﬁ/p q’’ (78)

q,ﬁ

where V is the spatial volume. For the Rashba system (1)

we have EE = (ex, arky, —arks,0). Later on we will also
add the interaction term Hj,; to the Hamiltonian H.

Using the identity

[ﬁﬁq, ﬁi,’o] = CLUQUﬁCk/5k+q’k/ —_ CL, O'ﬁO'aCk+q(5kk/ (79)
we find
([Piq> Hol) ZEk—i-q oo Ck+q>
- Z Eﬁ o TP 0% it q)- (80)
It is convenient to introduce the representation
wpitq — ([PRqy Hol) = Y Apt pieg (81)
B
in terms of the matrix A with the elements
kq = Wt €k — €ktq;
ALY = A% = —angy,
Aﬂ Akq = QRYq,
kg = ~Akq = iar(2ks + ¢z),
kq = Ak = ZaR(%y +ay),
0 0
Akg = Akq = Aﬁz = Aﬁfl = (82)

In order to find the commutator of o, with Hext (78),
we use the identity

Toa 3

bR ) = cho® 0’ arciq o (83)

- C1T<+q’Uﬁa%kJror
From the whole sum over q’ in (78) we pick out the only
term q' = q. This is known as the random phase approx-
imation (RPA). Then,

[ﬁﬁqa ext ~ v ZVﬁ (CLUQUﬁCk — CL+ OﬁO' ckJrq)
(84)
and after averaging we obtain
<[ﬁﬁqa ext V Z B (85)
where
B (ckoaoﬁ ck — cL+q0ﬁoack+q>. (86)

In order to fulfil the averaging, we have to transform

cx = Uxk into the diagonal basis i+ such that
(711#7k;t/> = Oy fre- (87)

The transformation matrix Uy is defined in equation (4).
Since the external perturbation is assumed to be small,

we average in (87) with respect to the system’s density
matrix. Therefore we can identify fi = np(e)).



M. Pletyukhov and S. Konschuh: Response functions of the clean 2DEG with Rashba spin-orbit coupling 39

The components (86) are then found to be

« 1 z (07
Bul = 3> i |1+ po™ s oo
o
1
= 3 D e (0t 7
o
1
=3 Z feTr [(1+ uhf)a“aﬁ]
o

]‘ «
-3 § F oo Te (14 phidy o’ o%] (88)
17

or, more explicitly,
By =2 (f -~ flea)
“w
Bit = Ble = > i (it sinon — flq5inducra)
n
Bﬁg = BEZ = Zu (f{: cos ¢k — fy, 4 CO8 ¢k+q) :
n

ﬁfl = —ijé‘l = izu (f{: cos ¢k + f{:+qcos ¢k+q> ,
n

BY = —B =iy ( fisin i + S, o sin ¢k+q) ,
n

BY = B = BLY = BV = 0. (89)

Combining (81) and (85), we derive the following ma-
trix equation .
1%
where the upper indices are omitted for brevity. Inverting
the matrix Akq and summing over k, we obtain pq =
(pq) = XVq, where

1 _
X=75 > AiaBra
k

Akqpkq = quVq; (90)

(91)

is a density response matrix of the non-interacting system.
After the straightforward calculation, we recover from (91)
the expression (7) for the components of x.

Let us now take into account electron-electron inter-
action

1
Hint = W Z ZUqlCI)Urq',O'CI(/*q/,SCk/st/U' (92)

p/qu/ os

In the mean field approximation we obtain
o 1
([Pq Hinel) = 35 D var Py X
q/

x{(eoacra-ar) = (g o ra) |
1
+ v Vg {(Cl+q,0ﬁ6p/><CL/_q,0'BO‘aCk+q>
qa’,p’.8
—{ e

0% cpf)(cz),+q,aﬁck+q+q/>}. (93)

The first sum in (93) corresponds to the direct
Coulomb term. We treat it further in the RPA picking
the only term ' = q out of the whole sum. We obtain the
following contribution

(g Hime])™ = (94)
0 0
VP Vgp
- Vq {(cLao‘ck> - (cl+qao‘ck+q>} = qu’)’l‘fg,

which accounts for the effect of screening.

From the second sum in (93) we can extract the ex-
change self-energy term and the Hubbard’s exchange cor-
rection to the RPA.

A contribution associated with the self-energy is ob-
tained from (93) after picking out the summands with
pP =k+q and p'=k+q,ie.

