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Ultranarrow resonance in Coulomb drag between quantum wires
at coinciding densities

A. P. Dmitriev!, 1. V. Gornyit'?3 and D. G. Polyakov?
YA.F.Ioffe Physico-Technical Institute, 194021 St.Petersburg, Russia
2 Institut fir Nanotechnologie, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76021 Karlsruhe, Germany
3L.D.Landau Institute for Theoretical Physics, 119334 Moscow, Russia
4 Institut fiir Theorie der Kondensierten Materie, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76128 Karlsruhe, Germany

We investigate the influence of the chemical potential mismatch A (different electron densities) on
Coulomb drag between two parallel ballistic quantum wires. For pair collisions, the drag resistivity
pp(A) shows a peculiar anomaly at A = 0 with pp being finite at A = 0 and vanishing at any
nonzero A. The “bodyless” resonance in pp(A) at zero A is only broadened by processes of multi-
particle scattering. We analyze Coulomb drag for finite A in the presence of both two- and three-
particle scattering within the kinetic equation framework, focusing on a Fokker-Planck picture of
the interaction-induced diffusion in momentum space of the double-wire system. We describe the
dependence of pp on A for both weak and strong intrawire equilibration due to three-particle

scattering.

PACS numbers: 71.10.Pm, 73.21.Hb
I. INTRODUCTION

When two conductors are placed close to each other, so
that electron density fluctuations in one of them interact
with those in the other, this can change the transport
properties of the system even if the conductors do not
exchange electrons. In particular, sending electric cur-
rent through one of the conductors can initiate transport
of electrons in the other, mediated solely by frictional
forces. Charge transport induced by Coulomb interac-
tions between electrons in different conductors, known
as Coulomb drag, was predicted about four decades ago
for two-dimensional geometry of two parallel conducting
sheets.! First observed in a quantum well in proximity to
essentially a three-dimensional conductor? and in a dou-
ble quantum well,2 Coulomb drag has been extensively
studied in electron systems of various geometry, see Ref. |4
for a recent review.

Coulomb drag in two macroscopically homogeneous
electron systems parallel to each other is parametrized
by the drag resistivity pp defined conventionally as pp =
—E5/j1, where j; is the current density in (“active”) con-
ductor 1 and Fj is the electric field in (“passive”) conduc-
tor 2 under the condition that the current density therein
is zero. With this definition, Fs compensates for the fric-
tion force induced in conductor 2 by the flow of electrons
in conductor 1. The essence of this phenomenon is cap-
tured within the conventional theoretical framework32 8
calculating the friction force at the golden-rule level, per-
turbatively in the (dynamically screened) interaction be-
tween two electron systems. However, it has become clear
recently? that there is a conceptually important limita-
tion imposed on this approach by the rate of thermal
equilibration within each of the systems. Although con-
ventional theory for Coulomb drag, providing a Kubo-
type formula® 8 for pp (relating pp to the dynamical cor-
relations in density fluctuations at equilibrium), may look

like having similar status as the fluctuation-dissipation
theorem, it tacitly implies that thermal equilibration is a
faster process compared to Coulomb drag. In fact, con-
ventional theory hinges on the assumption that electron
density fluctuations in the active conductor are equilib-
rium in the frame moving with the drift velocity.

The inherent relation between thermalization and
Coulomb drag was highlighted in Ref. |9 as the essen-
tial ingredient of the calculation of pp for two parallel
quantum wires? 24 (for experiments on Coulomb drag
between quantum wires see Refs. 25-29). This geom-
etry provides a striking example of the failure of con-
ventional theory for Coulomb drag. In one dimension,
there are only two possibilities: either electron-electron
scattering due to interwire interaction changes the chiral-
ity of electrons or not. Electron-electron scattering with
small-momentum transfer (much smaller than the Fermi
momentum kp) is, then, the alternative mechanism of
Coulomb drag if interaction-induced backscattering on
the Fermi surface can be neglected (which is the situ-
ation encountered when the distance between the wires
a is sufficiently large: the backscattering amplitude de-
creases, with increasing a, exponentially in the parameter
kra). Within the conventional approach, interwire inter-
actions without changing the chirality of electrons give
a finite contribution!®22:24 to pp. However, as shown
in Ref. |9, slow thermal equilibration in one dimension
severely restricts the applicability of the perturbative ap-
proach to Coulomb drag; indeed, to the extent that pp
exactly vanishes for the case of electron-electron interac-
tions preserving the chirality.

Here, we study Coulomb drag between quantum wires
with different electron densities. This problem gives
another remarkable example of inadequacy of the con-
ventional approach to Coulomb drag. In the conven-
tional formalism, which relates pp to dynamical cross-
correlations (at the lowest order in interwire interaction)
between thermal density fluctuations, the characteristic
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scale of the Fermi energy difference A between the active
and passive conductors in the function pp(A) is generi-
cally given by the temperature. As will be demonstrated
below, Coulomb drag mediated by pair collisions (i.e.,
at the lowest order in interwire interaction for the colli-
sion integral in the kinetic-equation formalism) actually
vanishes for arbitrary A # 0, even though it is finite? for
identical wires. This zero-width resonance in the function
pp(A) at A = 0 will be shown to be a peculiar feature
of two-particle scattering. Taking three-particle scatter-
ing into account broadens the resonance, and if three-
particle scattering becomes sufficiently strong, leads to a
more conventional behavior of pp(A) with a characteris-
tic scale of |A| ~ T. In a wide range of the parameters
of the problem, pp is then determined by the rate of
intrawire equilibration? due to three-particle scattering,
whose dependence on A we also calculate below.

The paper is organized as follows. Section [[Ildeals with
the dependence of pp on A for friction mediated by pair
collisions. In Sec. [Tl we include three-particle scatter-
ing in the collision integral for arbitrary A. In Sec. [V]
we discuss the zero modes in the problem of Coulomb
drag. In Sec. [Vl we obtain the matrix structure of the
drag resistivity matrix in the dc limit. In Sec. VI, we
write the Fokker-Planck kinetic equation for arbitrary
A in the presence of both two- and three-particle scat-
tering. In Sec. [VIIl we solve an exactly solvable model
for the Fokker-Planck formulation of the problem. In
Sec. [VIITAl we obtain the general relation between pp
and the regular, in the dc limit, part of the conductiv-
ity matrix. In Sec. [VIII Bl we analyze the broadening of
the ultranarrow resonance in pp(A) at A = 0 by three-
particle scattering. In Sec. [VIITCl we describe the de-
pendence of pp on A for the case when intrawire equili-
bration due to three-particle scattering is strong enough
to destroy the anomalously narrow resonance at A = 0.
Our main results are summarized in Sec. [Xl Some of the
technical details are moved to the Appendixes.

II. TWO-PARTICLE SCATTERING

Throughout the paper, we assume that the tempera-
ture T and the electron dispersion relation € = k%/2m in
two wires are the same, so that the difference between the
wires is parametrized by the difference in their chemical
potentials A = ep1 — €2, where €, is the chemical po-
tential in wire 0 = 1,2. It is convenient to introduce the
function g, (k) related to the distribution function f, (k)
in wire o by

fo = fTO' + gaTaefTU ) (1)

where fr, = [L+e(c=¢r2)/T]=1 g the thermal distribution
in wire 0. For the case of two-particle scattering, the
kinetic equation for g, reads:

—iwg, — eEyk/mT = St((f) ; (2)

where E, is the electric field (e > 0) in wire o and the

(linearized) two-particle collision integral st((,z)(l) at the
momentum ki [with g,(1) = g,(k1), etc.] is given by

1
W 5y ..
am 2 W)

X [9o(1") +95(2) —g9o(1) —95(2)]  (3)

(notation: & = 2 for ¢ = 1 and vice versa). The abbrevi-
ation d3(...) means the delta-function d(e; +e2 —eyr —e€a/)

st (1) =

with €; = k}/2m, etc. The pair-collision kernel W,§2) is
written as

W =91 4s L G (626G 1G(2) , ()

where the scattering amplitude (at first order in interac-
tion) Ay = L™'Via(k1r — k1)0k, ko ks +k,, » the Kronecker
symbol Ok, 4k, k,, +k, signifies the total momentum con-
servation, L is the system size, and Vi2(q) is the Fourier
component of the interwire potential at the momentum
q. The thermal factors ¢, are

(s(1) =1/cosh[(e1 — €py)/2T] , ete. (5)

For two-particle scattering, for which the energy and mo-
mentum conservation dictates that ko = k1, and ko = ky
(particles exchange momenta), the collision kernel A
on the mass shell does not depend on ¢ and the collision
integrals in two wires are related to each other by

st (1)¢2 (1) = —st5 (1)¢3 (1) (6)

for an arbitrary driving term and an arbitrary form of
the collision kernel. Written explicitly, Eq. () reads

m k) [k, VR — k)
T ) J o e S

X (90 (k') + 95(k) — go(k) — g5(K')] . (7)

As a prelude to the solution of the kinetic equation,
let us demonstrate the significance of the local relation
[©)), specific to two-particle scattering, in rather general
terms. The current in real space in wire o is given by

stP (k) =

o

&
o = kkCg, .
o = g [z 0

Consider a steady-state situation in the dc limit with j;
being finite (neither infinite nor zero) and jo = 0. For
given j; and jo, the functions g, (k), which produce these
currents according to Eq. (B, satisfy Eq. (@) with the
vanishing term —iwg, (for j, held fixed with varying w,
g is a regular function of w in the dc limit, as explicitly
demonstrated below). In view of Eq. (@), the fields F;
and Ey must, then, obey E1(3(k) = —FE2(3(k). For A #
0, this relation can only be satisfied by

E1 = E2 = O, w=0 5

A#0. 9)



As a consequence of that, the condition jo = 0 for j; # 0
is maintained without applying any external electric field
to wire 2 [to either wire for that matter, Eq. [@)]. This
result (proven below by explicitly taking the limit w — 0)
is quite remarkable and means that the dc drag resistivity
pp = —(E2/j1)|j,=0 vanishes for the case of two-particle
scattering if A # 0, as we already mentioned in Sec. [l
That is, two-particle scattering can only produce a finite
pp if the electron densities in the wires are the same.?
At this point, it is worth emphasizing that it is crucial
for the vanishing of pp that the wires are assumed to
be infinitely long and homogeneous, namely the (exter-
nal) wavevector of the perturbation is sent to zero before
taking the dc limit. This order of taking the limits de-
fines the quantities known as the conductivity and the
resistivity.

In turn, Eq. [@) implies, when used in Eq. (@), that
st( )= 0. A unique property of two-particle scatter-
ing is that the collision integral (@) is nullified®® for
g1(k) = g2(k) [as shown below, this is the (only) solu-
tion to the kinetic equation with two-particle scattering
for given j, in the dec limit]. That is, for A # 0, two-
particle scattering necessarily leads to exact equilibration
between the distribution functions g; and go at the same
momentum (here and below, we use the term “distribu-
tion function” loosely to denote both g, and f,; note that
equal g, for A # 0 means different f,). Conversely, it is
this sort of equilibration that is responsible for the can-
celation between the incoming and outgoing terms in the
collision integral. We conclude from this general discus-
sion that there is an inherent link between the frictionless
motion described by Eq. (@) and the exact equilibration
between g; and go, both peculiar to two-particle scatter-
ing.

Let us now turn to the solution of the kinetic equation
@). As follows from Eq. (@), the kinetic equation has a
zero-mode solution

g+ = ; (91 2:1 + 92 2:2) (10)
- ek Cl <2 1
B < ‘G +EQC1> —iw )

which is not subJect to relaxation (here and below —iw
in the denominator is understood as —iw + 0). The com-
bination of g, that relaxes to zero in the absence of the
driving force is given by

1

591 —92) - (12)

The closed equation for g_ reads:
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For concreteness, let us focus on the Fokker-Planck
limit, in which the characteristic momentum transfer
|k' — k| ~ 1/a in Eq. (Id) is much smaller than T/vp,,
with vp, being the Fermi velocity in wire ¢ and a the
characteristic spatial scale of the interwire potential. In
this limit, the collision integral (4] is written as

_ —4p® O (TG rg-) (15)

1
(1¢2
where

p® =2 [ g viy(a) (16)

For identical wires, the constant P has the meaning
of the diffusion coefficient in momentum space at the
Fermi level.? Integrating Eq. ([3) at w = 0 with st_ from
Eq. [I3), we have

_e(Ey) — Ep) / 1
g- —W/Od’“m

< o CGE")EG(E)
« / SR (17)

For T < €p,, two approximations in Eq. (I7)) are asymp-
totically accurate. First, the integral over &” can be
taken from 0 to oco: it is then determined by |k”| ~
[m(er1 + €r2)]/? and reduces to

36 A
/dka gemlI( ) T<en . (19
where
_arctan(tanhx)
@) = sinh x (19)

Second, the functions (1 2(k’) in the integral over &’ can
be approximated as exponentials around k' = 0: the in-
tegral over k' is determined by || ~ min{|k|, (mT)"/?}.
For g_ we thus obtain

e(Er — B) 1/2 k
o= T Ol ——
9 s (mmT) —=
A €F1 + €m2
x I(ﬁ) eXP<T> ; (20)
where ®(z) = (2/y/7) [y dtexp(—t?) is the error func-

tion.

Writing g, in terms of g4, we separate g, into a sin-
gular (at w — 0) part, proportional to g, and a regular
part, proportional to g_:

_ 206 G
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Using g4 from Egs. (II) and @0) in Eqgs. 1) and 22I),
and substituting the resulting g, in Eq. (), the conduc-
tivity matrix is written as

21 [(n 0 1 -1
O'ZE_—M<O n2>—0'12<_1 1), (23)

! / dk k*¢2 (24)

Mo = 8mmT

is the electron density in wire o. For the off-diagonal
term o2 we have (for T < €py)

e%n A 1 1

where 72 = [(n? +n3)/2]"/? and

3271/2a D) 1 . €r1 + €pa (26)
~ X _——— .
TS Tz 7(aj2r) P T

The singular part of oy is exactly given by —e?n/2imw
for n1 = no = n. In the case of identical wires, the
singular part of 012 is thus equal to that of o11. It is this
property of the conductivity matrix & that produces the
nonzero resistivity matrix p = 6! in the limit w — 0 for
two-particle scattering, calculated in Ref. |9. Indeed, if
n1 # ne, the determinant of & is seen to diverge as 1/w?
at w — 0:

R e2\? ny +ng _ A 1
deto ~ — (E) [nlng— 5 nl(ﬁ)] 2

+0(1/w) . (27)

As a result, p = 0 for ny # ng and w = 0: the finite
damping (26]), which leads to the relaxation of g_, is not
sufficient to establish nonzero drag, mediated by two-
particle scattering, between nonequivalent wires in the
dc limit.3!

For two-particle scattering, the dc drag resistivity pp =
—p12(w = 0) as a function of the mismatch A is thus a
bodyless peak (Fig. [I)—of a finite height (as obtained in
Ref.19) and zero width:

mry
A =
) 2e2n’ 0,
PD = (28)
0, A0

[for A =0, v from Eq. (26]) coincides with « from Ref. 9].
The derivation of Eq. (28] shows that the vanishing of pp
for A # 0 is a generic property of two-particle scatter-
ing, independent of the particular form of the collision
integral [the nonzero, for A # 0, coefficient in front of
1/w? in Eq. 27) comes from the contribution of g, to
). This should be contrasted with the result of Ref. 120,
where a finite resistivity for A # 0 was obtained for the
case of two-particle backscattering.22 This should also

be contrasted with the results of Refs. 18 and [22, where
Coulomb drag due to two-particle forward scattering was
considered for both zero and nonzero A, although for-
ward scattering by itself does not produce nonzero pp,
independently of whether A = 0 or not (see Ref. |9 for
more detail).

Note that the significance of the function Z(A/2T) in
the above is twofold. In Eq. ([28), it reflects the depen-
dence of the relaxation rate on A [which is of no impor-
tance to the behavior of pp as a function of A in Eq. (28))].
In Eq. (27), on the other hand, it comes from the modi-
fication of the singular (not related to relaxation at all)
part of o12. The fact that the same function describes
these two distinctly different aspects of the problem is
actually specific to the use of the Fokker-Planck model:
in general, the modification of the T" dependence of the
regular part of 012 by finite A need not be described by
Eq. 28) with v from Eq. (28). By contrast, the function
Z(A/2T) in Eq. 1), and throughout Sec. [ below, is
universal in the sense that it is independent of the par-
ticular form of the two-particle collision kernel.2!

It is also worth noting that the strong dependence of
the damping (drag) rate on w in the case of two-particle
scattering, which was demonstrated for A = 0 in Ref. |9,
takes the extreme form for A # 0. Expanding the solu-
tion of Eq. ([I3]) to second order in 1/w, the drag resistiv-
ity in the limit of large w is obtained as

m dk
pralie > 00) = = oot [SE Gkl

dk’

< [ G GUGUVAR = BIK ~ K, (29

i.e., p12(w — 00) does not show any singularity at A = 0,
whereas p12(w = 0) vanishes if A # 0 [Eq. @28)]. If the
damping rate was independent of w (Drude-like ansatz),
the drag resistivity would show no frequency dispersion.
To further elucidate the physics behind Eq. (28], let us
assume that wires 1 and 2 are the active and passive wire,
respectively, and write j; and E; under the condition
that jo = 0 in terms of Es (the field in the passive wire
necessary to maintain a currentless state therein):

jlzeﬁ [—_—1—7—1—0@)} E, (30)

B~ | e (17 5) row B e

where the dimensionless constants A, and A, depend on
ny/ng and A/T:

2711712 — (n1 + 7’L2)’I_II(A/2T>
B n2Z(A/2T) ’
2TL17’LQ
CR2Z(A/2T)

Ay =

(32)
A, = (33)

As seen from Eqgs. B0) and @31, if jy is held fixed with
varying w, both E; and Es vanish as w is decreased for
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FIG. 1: Schematic dependence of the drag resistivity pp for
two quantum wires on the chemical potential mismatch A (in
units of the temperature T') for the case of weak intrawire
equilibration. For two-particle scattering, pp(A) shows a
bodyless resonance peak [Eq. ([28)] with a finite height and
the width I' = 0. Three-particle scattering broadens the res-
onance [Eq. (I33)]: the width I" of the resulting Lorentzian
scales with the strength of three-particle scattering DO as
D).

Ap # 0, which is the case for A # 0. This is because the
“relaxational” component of j; (proportional to A,) is
shunted by the ballistic component (proportional to Ap)
in the dc limit. Specifically, to order O(w), the fields F;
and FEs for given j; and js = 0 obey

_m oz [ 2 ]
Ev= 3 4, [1 ﬁI(A/2T)] A 0w, (34)
m ZCLJ .
Ba= - 221+ 06 (39)

and do not depend on ~.

Substituting Eqs. 34) and @B8) in g4+ [Eq. ()], the
distribution function g, [Egs. (1)) and @22)] for jo = 0
in the dc limit is given by

1

Most importantly, as already mentioned below Eq. (@),
the distribution functions gi(k) and g2(k) at the same
momentum k equilibrate between themselves and become
identical at w — 0. Accordingly, the collision integral
stf) vanishes in the dc limit: the nonequilibrium steady
state at w — 0 is such that the incoming term in the col-
lision integral is exactly canceled by the outgoing term.
Crucially, the exact equilibration between g; and go as-
sumes that the dc limit is taken before A is sent to zero,
which is why the case of A = 0 in Eq. (28)) is special. Sub-
stituting Eq. (B6) in Eq. @) gives jo» = 0 for a nonzero
j1. For A # 0, Eq. (36) thus shows exactly how the dc
current jo = 0 is maintained in wire 2 when one sends
the dc current j; through wire 1. It is worth emphasizing
once more that the distribution function (B6]) is univer-
sal, i.e., does not depend on the particular form of the
two-particle collision integral.

III. THREE-PARTICLE COLLISION INTEGRAL

As we will show below, in Sec. [VIIIl the singular-
ity in the dependence of pp on A in Eq. ([28) is a pe-
culiar property of two-particle scattering. Specifically,
we will demonstrate that three-particle scattering leads
to a broadening of the zero-width resonance of pp at
A = 0 and, if three-particle scattering becomes suffi-
ciently strong, to a more conventional type of the depen-
dence of pp on A with a characteristic scale of |A| ~ T
Let us therefore turn to the kinetic equation in the pres-
ence of three-particle scattering.