([Piqs Hinel)™ =

1
= 5 3 v {leherq o acra) (koo sl
q’,6

~(do ol acald qrqacrara) ) (95)

- Z {Ef(claﬁao‘ck+q> - E£+q(clao‘aﬁck+q)} ’
B

where
1
Eﬁ _ E : B
k™ oy - Yo' —kPq'0
q

1 /
= g5 2 ta—ily T+ uh)o”]. (96)

a’,u’

The self-energy Z‘E modifies the single-particle Hamilto-

nian EE — EE + 25. After diagonalization we obtain the
renormalized eigenvalues €}, — €} + X},

1 ’7
Sh= g5y D vkl [L+ i cos(é = dar)], (97)
a’sp’

which correspond to the same eigenstates (3). Besides the
shift of a chemical potential, the spectrum renormalization
results in an effective value of the Rashba splitting, which
has been previously studied in reference [35]. In our con-
sideration we will, however, neglect this effect and discard
the contribution (95).

The Hubbard’s exchange term is given by the sum-
mands in (93) with p’ =k +q+q' and p’ =k, i.e.

([itqy Hint)™ =

1
553 v { {0 s s el o 0 et
a’,B
(oo el g nrarar) |

1 aB 3
T w kZ;Uk'_kqupk/q

. Yq B8 _ Uq 8
~ =55 2 BraPiea = ~ 5y 2 Brala:
2V o 2V A

(98)
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where 74 is approximately regarded at small ¢ as a con-

stant = 2J = 2]’;:2.
Collecting the contributions (94) and (98) and adding

them to (90), we obtain the equation

1
Akaprq = kaq (Va + Frq) (99)
where F = diag{vq — J,—J, —J, —J}. Solving it, we find
that pq = xVq, where

X=0-xF)""x (100)

is a density response matrix of the interacting system in
the Hubbard’s approximation.

Appendix B: Explicit expressions
for the functions x©@

Let us list the functions fi(j ), C’i(j ) and 5£j ) which deter-
mine the response functions x) in equations (18) and
(19):

F(1) 1 _ v Hy
M _g oW
fi ;G T
50 = (=) — o, (101
’ (v—py)z
f@) _ Ay —y) c® _ pAAw + Bizv + pyv — 22)
¢ 2z 7t 202 22 )
iU+ py)z
o) = : 102
! Aw + Bizv + pyv — 22 (102)
@) _ Yy —n o® _ vE— pyz + Bipyv
‘ 222 7 ! 202 52 ;
58 _ AWty (108)
b vz — pyz A+ By’
F(4) _ (4) _ vH+py
fim =0 6= 202z
2
4 z°— Aw
1( ) = LN (104)
(v + py)z
(5) _ MY ) pAw+ Bizv — 2?)
== C=-
‘ 2z’ @ 202 22 ’
56 _ _iv—py)z (105)

C  w+ Bizv — 22

Employing (101-105) in the framework of the computa-
tional scheme elaborated in reference [23], one can derive
equations (23) and (24).

The actual limits of integration in the latter expres-
sions require further detailing, since the corresponding
integrands £) (1) (29) and RY) (1) (30) are defined at
P(r) > 0 and P(7r) < 0, respectively. The polynomial
P(7) (31) has the roots 7% (25), which can be ordered
differently depending on the values of w, z, and y.

w=z"+yz w=z"-yz

¢ B

w=yz—7 q
D
0 y 4

Fig. 9. The domains A, B, C, and D corresponding to the
different orderings (106-109) of the roots 7 (25).

We identify the domains A, B, C, and D in the plane
(z,w) [see Fig. 9] such that
A: m<mn<n <73,
B: 1mi<m<T13<T],
C: To<my<73<TL,
D: T4 < T3 < Ty <Ty.
We also define the unit-step functions O(A) = (2% —yz—
w), OB) = O(w — 22+ y2)O(2% +yz — w)O(w + 2% — y2),
0C) = O(w — 2% — yz), and O(D) = (yz — 22 — w),
which realize projections onto these domains. Using these
definitions we make the following decomposition

A9 = ¢ 1 0D + aB)Y

+OOxY +6(D)x. (110)
where ¥) is nonzero only for j = 3 and j = 5:
Y3 = —2uy?/22, X =2uy/z. (111)

Inside of each domain the root’s ordering is fixed,
and one has to find out how 7,5(...) occurring in equa-
tions (23) and (24) are arranged among 71, ..., 74.