For arbitrary A, the three-particle collision integral

st which should be added to the right-hand side of
Eq. @, is given by the sum

st = stG) 4 st (30 4 st(3) | (38)

where st$3® (3039 416 the contributions of scattering
channels (a), (b), (c), respectively, defined as follows. For
electron 1 in wire o, which interacts with electrons 2 and
3, the scattering channels are defined (similar to Ref. |9)

Jo = enTA, REE) 1, w=0, (36) depending on which wires electrons 2 and 3 belong to.
Specifically, channel (a): all three electrons are in wire
where o; channel (b): electrons 2 and 3 are in wire &; channel
211 _ on JRT(A /2T 2 (c): electrons 2 and 3 are in different wires. The partial
F(k) = Gl n2€/_;1+(<2/ N+6 . (37)  collision integrals at the momentum k; read
17162
|

(3a) Z Ws 3a)5 ) [9(1) + 95(2") + 95(3") = 95(1) — 95(2) — 95(3) ] , (39)

5 ) otz
(1) = s S W) [0 (1) + 85 (2) + 0(3) = 50(1) = 90 (2) = 35(3)] (40)

¢ ( 231/2’3’
st (1) Z WE53(.. ) [90(1) + 9o (2) + 95(3") — 9o (1) — 9o (2) — 95(3)] (41)
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with g4 =1/12,1/4,1/2. Similar to Eq. (), the coeflicients in front of the functions g, in the collision integrals

are =1, independently of whether A = 0 or not. The abbreviation d3(. .

The triple-collision kernels W i3a),(38),(3¢)

w12, 3')1,2,3) = 2n| Al

3a,0

. 1
w1’ 2/, 3/[1,2,3) = 27r|AggU|2

w1, 2/,3/[1,2,3) = 2n| AT

3c,o

with the irreducible (with respect to interaction) three-
particle scattering amplitudes A5 Agrlf o> AT which
are a direct generalization of those from Ref.[d to the case
of nonequal intrawire interaction potentials Vj1(¢q) and
Vaa(q). If Vi1(q) = Vaa(q), the subscript o in the ampli-
tudes may be dropped. The amplitudes in Eqs. [@2))-(44)
are taken on the Slater determinants normalized to unity.
Note that, generically, no local (for a given momentum)
relation similar to Eq. (@) for two-particle scattering ex-
ists for three-particle scattering.

The coefficients 7, . account for the double counting
of indistinguishable initial and final states in the unre-
stricted momentum summations in Eqs. (39)-Il), for
more detail see Ref. |9 (note that the factors 7, . are
missed in the formalism of Ref. 33, which was used in
a number of consequent publications). Each of the non-
integrable singularities? in the modulus squared of the
three-particle scattering amplitudes (of the type 1/Q? at
zero energy §) transferred in a virtual transition) must be
regularized in the momentum summations in the collision
integrals ([B9)-(I) as the real part of a double pole or,
equivalently, counterterms should be added to Eq. (3])
to avoid a double counting of correlated two-particle col-
lisions, see Sec. ITIB in Ref. |9 and Refs. 13435 for a more
detailed explanation of this point.

IV. ZERO MODES

The collision integrals (@) for two-particle and (B9)-
1) for three-particle scattering, and those for an arbi-
trary number N of colliding particles for that matter, are
nullified for

go = Ao+ Ak +Aok*, N>2, (45)
where Ag 1,2 are arbitrary o-independent constants of k.
The three terms in Eq. (@3] correspond to the total num-
ber of particles, momentum, and energy conservation.
The case of two-particle scattering is special: the colli-
sion integral (@) is nullified for g, given by an arbitrary
o-independent function of k, not only the polynomial
@3). Importantly, the total momentum conservation in
the translation invariant system driven by the linear-in-
k inhomogeneous term in Eq. ([2) does not necessarily
imply that the singular at w = 0 terms in g,, namely

.) stands for §(e1 + €2 + €3 — €1/ — €27 — €3/).

OC Oy +ko+ks, ks oy +hgy aT€ Written as

? e (GG (G116 26 (3) (42)
= G106 (2)6 (3)6o ()6 ()6 (3) (43)
11—6 G (106 216 3160 (16 (26 (3) (44)

g3n8 oc 1/w, are also linear in k. This is quite generally
the case for A = 0, where 5" = ek(E;+ Fs)/2mT (—iw)
for arbitrary N. However, for A # 0, the linearity of
¢3¢ in k does not hold if only two-particle scattering is
present: in that case, as follows from Eqs. 1)) and 22I),

gsmg <1<2
7 g+qg’
- ek E1<1 =+ EQCQZ 1

= —_— N =2 46
mT G+ —iw’ . (46)

and the linear combination of g; and go that is time inde-
pendent on all time scales is given by g, from Eq. (I0). If
three-particle scattering is added, the degeneracy of the
zero mode of the pair collision integral with respect to the
dependence on k is lifted, so that the odd-in-k zero mode
of the total (pair+triple) collision integral can only be
given by Eq. (@8] with Ag = Ay =0 and Ay = Ay /(—iw):

k
bll’l _
S

N>3, (47)

where A; is a k and ¢ independent constant, i.e., can only
be linear in k, and this is valid for any type of scattering
beyond pair collisions. A nontrivial point to notice is
that the residue of g5"8 at w = 0 experiences a jump
from the value given by Eq. (@G) to the value given by
Eq. 1) when the strength of three-particle scattering
becomes nonzero [the discontinuity is only absent at € =
(er1 + €r2)/2]. This means that the jump in g5"® is of
the form

2 2
ging = £ M — A,
mI G +G

k k
X ek M (48)

where ¥3(w, k) vanishes in the absence of three-particle
scattering and has a finite value at w = 0 in the presence
of it.

To find A; in Eq. {@7), write the kinetic equation for

go with st #0atw—0as

(Al - ff;) k= 22 , (49)




where J,(k) is the current in momentum space at the
point k in wire o, related to the total time derivative of
the momentum density P, in wire o by

. * dk
pc,:/ s (50)

02T

Multiplying Eq. [@9) by k¢? and integrating over all k,
we have

e(Ey— Eg)ne = —P, (51)

where the electron densities n, are exactly given by

Eq. (24) and
eEO = mTA1 . (52)

The drag force B,, acting on the unit length segment
of wire o, is thus compensated in the dc limit by the
sum of the external force —eFE,n, and the zero-mode
contribution to the force balance e Eyn, that comes from
the partial time derivative of P,. The effective electric
field Ejp is obtained on quite general grounds solely as a
result of the total momentum conservation P, + P, = 0
(i.e., Newton’s third law for the drag forces in two wires):

- E1n1 + E2n2

E
0 ni + no

(53)
Similar to Eq. {@8), if only two-particle scattering is
present, the force-balance equations at zero w and A # 0
are not of the form given by Eq. (&I)); in particular, the
effective zero-mode electric field coupled to the center-
of-mass distribution (Fy in the above) is different in two
wires.

V. MATRIX STRUCTURE

The singular (proportional to 1/w) term ji"& =
(e/87m) [dk k(2g5™8 in the current in wire o [with g5"8
from Eqs. @1), (2), and (EJ)] gives the singular part

618 of the conductivity matrix &

. 2 1 1 2
pine =& © ( " "“;‘2) L (Y

m —iw N1+ ng \N1N2 N3
The vanishing of the determinant
det 578 =0 (55)

ensures that the elements of the resistivity matrix p =
6~ ! are generically nonzero in the dc limit. This is in
contrast to the case of only two-particle scattering at
A # 0, where the determinant of the singular part of
the conductivity matrix does not vanish [cf. Eq. 1]
Splitting the conductivity matrix into the singular and
regular parts, & = 6578 4 68, the dc resistivity matrix
for the case of det 3%"& = 0 is given by

R .. adje adj os'me

plo=0)=lim <= =& [(adj 6one) Gres] (56)

where the matrix structure of p(w = 0) (regular at w = 0)
is identical to that of the adjugate of 658 (singular at
w=0),

. 2 1 1 2
adJ 5Sing — 6_ : ( ny n12n2) , (57)
m —iw Ny +ng \—NiN2 N
with
2
, 1 1
Tr [(adj 6°7) 67°8] = &= — ———
m —iw N1+ no
x [n301® + nfon’ —mng (075 +05f) ] . (58)
The dc drag resistivity pp = —p12(w = 0) is thus ob-
tained as
ninsg
PD = —5 e (59)

n3o1y® +niogy® — nang (075 +055%)
Note that the p(w = 0) matrix is singular (zero determi-
nant),

det p(w=0)=0, (60)

and symmetric (with generically different diagonal en-
tries, i.e., the structure of the matrix is characterized by
two independent parameters, e.g., n1 and ng). The ma-
trix structure of 6*°¢ will be derived in Eq. (III) below.

VI. FOKKER-PLANCK EQUATION

The crucial difference between the solutions of the ki-
netic equation in the dc limit for A = 0 and A # 0 is
that in the latter case three-particle scattering cannot be
neglected in the calculation of pp (even in the limit of an
infinitesimally small but finite strength of three-particle
scattering), because otherwise pp = 0 [Eq. (28))]. We
turn now to the solution of the kinetic equation in the
presence of both two- and three-particle scattering. Simi-
lar to Sec. [, we focus on the Fokker-Planck formulation
of the kinetic problem. The derivation of the Fokker-
Planck collision integral in the presence of three-particle
scattering, with a discussion of important peculiarities of
three-particle scattering compared to two-particle scat-
tering (in regard to the selection of momenta contributing
to the coeflicients of the gradient expansion), is presented
in Appendix [Al The contribution to the current in mo-
mentum space J, in wire o of three-particle scattering,

(53), in the Fokker-Planck limit is written as

ngg) (k) = Dz(fg)(k)ago(k) - Ca(k) ) (61)

where the diffusion coefficient in momentum space
DB — pBa L pB L pBI and the integral term
Cy = O,S?’“) + ngb) + C((TBC) are sums of terms coming
from channels (a), (b), and (c):



1
DBa);(30),(3¢) _ d 117(3a),(3b),(3¢) (17 of of Va2
¢ (k1) . > dwf (1',2',3'[1,2,3)ds(.. )¢? | (62)
23172737
1
C3 (ky) = I D AW EN(1,2,3[1,2,3)85(. . )aq2 Ora o (2) (63)
@ 231/2/3/
1
CE (k) = —— YW (1,2, 31,2,3)83(. . .)ag2 O 90 (2) | (64)
Yo ogarsy
CEI) (ky) = — > AWEN (12,311, 2,3)85(...)q [ 42 Oks 90 (2) + @3 Ok, 95(3)] (65)
¢ 2317273

with v, = 2,2,1

the summation to direct scattering (as opposed to exchange processes) with |k

(for more detail on the combinatorial factors v, . see Appendix [A]). The sign d

in Zd restricts
_k1'|7 |k2_k2’|7 |k3_k3’| 5 1/@ Note

that the cases of two- and three-particle scattering are different in that, in the latter case, there appears the integral

term C, in the Fokker-Planck expression for the current in momentum space.
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The resulting Fokker-Planck equation in the dc limit reads:

(& ng
ot e (Br = B = 2 0] 2| D0 0kl — o) + D (0)0hss - (1) | (66)
[
where where
g, = gy — "% (67) hy = ; - Zn (E, — E5)(1 — tanh,) + C2C,  (73)

is the regular part of g, for w = 0 and we introduced the d 7 7
functions DS (k) and C,(k) by explicitly extracting the a
factors ¢2(k), sharply peaked on the Fermi surface, from D— lp(z) Dgs)cg n Dgs)cg i ’D((,3)’Dég) ' (74)
D (k) and C,(k), with the partial terms in DS (k) and 2

Co (k) being related to those in Eqgs. (62))-(65]) by

D189 (k) = DE-E-E) (k) /2 (E) - (68)
O B89 (k) = CEDC69) (k) 2 (k) . (69)

Importantly, Eq. ([@0) for A # 0 does not have a solution
if D,(,B) and C, are zero. This is because the dc limit in
Eq. (60) is assumed to be taken before the limit DS’) —0
and C, — 0.

Multiplying Eq. (6) by ¢2 and integrating over k, we
have

—

q

—~

q

& Nns
- FE, — E5)(1 — tanh,,
2 (Eq - E»)(1 - tanhy)
1
= D®ﬁm@—&ﬂowwm&—aw},
(70)
where
tanh, = tanh —— Ko (71)
nh, = tanh ———<
amT
and kp, is the Fermi momentum in wire . Solving the
two-component (o = 1,2) integro-differential equation
([TQ) for Oxgs in terms of the integrals C, (k) gives
DA (h, + hs)/2 + DS 2h,
g, = DOGG e + h)2+ DG )

(3¢3D ’

Note that, unless A = 0 (i.e., hy = —hs), Okgs In
Eq. (@) diverges in the limit of vanishing three-particle
scattering [see the comment at the end of the paragraph
below Eq. (67)].

Summing up the two components of Eq. ({0 [thus ex-
cluding the terms proportional to D] and integrating
the sum over all k, one obtains the total momentum-
conservation law for triple collisions in the form

Z/dk@

For given D((,3)(k), any model approximation for C, (k)
must obey Eq. ([[5). Note that, as shown in Appendix[Bl
there are also “partial” conservation laws [see Eqs. (B.)
and (B2)] which require, additionally, that

(K)Ohgo — Co(K)| =0 (75)

/%6[immm&—¢@@ﬂzo, (76)
[arcz [P toue, — e m)|

+ [aee [P mowes — ¢ | 0. ()

While Eq. (76]) has exactly the same meaning for a single
wire as Eq. (73) has for two, Eq. (1) links channels (b)
and (c) to each other through the “integral” constraint.



VII. EXACTLY SOLVABLE FOKKER-PLANCK
EQUATION

Turning to a very instructive example of the Fokker-
Planck description of three-particle scattering, let us

solve an exactly solvable model with DS’) and C, be-
ing independent of k. These should be chosen to satisfy
Eq. (@), which gives

[Dz(;g) <akga> —Cs ] kre = — [Dtgrg) <akg5> —Cs5 } kro (78)
where

<akga> = <akgo>g ’ (79)

the average (...), is defined as

(L =

= dkC(...), (80)

and
kro = /dk 2 =8rT(0n/0p)s ~ 8T /kr, , (81)

with (On/0p), the thermodynamic density of states
(compressibility) in wire o. If one takes, further, C, to
be a linear function of the averages (79,

Co’ - >\U<akga'> + ,Ufa'<akg5'> (82)

with arbitrary constants A, and ., then Eq. ([{8), which
should be satisfied for arbitrary g, (k) [on the model level:
on the space of g, (k) that supports the representation

[B2)], requires that DY) and C, be related to each other
by

DE) = N\, + piokrs ko - (83)

If three-particle scattering is only present in channel (a),
this can be modeled by putting u, = 0 [cf. Eq. ([Z6)].

Multiplying Eq. (T2)) by (2, substituting Eq. (82) for
C, in hy, and integrating over all k, we have a 2 x 2
algebraic equation for (Og,):

Qo <akga'> + ba’ <akg5’> =Co , (84)

where a, = {4y )0, bo = (i)g>g, ¢o = {¢s)0, and
1

io =1 55 [ DD (A2 + 1a¢2) + 2D, |, (85)
) 1

bo = 55 [P (1o¢2 +25¢2) + 2P0, . (86)
o _eBEr—Es) 1 [ o

“ = 4ln, +n,) D { D 1na (1 ~ tanho)

3y 1 —tanh,
Substituting the solution of Eq. &) for (Okxgs,) in
Eq. ([72) solves the integral equation ([72)) for Oyg,, within
the model specified in Eq. (82).

This brings us to a subtle but crucially important point
about the constraints, related to momentum conserva-
tion, on C, within the model ([82). Specifically, the ques-
tion is how many independent constants can be chosen
to parametrize the model of three-particle scattering, for-
mulated in terms of six constants D((,3), Ao, and p,. The
total momentum-conservation law (7)), applied to the
model ([B2) in the form of Eq. (83), leaves four of them
independent, 27 e.g., A, and p,. Importantly, however,
these are not independent. In fact, the model (82]) has
additional constraints and is parametrized by two inde-
pendent constants for arbitrary A [for the solution to
Egs. ([2) and (&4) in the limit A — 0, which reproduces
the result of Ref. 9, see Appendix [C].

The additional [compared to Eq. [83]) or, more gener-
ally, Eq. ({A)] constraint is also a direct consequence of
momentum conservation. Namely, the collision integral
for arbitrary A must be nullified for

9o (k) = Mk, (88)
where the (arbitrary) constant A; is independent of o

[cf. Egs. @3) and (@T) in Sec. [V]. In the Fokker-Planck

formulation, this means that C,(k) = Angg)(k) for
Okgo = Orgs = A1. For the model from Eq. (82), this
condition translates into

DB = N\, + g (89)

Combining Egs. (89) and (83]), we obtain the relation
between the coefficients in Eq. ([82) for different o that
must be satisfied as a result of the existence of the zero

mode (B8):
/JfakTo' = M&kTE' (90)

(with no constraint on A,). Substituting Eq. (@0) in

Egs. (88) and (B6l), we have
Ay = _bcr . (91)

Equation (@I can also be obtained by requiring that the
left-hand side of Eq. (84) vanishes for the homogeneous

solution (Bg)).

The existence of the zero mode (88) associated with
momentum conservation has the consequence that the
determinant of Eq. (84]) is zero,

AsQ5 — bo-ba- =0 5 (92)

for arbitrary A, not only A = 0 (cf. Appendix [C). As a
result of the degeneracy of Eq. (84), we have

(Okgo) — (Okgs) = —Co/bo (93)
with
Co/be = —C5 /b5 . (94)

Equation (@4)) thus gives one more, in addition to
Eq. (@0), relation between the coefficients in Eq. (82]).



Altogether, we have four algebraic constraints on six con-

stants D((,3), Ao, and p, that parametrize three-particle

scattering for given A [Egs. (83), @0), and @4))], i.e.,
one can choose only two constants arbitrarily [similar to
the case A = 0, where the model is parametrized by
DB = X+ g and X\ — p, see Appendix [C). Note that
Eq. ([@0) fixes the relation between p1 and pe only, thus
being related to the partial conservation law (7). The
important point to notice is that Eq. ({3, reflecting the
total momentum-conservation law per se (without a ref-
erence to the partial conservation laws), and the vanish-
ing of the collision integral for the associated zero mode
[BY) are not equivalent in the sense of the constraints
they require for the parameters of the model (82]).

Using Eq. ([@4), one can represent Eq. ([2) for the
model (82)) in the form

1 5 ~
Ontr = (On80) + - (bor —bocs) - (95)

o

Together with Eq. (@3)), this solves Eq. ({0) in the model
[®2) for the difference g, — gs:

Onlgs —25) = =7 (14+bo +05) +60 = o, (96)

with
~ 1
1+bs+b5 = D (Ao Ao — potia) (97)
and
~ ~ e(Ea' - E&)
Cog—Cpg = —7F 27
2(ny +ns)D
1 — tanh; 3 1 — tanh,
X DSB)RUT + ID((; )n,}T (98)
For A = 0, Eq. [@8) reduces to Eq. (C2)) (with b, = bs
and ¢, = —¢5).

The Fokker-Planck equation in the form of Eq. (66)
[or Eq. ([T2)] is fully solvable only for the difference
Ok(gs — g5) [Eq. (@6)] and is degenerate with respect to
a shift of drg, by a k and o independent constant (“ho-
mogeneous solution”), unless a boundary condition lifts
the degeneracy (which is not the case here). That is, the
function g, + gz, obeying [from Eqs. [@3]) and (@3))]

O (8o + 87) = (Ok8o) + (Ok8s) + C5 + C5
+ (bo = bs) (ko) — (Okgs)) »  (99)
is obtainable from Eq. (G6]) up to the constant
B = {9ito) + (Do) (100

In particular, this means that the inhomogeneous solu-
tion of Eq. (@6), which depends on the fields F, only
through the combination E, — E5, namely

go(k) < E; — E;5 (101)
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can be shifted as

8o (k) = (k) + Vo (Es — E5)k (102)

with an arbitrary constant ¢ = —9s.

Note, however, that the k and ¢ independent term in
Org, is of no importance if one is only interested in find-
ing pp in Eq. (B9). This is because pp does not change
after the transformation ([I02)). That is, while the con-
ductivity matrix 678 depends on ¥,,, being shifted by the
¥, dependent term as

(103)

. . ny —n
078 — 678 + T ! L)
ng —n2

the resistivity pp does not [in fact, pp is not changed
after a more general transformation of the form g, —
go + (9, Es + 95 E5 )k with two arbitrary constants 9.
The constant B [Eq. (I00)] is found by retaining the
finite-w term —iwg, [with g, defined in Eq. (67))] on the
left-hand side of Eq. (@9)) (which was written for w — 0)
and repeating the steps that led to Eq. (B3). In addition
to the condition (B3)) for the singular part of g,, we have
now one more condition for the regular part, namely

/ dk (o + Cgs) k=0 , (104)

or, equivalently,

/dk [(1 — tanh,) Okgs + (1 — tanhs) Okgs ] =0 .