Let us introduce z4 < x3 < 22 < x1, where x;’s are
identified with 73’s differently in each domain according
to (106-109), and define the primitives for the imaginary

AT () :/ d' 9 (z"), x <=, (112)
T

1

AP () :/ d'LO(a"), w3 <z <wy, (113)

3

. T4 _
AP (z) = 7/ d' LD (2)), z <z,  (114)
and the real parts

ng)(:c) = / de'RU (z'), xy <z <my, (115)

2
B (z) = / da'RY(2'), w4 <z <x3. (116)
T4

They have to be further detailed in each domain as well.
For example, in the domain C we have z3 =174 = —2 — v,
and therefore

AP (@)~ AL (@) = |

—z—y

da' £9 (). (117)
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After such a specification the primitives (112-116) can
be explicitly found in terms of elliptic functions (see Ap-

pendix C of Ref. [23]). In particular, we quote the A(QJQ
expressions for j = 2 and j = 4:

kel(w/z — y)* — 2]

A5 (@) = = =S e {20F (p2(a) ke
- (w/z)QnQCH(QOZ:(Z); Nac, kc)
— (2% =y (p2e(2), Tiae, kc)} ,  (118)
@) = g [ 2 -
- kﬁ%(;y_) o ) (2P (pacla). ko)
- yﬁ2cn(@25(x)a ﬁ2c; kc)}
+ k,c(’:gi\/_ayQ)E(cp2c(z)akc)a (119)
where
2.(r) = arcsin \/(I ty Zé)ili/;; y+ Z), (120)
2y/w
S/ Py el .
2z . w
N2e = m, Noe = mngc. (122)

Let us now establish the actual limits of integration in
equation (23). Rewriting it in terms of (112-114), we ob-
tain Imx ") in every domain

1 ; . .
— SImx ) = —6(% — 1) |45 (%) ~ 5, wAG) (ut)
+ 3 1O(ts — 2+ py) AL (uta) — O(1 — dw) x

p==
X { Z lLL@(t4 —z+ uy)A(I{Z)“(uu) — 9(t3 —z+ y)x

pn==
x AU () =02 — ta) [AG)(2) =5, s nAS) (uts)] }
(123)

1 . . .
— Sty = 0 —y — 1) [AF) (= — y) - AF) (1)
— Oz —y+t)AY () — Oy — 2 — 1) AP (2 —
(z —y+t1)Ay (—t1) (y—2z—t1)Az (2 —y)
— Oty — 2 — ) AD T (—ty) + AV T (1) — O(1 — 4w)
x {=00(ts — 2= A (—ta) + Ot — 2)AG" (1)
- O(ts — %)A%H(tz%)
— Oz —y—1ts) [AF) (= — y) - AF) (t3)]

O —t3)0(z —y +t3) |AD) (z — y) — AD (—t
+O(2 —15)0(z —y + ta) [A5) ( = y) — AF) (~ta)
— 02— t4) [AF) (= — y) - AF) (~ta)]
~ Oty — 1)O(2 — t3)AF) (= — 1) }, (124)

1 , -
= STy = (s = 2) X, p A (ut2)
6z —y—1) |45z ~y) AL ()]
=6z~ ly — 1) AF) (~t1) = Oy — = — 1) A3 (= )
— (1 — 4w) {Olts — 2) ¥, _y AL (1)
~ O~y — ts) [A5) (2 — y) - AF) (t3)]

+ Oz — Iy — tal) [A5) (= — y) — A5 (~ta)]
— O — |y — tal) [ A5 (= — ) — A5 (~ts)]

— Ot~z - ) +y—t)AT (= —y)},  (125)

1 . ) .
—otmy = 3[4 (utz) — AQ" (uta)] - (126)
pn==

In the above expressions we have used the definitions

t172 = % [\/ 14+4wF ].] R (127)
1
taa =3 [1FV1—4w]. (128)

The actual limits of integration for the real part (24)
can be found in a similar way. However, equation (24)
accounts only the term Rex()!. Complementing it by
Rex@W!! [see the remark 5) in the end of Sect. 3], we
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present the sum of the both terms in every domain

1 . . N
— “Rext?) = 6(h — %) By (1) - 2BY) (1)

+ 02— 2+ ) B (2 ~y) + 6z —y
—2+6(% — 1) By (—2) - 6t -
ta)

+2BY) (~12) — O(2 +y — t2)BY) (—
+20(y* — 4w) [ BE) () + B (1)