(105)
Equation (I04) means that the regular part ;¢ =
(e/87m) [dk k(2g, of the current in real space in wire
o obeys the relation

reg ___ .reg
o = "Jz >

(106)

in contrast to the singular part j$"8, which, according to
Eq. (1), obeys

J3Ens = j5 "o . (107)

We thus obtain, from Eqs. [@3)), (@5), and (105,

k
_ o B O P
g, (k) = /O dk [bg ( <+ bots b,,c,,) +B| (108)
with
B =B, + B, (109)
and
1 kro
By=—— - T
dr(ne +nz) by
1 — tanh, Co - ~
X <T (—7 "t byiy — b,,ca)>g, (110)

which gives a complete solution to the kinetic equation
[66). For A =0, the constant B = 0. Recall that pp for
arbitrary A does not depend on B.



VIII. DRAG RESISTIVITY

In Sec. [VIIl we solved the integro-differential Fokker-
Planck equation within the exactly solvable model in-
troduced therein. Apart from providing the analytical
expression for the distribution function for an arbitrary
relative strength of two- and three-particle scattering,
the exact solution also allows us to explicitly and ac-
curately describe the (noncommuting) limits A — 0 and
D) 0.

In fact, the model solution in Sec. [VIIl is closely re-
lated to the solution (not obtainable in the analytical
form) of the original Fokker-Planck equation (66) [with

the functions DY) (k) and C, (k) resulting from Eqgs. (62)-

[©3)]. Specifically, the exact functions DY) (k) and C, (k)
can be represented in the form3? that shows that these
are slow functions of k compared to the exponentials
C2(k). This justifies the approximation of DY (k) and
Co(k) by constants, albeit different for different trans-
port regimes, depending on the relative strength of two-
and three-particle scattering. In Appendix [D] we also
briefly describe how the shape of the function Jxg, (k)
changes with varying strength of intrawire equilibration
(mediated by three-particle scattering) for A = 0, with
a particular goal to justify the approximations that are
parametrically accurate for the integral term C, (k). As
will be seen in Secs. VIIIB] and [VIITC] the picture of
the evolution of the shape of dxg, (k) from Appendix
remains valid for arbitrary A, with the integral term be-
ing important only in the regime of sufficiently strong
intrawire equilibration (“drift regime” in the terminol-
ogy of Ref. |9), where the representation of C, in terms
of the averages (Jkxg,) in Eq. (82) is justified paramet-
rically. With this background in mind, we proceed with
the calculation of pp within the model of Sec. [VTIl

A. General formula for pp

Equation ([I04) not only fixes the constant B but, in
the form of Eq. (I06), together with the relation (0TI,
also fixes the matrix structure of 6"°8:

1 -1
~reg
o _S<—1 1) ,

where S within the model of Sec. [VIIlis given, as follows
from Eq. (I08), by

(111)

el
= % [dk( - tanh,
S 47T(EU—EU)/d( anh,)
1 Co ~ ~
X [E(—3+baca—baca)+3] (112)
_ EU%TE&(nUBa—naBg) . (113)

Note the difference in the matrix structure for &8

[Eq. (64)] and 6" [Eq. (III)]. Substituting Eq. (III)
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in Eq. (59), we obtain the expression for pp in terms of
S:

1
o =T Mt (114)

ni1 —|—n2)2 g '

Equation (II4)) is general for the relation between pp
and S [for S understood as the coefficient in front of
the matrix in Eq. ([III))], irrespectively of the model to
calculate S.

B. Ultranarrow resonance at coinciding densities

To calculate how the dependence of pp on A changes
with increasing D) within the model of Sec. [TI} repre-
sent b, and ¢, each as a sum of two terms:

E, — E5)
by = ®° + WP 1,:6("7“ oS 4 V¢ 115
(T+ o ¢ 4(”0——"_”6—)( O'+ (T)’ ( )
where
D?2)
Py = o5 (HoCG +A5C3) (116)
D£3);L
Pl == 117
o D ? ( )
D?2)
P¢ = -5 [ns(1 — tanh,) — ny (1 — tanhs)] , (118)
. 2D,(33)n5 1 — tanh,
ve = ) z (119)

The term in ¢, proportional to ®¢ differs from the re-
maining part of ¢, in that it is singular in D®) for
D) — 0. More specifically, ®¢ is singular as O[A/DO)]
for D®) — 0 and A — 0, so that its limiting value de-
pends on the order of taking the two limits. The term ®°
differs from WY in that it is finite for D®) — 0, whereas
P vanishes in this limit. For A = 0, the term ®¢ van-
ishes for any D®) # 0, and S in the limit of p&f o
is finite (not infinite) and given by the contribution of
two-particle scattering. For A # 0, the term ®¢ gives a
contribution to S which diverges as 1/D®) for D) — 0.
This divergence means p(w = 0) = 0 for A # 0, ie.,
pp as a function of A is a peak of zero width if only
two-particle scattering is present.
In terms of ®%¢ and W%¢, S is rewritten as

e2T
- % o |dk(1 - tanh,
S 167(ny + ng)? {n/ ( anho )

b b
= (@), + w),) e s v
(oo 5)} . (120)

For A = 0 (¢ = 0), Eq. (IZ0) is identical to 1/4pp
from Ref. 9, with 1/pp1 [Eq. (3.66) in Ref. 9] associated
with the term WS [i.e., with the last term in the square



brackets of Eq. (I20), but not with the average (¥¢), in
the round brackets] and 1/pps [Eq. (3.67) in Ref. 9] with
the rest.

Let us first calculate pp in the tail of the peak, broad-
ened by three-particle scattering, in the limit of small
DB) (“weak intrawire equilibration”). To this end, we
retain in S only the terms ®%¢ by dropping the terms
Ub¢: moreover, in the denominator of ®%¢, we retain

o ) o )
only the term in D that is linear in ’D((Tg)7 i.e., drop the

term DD . In this limit [D® — 0 for A # 0], S be-
comes independent of D). For |A| < T [recall that the
peak becomes bodyless in the limit of small D®)], it suf-
fices to expand S to second order in A. For |A| < €pg,
one can also neglect the dependence of D((,B) on o, so that
below we express S in terms of \, p, and D®) = X\ + p,
by dropping the index o and writing ®%¢ as

1 ¢ + 22

b b_ - Fsa T Mhe

(I)a - Mo - ,D(g) Cf— + Cg ) (121)
c 2 C

q)a' — WMU )

ME - ns(1 — tanh,) — ny (1 — tanh;s) C(122)

2+¢2

To find S to order O[A%/D®)], we need to expand M?
and Mg to first and second order in A, respectively,

1
M} = =5 +w, + O(A?), (123)
ME =u, +v, + O(A?) (124)
where
= gy —epy | (2 Lztanhe o
Uy = B €EFG €Fo 8# . Cg 2T
~O(A) (125)
on 1 (1 — tanh,) tanh
— 2 d z
Vo = —(€Fs — €Fo) (3_M)g AT ¢2
~ O(A?) (126)
A—p 1
Wy = —(€rs — €Fg) DB AT tanhy ~ O(A) ,  (127)

and (On/0u)s, the compressibility of the electron gas, is
given by Eq. (8I).
To order O[A?/D®)] for S, we have

2T 1
S ~ W m {ng/dk(l —tanhg)

X (Ug + V5 + 2 (Ug), we) + (00 < &)} , (128)

where n is the density in the wires at A = 0. Since n,
(equal to kpy/m at T = 0) is given for arbitrary 7' by
Eq. 24), which can be rewritten as

1
Ng = E/dk (1 —tanh,) , (129)
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the average (u,), vanishes exactly,

<ua'>a' =0 5 (130)
so that the term w, drops out from Eq. (IZ8). Note
that Eq. (I30) results from a cancelation of two inte-
grals, corresponding to two terms in the square brackets
of Eq. (IZH), determined by vastly different momenta:
one determined by all k¥ < kp, and the other determined
by |k| —kpos ~ T/vps. Note also that, since ¢ = —P¢ is
antisymmetric in o, the vanishing of (u, ), is required by
the relation ([@4)) from which (®¢)_ — (@), for A — 0
at order O[1/D®)] for DG) — 0. To ensure the cancela-
tion (I30), it is important to use the exact (T' dependent)
compressibility (0n/0u), [Eq. §I)] in Eq. (I25), i.e., not
to substitute 1/7vp, for it. The term v, should be re-
tained in Eq. (I28)), written in terms of both u; and wua,
at order O(A?); however, from the relation M¢ = — Mg,
Eq. (I28) can be rewritten, after the cancelation (I30]),
as
eT 1

= 32mn2 DO
x/dk [n5(1 — tanh,) — ny(1 — tanhz) Jues , (131)

with the term v, in the sum u, + v, being in Eq. (I31)
beyond the accuracy at order O(A?) for S. Substituting
Eq. (IZ5) in Eq. (I3I), we obtain, at order O[A2/DG)]
(and arbitrary T'/ep):

2T A% on

L eT A on 1/2
~ 1z DO gy 2 T)

1/2
X [g—ZeéF/T_nQ (;;3) ‘| (132)

(where we dropped the index o everywhere), which for
T < ep reduces to

. i <mT3)1/2(é>2LeEF/T.
128 \ 2« er ) DB

To obtain the broadening of the peak in pp as a func-
tion of A in the limit of small D®, we add to S from
Eq. (@33), calculated at order O[A?/D®)], the contri-
bution S of two-particle scattering for identical wires,
obtainable by putting A = p = 0 in Eqgs. (86) and (§7)
and substituting the result in Eqgs. (IT0) and [I13), at

A =0 (see also Appendix[C). For T < e, S® reads

1/2
6@ o € (mTENTT L sy
T4\ 7 o) :

(133)

(134)

For the dependence of pp on A we thus obtain a
Lorentzian (Fig. [):

1

T (A (135)

pp(A) =~ pp(0)



where
16D [2ep\"? _,.
w0 = (5] e s
and
91/2(3) 1/2
I'=e¢Fr [WeeF/T} . (137)

As a function of the density mismatch A, = n; — na,
given by 2mA /7%(ny +ng) for T = 0, with A,, = A/7vp
in the limit of small A, the drag resistivity is a Lorentzian
po(An) = pp(0)/[1 + (Ay/T'n)?] with

1/2
DB) . /T]

D@ (138)

I',=n [
The conditions of applicability for the derivation of
Eq. (333) for S at order O[A?/D®)] were: (i) |A| < T,
(i) T < |A], and (iii) D® <« D@e~r/T. The first
condition was used in the expansion in powers of A in
Eqs. (I28)-([I27). The second and third ones were used
to justify the neglect of W€ compared to ®*¢ and the
omitting of the term Dgs)Dé3) in D, respectively. For
the precise form of the third condition, it is important
that the first term in the square brackets in Eq. (I32)
(the main one for T < €p) is determined by momenta
|k| < (mT)'? in the integral (I31)). For the body of the
peak of pp(A) to be described by Eqs. (I33)-(I31), the
condition I' <« T must be fulfilled, i.e.,
DO /D® « (T/ep)?e /T | (139)
which means that the condition I' <« T for T < €p
is more stringent than D®) <« D@e~<#/T We con-
clude that the broadening of the peak of pp as P®) in-
creases is described by Eqs. (I35)-(I31) for D) satisfying
Eq. ([@39), i.e., if this condition is fulfilled, the shape of
the peak is different from the Lorentzian only far in the
tails for |A| 2 T. Note that, while the peak in Eq. @35])
becomes broader with increasing D) for given D?)| its
amplitude remains almost constant.

C. Strong intrawire equilibration

Equilibration processes mediated by triple collisions
are solely responsible for the broadening of the ultra-
narrow resonance in Egs. -([I3T), with the reso-
nance width T' oc [D®]/2 (Fig. M). When T’ becomes,
with increasing D), of the order of T, the dissipa-
tion processes that give a nonzero pp at A # 0 are no
longer “bottlenecked” by triple collisions. Let us now
turn to this regime of a strong (in the sense specified
above) equilibration induced by triple collisions. For
D) /DR > (T/ep)?e=r/T [the condition opposite to
Eq. (I39)], the term ®¢ can be neglected in S. Specif-
ically, for D®) /DR <« e#/T(T/ep)3/? [this condition
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means? that triple collisions are not yet capable of es-
tablishing the fully equilibrated drift regime|, the main
contribution to S is given by V¢, the last term in the
square brackets in Eq. (I20). For |A| < ep, we have

e*T

S ~
64mn

/dk [(1 —tanh, )P + (1 — tanhs)Pg] .

(140)
For D®) /D®?) « e=r/T the term in D quadratic in D(3)
can still be neglected, and ¥¢ can be written as

4n 1 — tanh,
D (2(¢2+¢3)

More precisely, VS is given by Eq. (IZ)) in the limit of
small DG for not too large |k| above kr, namely for |k| <
krIn*/2[D® /D®)]. Similar to Ref.[d, we assume that the
contribution of |k| > kp to S for D) — 0, which is cut
off by higher-order gradient terms in the collision integral
that were neglected in the Fokker-Planck approximation,
is smaller than the contribution of £ on and below the
Fermi surface. The integral (I40) is then determined by
|k| ~ (mT)2, so that 1 —tanh, can be substituted with

2 in Eqgs. (I40) and (I41]), with
8n 1

Ul ~

(141)

C
o

and we obtain
16D3? , 1 \1/2 _
PD = o2 (mTS) e~ lermter)/T (143)

Note that pp in Eq. (IZ3) does not depend on D),
although the drag regime described by Eq. (I43)) is only
possible for A # 0 because of sufficiently strong three-
particle scattering. The activation gap in Eq. (I43) is
given by the sum of the Fermi energies, so that pp can
both increase and decrease with varying asymmetry, de-
pending on precisely in what way the wires are unbal-
anced. In particular, if one of the Fermi energies is in-
creased and the other decreased in such a way that their
sum remains constant, pp in the limit |A| < ep, (but
for arbitrary |A|/T) stays constant as well. If, however,
one of the Fermi energies increases or decreases while
the other remains unchanged, pp decreases or increases,
respectively.

Using Eq. ([40) in the plateau regime [see Eq. (3.68)
in Ref. 9], for e=#/T <« DB) /D) <« e#/T(T/ep)3/2,
with

c 2n 1 — tanh,
Ve om g (144)
yields
8§DB) /N 1/2 1
D= e2 (2mT3) e€r1/T 4 eer2/T
4D®) T 1/2 ¢—(er1ter2)/2T
- (573) (145)
ez \2mT3 cosh(A/2T)
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FIG. 2: Schematic dependence of the drag resistivity pp for
two quantum wires on the chemical potential mismatch A (in
units of the temperature T') for the case of strong intrawire
equilibration [such that the ultranarrow resonance peak with
the width I' « T (Fig. [I) is completely washed out]. The
curves differ in the strength of three-particle scattering (for
fixed strength of two-particle scattering) which increases from
bottom to top [with the shape of the curves varying between
those given by Eq. (I43) for the lower curve and Eq. (I53) for
the upper]. The curves in the main part of the figure are for
a symmetric splitting of the Fermi levels (with €1 + ep2 held
constant). Those in the inset are for an asymmetric splitting
with ep2 kept fixed. The lower and upper curves in the inset

correspond to Eqgs. (I45) and ([I53)), respectively.

The strength of three-particle scattering D®)
reemerges in the expression ([[45) for pp |[cf.
(@39)-037) and ([@43)]. Similar to Eq. ([43)),
the 1ntegra1 ([40) with ¥¢ from Eq. (I44) is determined
by |k| ~ (mT)2. In contrast to Eq. (IZ3), however,
pp changes (decreases) if the Fermi levels are split in
a symmetric way (with ep1 + epo being constant), see
Fig. Moreover, the gap in the Arrhenius law in
Eq. (I43) is given by max{ep1,€ep2}, so that the gap
does not change if one of the Fermi energies decreases
(inset in Fig. [2), which is also in contrast to Eq. (I[43).

For D®) /D®?) > e#/T(T/er)3/?, the main contribu-
tion to S comes from the term in Eq. (I20) proportional
0 (¥S),:

e*T
S__647TTL
(V5)oO0 _
k| (1—tanh,) ——2/7"7 , (14
x/d {( tanhy) =T b (0 0 3) | (1460
where
2 2 (3)
O, = 5+ ¥+ W)= i DG = GG) + 2D
2 D® DO(GZ + (F) + 2D

(147)
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with
dk (1 h,)O, ~ 2mn At 14
( — tan a-) o= TFTLW, ( 8)
A—p DB 22
©ndr= 5o |1~ 2 o[22 ] (o)
and
/ — tanh, N 2n e
D) C2 +¢2)+2DB) DB T
(150)

The integral in Eq. (I49) is given for T, |A| < er by

A
o [ arcic ~ (ﬁ> , (151)
where
J(x) = LQ (xcothae —1) . (152)
sinh” x

Note that the integrals in the numerator of S, namely
those in Eqs. (I48) and (I50), are determined by all k
below the Fermi surface(s), whereas the integral in the
denominator [Eq. (I49)] is determined by & in the vicinity
of the Fermi surface(s).

For D) /D?) > e#/T (T /er)?/?) we thus obtain from

Eq. (I46):

1 A
~ (2) =
D = e2nep {ID j(ZT) +2M}

[where we also used DB = X+ > p, i.e., three-particle
scattering inside each of the wires is assumed to be much
stronger than that between the wires, which is generi-
cally consistent with the condition D) > D®)]. The
first and second terms in Eq. (IEJ) can be viewed as
the contributions of two- and three-particle scattering to
pD, respectively. However, it is important to emphasize
that the contribution of two-particle scattering has this
form, corresponding to the drift regime, only for suffi-
ciently strong three-particle scattering?? (specifically, for
sufficiently strong equilibration of electrons in each of the
wires among themselves).

For A = 0, Eq. ([53)) [with J(0) = 2/3] reproduces the
result of Ref. 9 for the drift regime, with the two-particle
term giving the main contribution to pp. Splitting of
the Fermi levels is thus seen to strongly suppress drag in
Eq. (I53) by reducing (exponentially in |A|/T") the con-
tribution of two-particle scattering (Fig.[2), in agreement
with the results of Refs. [18 and 22. As |A| increases, the
exponential suppression of pp saturates at the contribu-
tion of three-particle scattering

(153)

D ~ 2u/e*nep . (154)

A similar behavior for pp(A) in the drift regime was
suggested in Refs. |18 and 22 (with a parametrically larger
pp in the latter, see Ref. 22 for more detail) as a result of



two-particle interactions inside the wires being taken into
account alongside with two-particle interactions between
the wires. More specifically, the saturation of the expo-
nential falloff of pp(A) was associated in Refs. 18 and
22 with the existence of a power-law tail of the dynamic
structure factor for a given wire, produced by intrawire
interactions, leading to a power-law (in A) overlap be-
tween the dynamic structure factors for two wires for
sufficiently large |A|. The resulting contribution to pp,
which avoids the exponential suppression with increasing
|A]/T, is of fourth order in interaction ~ O(V2 V.Z) (two
powers of the intrawire interaction V,, and two powers
of the interwire interaction V,5). As was pointed out in
Ref. 122, a similar contribution to pp exists also at order
O(VA). The fourth order in interaction, with at least
two powers of the interwire interaction, is precisely the
order at which three-particle scattering contributes®? to
u in Eq. (I54). There is, however, an important differ-
ence: when solving the kinetic equation, we obtain pp of
fourth order in interaction in Eq. (I54) as associated with
three-particle scattering, rather than with independent
two-particle scattering events renormalized (“dressed”)
by virtual processes in Refs. [18 and [22.

IX. SUMMARY

We have discussed Coulomb drag between nonidenti-
cal ballistic quantum wires within the kinetic-equation
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formalism. The conventional theory of Coulomb drag,
implicitly presupposing infinitely fast intrawire equilibra-
tion, has proven to be totally inadequate to describe the
behavior of the dc drag resistivity pp as a function of the
chemical potential difference between the wires A. One
“unexpected” feature of Coulomb drag in one dimension
that we have demonstrated in this paper is the exact
vanishing of pp at any nonzero A, for Coulomb drag
mediated by two-particle scattering, even though pp is
finite at A = 0 [Eq. (28)]. Further, we have shown that
the resonance in pp at A = 0 is broadened by processes
of three-particle scattering [Eq. (I33])], which emphasizes
the importance of multi-particle scattering for transport
in one dimension (for a typical experimental situation in
the Coulomb drag problem, the resonance is likely to be
washed out by triple collisions). We have also calculated
pp(A) for the Coulomb drag regimes in which the reso-
nance at A = 0 is completely destroyed by three-particle
scattering. In a wide range of the parameters of the prob-
lem, pp shows then an activation behavior with the gap
given by the largest between the Fermi energies in two

wires [Eq. (I43))].
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Appendix A: Fokker-Planck collision integral

The current J, [Eq. [@9)], corresponding to the collision integrals @) and B9)-I), is a sum of two- | §2)] and

three-particle contributions [J§*®)(3-(39)]

I (k) =~
J£3a),(3b),(30) (k)

where D) (k) = D@ ¢2(k)¢2(k) [with D) from Eq. (I8)],

DE‘Sa),(Bb),(Bc) (k}) _

C((TSa),(Bb),(Bc) (k) _

D@ (k) %ak[ 9o (k) — gs(k)] ,

1
§§a,b,c][
d
ga,b,c][
™

. In the Fokker-Planck limit, i.e., for T > vp,/a, these are given by

(A1)
~ DED DB (k) 0y g (k) — OO (1) (A-2)
d
5 POk k4 q) (A.3)
™
L g PRBDE (ks 4 g) (A4)
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with &5, =3,1,2, and

1

PE,BL.Be)(1 17y = Tlabe L > wEOEN G 9 311,2,3)85(....) (A.5)
232’3’

_ 1

PBI(1,1) = T L > wEI,2,31,2,3) 85(.. ) [9(2) — 9o(2)] (A.6)
23273/

_ 1

PEVLY) = gL Y W, 2,3'11,2,3)5(..) [95(2) — 95(2)] (A7)
2323/

_ 1 1

PEI1,1) = 7L > WBI,2,3)1,2,3) 05(--) 5 [90(2) = 95(2) + 95(3) = 9(3")] . (A8)
232/3/

If A # 0, the diffusion coefficients D((,ga)’(gb)’(gc)(k) and the integral terms nga)’(gb)’(gc)(k) in the current induced
by three-particle scattering depend on o, whereas the diffusion coefficient D(2)(k) for two-particle scattering does
not. The dash in f in Egs. (A3) and (A4) means that the integration is understood as performed only over
lg| £ 1/a < T/vp1,T/vpe, with the contribution of exchange processes with |g| > 1/a being accounted for by the
factors &, (in Ref.|d, this constraint was implicitly understood but not marked in the formulas).