+ 20(4w — y?) [ BE) (75) + B ()]

—t2)BY) (1)

w)BY) (1)

+ 6(1 — 4w) {@(t3 — 9)O(z —y — t3) B (t3)

- [@(ts —2+y) +O(ts — 2+ y)|BY) (= - 1)
Oz —y — ta) B (t4) — Oz + y — ta) BY) (~t4)
<t3 — 2)BY) (~ta) = 6(2 — 15) Bl (- )}

Z

+ 6w 1) { B (#5) + BY) (t5) - BE) (—15)

. . - 2o
— B (—t5) | + s T 48
25 | B (2~ y) - Béi’)(—%)} ,

1 . .
~ “Rex) = -Bpj)(2

~— ~—
_l_
[\
Sy
=
o .
it
/—\
\_/

— Oty — 2+ y)BY (14

(4) w

2/ 22

~ ey fzmeﬁ;’(ftl)
— O(z +y — t2) B (—t2) + 2B (~1»)

— 6 — )8y (%) — O — £)B3]) (-1)
— 20(y* — 4w)O(w — 22) [ B (fs) + BY ()|
+20(y* — 4w)O(=2 — w) | B (Is) + BY) (i)

(129)

] 200w [P0 )

+ 61— ) {[O(ts - 2) + Olts - £)|BY) (2)
(% — 1) B (1)

+ O(% —t3)0(ts — 2z + y)Bw (ts) + O
+[O(ts — 2) + O(ts — L) BY) (—2)
— Oz +y — 1a)O(ts — 2)BY) (—ta)
+ O(y — 2 — t3) BY) (—t3) — O(t5 — )

B(j)(—t3)}

+ 6w — 1) {BY (1) + BY(15) + BY (~15)

+ B9} + 001 — 4wy - 2)

i) Tw ~(4 1 i) w j w
x (ng); + ng)ﬂ - 23&” {Bg)(;) - Béi)(—Z)D

— [0(1 — 4w)B(4w — y*) — O(y* — 4w

< TV -y G Tw
X | sy B + 57

zy/22 —y

- 2 [ - B -2)]).

(130)

~ LRex?) = 2B)(0) - O(t — £)BE (%)

— O(% — 1)BY (tz) — O(ts — = + ) BY (1)

— Oy —z—t1)BY (—t1) + Oz +y — t1)BY) (—z — y)
+ Oty — 2 — y)BS) (—t1) + O(2 — t2) BY) (~t2)
~ 2B (~12) - 20(y* — 4w) [BY (&) + B (0n)
— 20(4w — ) | BY () + BY(E)] + 61 - 4w)
x {0ty = 2)B (2) + 6(2 — 1) B (1)
+O(ts — 2+ y)BY (t3) + Oy — z — t3)BY) (~t3)
+[O(ts — 2 —y) +Ots — 2 — )| BY (2 — )

— O(L —1)O(ts — 2 — y) B (—ta)

— O(ts — = — y)BY (—ts) | + ©(4w — 1) { BY ()
+ B ) + BY (~5) + B (1)

+ 01 —4w)O(y — 2) (ng)z—zu + §§j)7r

- 2" B () - B (—2 - )] )

. /52 _ 2
— 01 —4w)O(z —y) sgj) Uit 553) o
z 222 — 2
= 25§ B (2) - BY (—2 - )] ), (131)
~ “Rexf) = 2BY) () — 3 [BY (uta) — B (uts)]

+

n=
_23<j>( _ )+2B§d)( f)_2B§d>(t4)+2B§d)(ts)

2)-BY)(z—y)| . (132)

In these expressions we have used along with (127)
and (128) the following arguments

ho= g [ViE T awy], (133)
tg4 = % [—y FVY: - 4111} ; (134)
54 = %[1 T ivaw — 1], (135)
o= gy ivan 7 (136)

Note that ¢§ , and i‘gy 4, are complex-valued, which assumes
the analytic continuation of elliptic functions hinted in
Appendix B of reference [23].

Transforming Rex()»!! into the representation in

terms of B§j ) and Béj ), we accumulate the residue terms
which are different for each response function. They are
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fully defined by the following sets of constants

851) _ ~(1) (1) _ ( ) _ -0, (137)

T T - (138)

sy = sg“) =1, PP =3P"=0, (139

i =P =1, sV =5y =0. (140)

We recall once again that for j = 3 and j = 5 equa-

tions (129-132) must be complemented by ) (111).
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