As a function of ¢ for given k, 73((,3‘1)(/@, k+ q) shows three peaks centered at ¢ = 0 and +kp, — k. The characteristic
width of the peak at ¢ = 0 is 1/a, whereas that of two other peaks is T/vp, > 1/a. In the Fokker-Planck limit,
the weight of all three peaks is the same, hence £, = 3. In channel (c), too, there are three peaks in P((TBC)(k, k+q),
centered at the same points; however, the weight of each of the peaks around ¢ = +kp, — k is half that of the peak at
g =0, ie., & = 2. In channel (b), there is a single peak at ¢ = 0, so that & = 1. The separation of the contribution
of the sharp peak at ¢ = 0 from that of the broad exchange-induced [in channels (a) and (c)] “satellite” peaks is
parametrically accurate in the Fokker-Planck limit, independently of k& (including the case of ||k| — kpo| < T/vFo,
where the peak at ¢ = 0 overlaps with one of the peaks at ¢ = +k — kp, ).

In Bq. (&), the differences g, (2) — g,(2') in PEY, g5(2) — g5(2') in PE), and g5(2) — 95(2') + 95(3) — g5(3') in
_((TSC) should also be understood as expanded to linear order in the argument (keeping higher-order terms is beyond
the accuracy of the Fokker-Planck approximation):

_ 1
PEI(1,1") — labta L > AWEN(,2,8[1,2,3) 83(.. ) (ke — k2 )0k, 90 (2) , ete., (A.9)
2323/

where the sign ¢ in Zd means that the summation goes over direct processes only, i.e., those with all three transferred
momenta |ky — kyi/|, |k2 — k|, |ks — ks/| < 1/a. The contribution of exchange processes with |k — kos| > 1/a to
7((,3‘1)(1, 1’) in Eq. (A9) and to a similar expression for 75((,317)(1, 1") is accounted for by the factors p, = 2 and up = 2,
respectively. No additional factor on top of . appears in channel (c), i.e., u. = 1. Altogether, one can assign four

combinatorial factors 7, &, i, v to each of the channels as follows:

n & wov
a 1/12 3 2 2 (A.10)
b 1/4 1 2 2
c /2 2 1 1

with néur = 1. The factors 1/n, = 213!, 1/n, = 212!, and 1/n. = 2! give, for a fixed momentum of one electron,
the total number of permutations, allowed by exchange scattering, over initial states of two other electrons and final
states of all three electrons. The factors £, p . select the contribution of processes with small momentum transfers
|[k1 — k17| < 1/a for the diffusing electron (including the exchange processes with large momentum transfers for two
other electrons). The factors &, pta, Eppin, Ecpie select the contribution of processes with small momentum transfers for
all three electrons |k; — k1/|, |ke — kar|, |ks — k3| < 1/a. The exchange processes thus lead to multiplication of the
contribution of the direct processes by factors of 6, 2, 2 in channels (a), (b), (c), respectively. In channels (a) and
(b), the factors v, = 1/n.€apta = 2 and vy = 1/mp&ppp = 2 come from the summation over identical direct scattering
processes in which only the labeling is changed as (2,2") + (3,3") (with exchange processes accounted for by the

factors &, and pia ). For D,(,ga)’(gb)’(gc)(kl) and for C((TSa),(3b),(3c)(k1) with 75,53(1)’(%)’(36)(1, 1") from Eq. (A9) we thus
obtain Egs. (62)-(G5).
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Appendix B: Partial conservation laws

Apart from the momentum conservation law P, + P5 = 0, used in the derivation of Eq. E3) for arbitrary P, there
are also partial conservation laws for three-particle scattering:

P3D =0, (B.1)

BOY 4 PP =0, (B.2)

where P33P 416 the contributions of processes (3a),(3b),(3c) to P,, and the conservation law for two-particle

scattering, J&2 (k) + J) (k) = 0, which is satisfied “locally”. Equation (B2) fixes an “integral” constraint on the
terms in the collision integral that describe processes (b) and (c¢) (a similar constraint on the relation between the
two terms is imposed by energy conservation). Microscopically, Eq. (B.2)) relies on the relation between the collision

kernels (A3) and [@4):
WE (1,2, 31,2,3) = Wi (3,2/,1]3,2,1) | (B.3)

valid for arbitrary thermal factors (,, i.e., for arbitrary A; which, in turn, relies on the relation between the scattering
amplitudes

B (1,2,3']1,2,3) = A§F (3',2/,1'[3,2,1) . (B.4)
More specifically, the equation
PED 4 PP = = 37 sl {mn WD (1,2 811,2,3) [90(1) + 0(2) + 95(3) = 96(1) = 95(2) — 95 (3) ]
1231’2’3’
+ ncW(BC)(l' 2, 311,2,8) [95 (1) + 95(2) + 95(3) = 9(1) — 95(2) — 95(3)] | (B.5)

is represented, using Eq. (B3) and substituting 7, = 1/4 and n. = 1/2 [Eq. (AI0)], as

P 4 piBe) - L 7 (e + 2ks) W (1,2, 311,2,3)05(...)
1231723/
X [95(1) +95(2') + 95(3') — 9o (1) = 95(2) — 95(3)] (B.6)

and then, using W (1,27, 31, 2,3) = W& (17,3, 2|1, 3,2), as

) (3¢ 1
P 4 pi) = 16T ST (ks + ke + E)WED(1,2,3']1,2,3)8(..)
12317273/
X [95(1") + 95(2) + 95(3') = 9o (1) — 95(2) — 95(3)] , (B.7)

which, in turn, using Wégb)(l', 2/,311,2,3) = Wégb)(l, 2,3|1',2',3), leads to the emergence of the total momentum
difference k1 + ko + k3 — k17 — ko — k3r = 0 as a factor in the integrand, which proves Eq. (B.2). Equation (B.)) is
proven in a similar way.

In the Fokker-Planck limit, Eqs. (B and (B.2) are also valid exactly. In particular, PP is given, in this limit,
by

Py = / ][ [ PP (ke + 0)Ogo (k) = PEV (k, k+q) (B.8)

with 77(7 ) from Eq. (A9), i.e., by

. 1
PO = L S (kWSO 2,812,305 ) [k — k), g0 (1) + 20k — k2)0ko(2)] . (B9)
47 1231/2/3/

where £, = 3 and v, = 2 [Eq. (AI0)]. Using WG (1/,2,3/|1,2,3) = WG (2/,1,3/|2,1,3), Eq. (B9) is rewritten as

: 1
PP = D (b = )W (1,2, 3'11,2,3)05(-.) [ (kr — Kue) + 2(ka — k) | Ok, 95 (1) (B.10)
@7 1231723
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Using WG*(17,2/,3/|1,2,3) = WG2)(17,3',2'|1, 3,2), one of the two terms ks — ko in the square brackets in Eq. (B.10)
can be changed to k3 — ks/; as a result, the total momentum difference k1 + ko + ks — k1/ — kor — k3r = 0 is again
obtained as a factor in the integrand. Note that the integral term (AZ4) in the Fokker-Planck current in momentum

space ([A2) is required for momentum conservation. If it were not for the integral term, P would be given

by f(dk/Qw)Dgga)(k)Bng(k), which is generically nonzero. In fact, it is the contribution to P°" in Eq. (B10)
that comes from the integral term [which produces the term in the integrand of Eq. (B.I0) that is proportional to

(k1—k1/)(ka— ko )] that cancels the contribution to P of the diffusion term [the corresponding term in the integrand
is proportional to (k1 — k1/)?].

Similar to Eq. (B9) for channel (a), the conservation law (B.2)), linking channels (b) and (c), is represented in the
Fokker-Planck limit as

. a1
Po(-3b) + 5('3 ) — 8_L Z d (kl — k1/)53(. . )
1231/2'3’

1
" {u: WE,2,811,2,3) [ (k1 — k1) Ok, g0 (1) + 2(k2 — k2)Dr,5(2)]
1 c
W (1,2, 8(1,2,3) [ (ks — kur )0, g (1) + (ka — k2 )Oha 95 (2) + (ks — ka)Oa90(3)] |, (B.11)
where v, = 2 and v, = 1 [Eq. (AI0)]. Substituting Eq. (B3] in the term describing channel (c), one obtains

) (30 1
peb) 4 ple) - o7 ST AW (1,2, 3]1,2,3)05(....)

12317273/
X{(kl — k1) [ (k1 — Fk1/)Ok, 9o (1) + 2(k2 — k2 )Ok,95(2) ]
+2(ks — k3/) [ (k1 — k1/) Ok, 9o (1) + (k2 — k20 )0k, 95(2) + (ks — k31 )Oky 95(3) | } (B.12)

(the overall factor of 2 in the last line comes from the ratio v, /v.). Using A (1,2,31,2,3) = W) (1,8,2'[1, 3,2),
one can change one of two terms (kg — k2)0k,g5(2) in the first square brackets to (ks — k3/)Ok, g5(3) and change the
factor 2(ks — k3/) in front of the second square brackets to ko — ko + ks — k3. The result is the total momentum
difference k1 + ko + k3 — k1 — kor — k3» = 0 emerging as a factor in the integrand.

Appendix C: Limit of A — 0

In the limit A — 0, the coefficients a, and b, from Eqs. 83) and 88) do not depend on o and are related by
a, = —bgy, so that the determinant of Eq. [84)), ayas — bybs, vanishes. The solution for (Jxg,) is not infinite because
¢, = —cs at A = 0. Specifically, if A =0, Eq. (84) gives for the average of the difference g, — g5:

(1 - tanh)¢~2\ / D¢ +2u \ '
(@180 — ga)) = 5(Ba ~ Ba) <’D(2)§2r—li- DO > <D<2>g2 n D(l; > (C.1)

with D) = X+, where we omitted the sign o in (..o, Ao, and p,.2 Importantly, Eq. (72)) for A = 0 gives identically
k(8o + 85) = (Ok(gs + 85)). This reflects the fact that Eq. (72) has a homogeneous solution for g, of the form AJ*®k
with A]°® independent of & (the constant term in g, is not allowed by parity, or the particle number conservation for
that matter) and o. However, A1*® = 0 for the regular at w — 0 solution, so that dyg, = —0kgs for A = 0. Using
this property in Eq. (CI) and substituting the latter in Eq. (72), the solution for dg, at A = 0 is written as3®
Ti— (= 1) (T {Ta) = (T)Ta)

e

0 o = Ecr - E& ; C.2
e = e = B T ) ()
where 77 = (1 — tanh)73/¢? and T = 1/[DP)¢2 + DO,
Appendix D: Characteristic momenta for C, by different combinations of the characteristic scales of

ks and ks. Namely, DS 3039 () are determined by
The functions DE* 39 (k1) on the one hand and

¢339 (1) on the other are generically determined



ko and k3 close to the Fermi surface(s), but the same is
not generically true for nga)’(gb)’(gc)(kl). What ko and k3

give the main contribution to C((,Ba)’(%)’@c)(kl) is deter-
mined by the k dependence of the product (20,g,. This
dependence changes dramatically with varying strength
of intrawire equilibration resulting from three-particle
scattering. In the limit of weak equilibration, the product
(20kg, is sharply peaked at the bottom(s) of the spec-
trum, whereas in the limit of strong equilibration, it is
sharply peaked on the Fermi surface(s) [see Eq. (D.11)
below]. This simple picture is a hallmark of the clear dis-
tinction between equilibration in the stationary or mov-
ing (with the drift velocity) frame.? However, in the ex-
tended crossover between these two limiting cases, Oxgs
shows rather complex behavior. The purpose of Ap-
pendix [Dlis to concisely describe this extended crossover.
For clarity, and since the essential features of the trans-
fer of the main weight of (20,g, from the bottom(s) of
the spectrum to the Fermi surface(s) are similar for arbi-
trary A, we describe the steps in the extended crossover
for A = 0 (following the framework developed in Ref.|9).
The most important difference brought about by nonzero
A is the appearance of a k independent term in (20,g,
in regime I below, proportional to A/’D(3).

There are six different regimes, depending on the
strength of three-particle equilibration, for the behavior
of (?0rg, (we drop the sign o in (,) as a function of €
for € < ep. In the limit of weak three-particle scattering,
C20,g, decreases as e~ /T with increasing € up to eg:

1) Copgoxe /T e<ep, (D.1)

D(S)eeF/T, DieeF/T(GF/T)l/Z < D(Q) .

The condition of applicability of Eq. (D.J), with D; =
DBa) — DBV s written under the assumption? that
the contribution to (Jrg,) of the divergence of the av-
erage on the upper limit of the integration over |k| > kp
for two-particle scattering (peculiar to the Fokker-Planck
approximation) can be neglected. The divergence is
cured either by three-particle scattering or by going be-
yond the Fokker-Planck expansion of the collision in-
tegral. In the former case, the additional condition is
In[D® /D] « e?r/T. The sign of D; is generically
positive, which is assumed below. Let us also assume
that [D;/D®](ep/T)Y? > 1, which is satisfied unless
the distance between the wires is very small. Then, as
three-particle scattering becomes stronger, there appears
a plateau in the dependence of (?0yg, on € right below
€p:

() @m&m{

—e/T
e 5 €< €cl ,
const(e) , €1 <e<ep, (D-2)
DPer/T « D) & Dye™/ (e /T)V?

where

Di 7 (€F\'/?
€cl = € — TIn {me F/ (—) :| . (D3)

T
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The width of the plateau in Eq. (D.2)) grows logarithmi-
cally with increasing strength of three-particle scattering.

The average (Oxg,) in regimes I and II is determined by
¢ <T. For DB er/T > D) we have

const(e) , €< e,
M)  POkgo xQ e /T, €2 <€<es, (DA)
const(e) , €3<e<ep,
1/2
€r DB er/T @) (3) er/T
D; [? n——my—| <KDY LD,
where
DB eer/T D?2)
GCQZTIHWZGF_TIHW 5 (D5)
T D; 1P ep, D®er/T
€c3 — €EF — 5 ln{ |:mj| ? In W . (DG)

In regime III, (Org,) is determined by € < €qo, with
€2 > T. Both plateaus in (?0yg in Eq. (D.4), at the
bottom of the spectrum and at the Fermi energy, become
wider as D) /D?) is increased [e.g., for D) mainly de-
termined by intrawire scattering, which corresponds to
D;/D® ~ 1] and eventually they meet [the left condition
of applicability of Eq. (D4)) means that e.3 > €.2]. Note
that, if one views D(®) as an independent variable, €. is a
much stronger function of D@ than e.3 [the same is true
with respect to D) for D;/D®) ~ 1]. For this reason,
the energy at which the step between the plateaus disap-
pears (so that the dependence on € in the entire interval
0 < € < ep is leveled off), e, ~ ep — T'In[D;er/DET],
is close to the Fermi energy: T < ep — €, < €p. For
stronger three-particle scattering, the monotonic decay
of (?0g, with increasing € in regimes (I), (II), and (III)
changes to a monotonic growth and the step reemerges
with an opposite sign. Specifically:

const(e) , €< €3,
(IV) CQakga’ X GE/T s €c3 < € < €e2 (D?)
const(e) , €ewn<e<ep,

(3) ger /T2
3) @) |er, DWer/T
D <D < D; |:T In D@

In regime IV, the contribution to (Jrg,) of electrons on
the wide and low plateau (e < €.3) is much larger than
that of electrons on the narrow and high plateau at the
Fermi energy. For D) > D) the plateau at the Fermi
energy disappears:

2 const(e) , €< €,
V) Comx{ EFO Tl oy
DO e=r/Tep /T <« DP « DO |
where
DB)
ec4:eF—T1n—€F . (D.9)

DT



In regime V, (Org,) is determined by |e — ep| ~
T; specifically, the contribution to (9rg,) of electrons
on the plateau is a factor of [D®)/DB)(es/ep)'/?
smaller than that of electrons in the spike at the Fermi
energy. Note that while D®) can be larger than
D@ for sufficiently small [V32(0)|/|V11(0)| (large dis-
tance between the wires), the difference D) — D; ~
D) (T/ep)?(vp/Ta)[Vi1(0)/vp)? is much smaller than
D) independently of the ratio ’D(3)/D(2). In regime V,
therefore, one can neglect the difference between D(3)
and D;. The plateau in Eq. (D.8)) becomes narrower as
D®) /D) increases and shrinks to zero at DG /D) ~
e“*/TT/ep [hence the left condition of applicability of
Eq. (D.8)]. For larger D®) /DA the product (?0xg,
grows exponentially with increasing e in the whole range
of € between 0 and ep:

(VI) C2opg, x /T , €<E€p,
D « D@ e=er/Ter T

(D.10)

Thus, the evolution of the behavior of (20,g, as a func-
tion of € between regimes I and VI results in the change
of the sign in the argument of the exponential function:

e~ T (1) & /T (VI) . (D.11)
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In regimes V and VI [i.e., for DG > DO the
main contribution to (Oxg,) comes from electrons on
the Fermi level, with |¢ — ep| < T and g, being a
smooth function of € on this scale. Therefore, in these

((73,1),(3b),(30)(k) in terms of

the products of the diffusion coefficients DE*- -39 ()
and the averages (Org,) is accurate. Now, the integral
term C, is only important in the calculation of pp for
DB > DRer/T(T [er)3/2, i.e., deep in regime V and in
regime VI. Hence, the use of the representation (82) is
justified in the calculation of pp. It is also worth noting
that, in regimes I, II, and for €.5 < € in regime III, the
representation of C, as a linear combination of (Oxgs)
and (Orgs) is parametrically accurate as well; however,

the prefactors of (Oxg,) and (Jkxgs) in this combination

are not given by the diffusion coefficients ’D((Tga)’(?’b)’(3‘2)7

in contrast to the model of Sec. [Tl This is because the
model neglects the dependence of D((,3) on k.
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function of the system size, the perturbative calculation of
this kind does not necessarily describe bulk drag, i.e., does
not give the correct result for the drag resistivity (defined
conventionally, similar to the diagonal resistivity, through
the response functions of a macroscopically homogeneous
infinite system, with the system size being larger than any
relevant relaxation length).
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If one proceeds with the representation ([82) in terms of
four constants characterizing three-particle scattering A,
and o, then Eq. (84) allows for a regular solution for any
A # 0 but generically shows a singularity in the solution
at A = 0 of the 1/A type. That is, the finite solution® at
A = 0 appears to be squeezed between the two divergencies
at A — £0.

The Fokker-Planck solution for g, (k) from Eq. (C2) for
D® £ diverges in the limit |k| — oo as a linear function

of k, whereas it diverges as ek2/2mT/k if only two-particle
scattering is present. The (linear in the upper limit of the
integration over k) divergence of (9xgo) in the latter case is
an artifact of the Fokker-Planck approximation? (it is cut
off by going beyond this approximation for |k| > mTa).
See Supplementary Material.

The drift regime for Coulomb drag between quantum wires
was proposed in Ref. [1& within the framework of the con-
ventional (“perturbative”) theory of Coulomb drag. As
mentioned in Sec. [[l the applicability of the perturbative
theory in one dimension is, however, severely restricted
by slow thermalization between electrons [as the condition
above Eq. ([I53)) shows] and corresponds to the limit of a
large separation between the wires. See Ref.|d for a detailed
discussion of the inherent relation between thermalization
and Coulomb drag.
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S1

ONLINE SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Ultranarrow resonance in Coulomb drag between quantum wires
at coinciding densities

A.P. Dmitriev, I.V. Gornyi, and D.G. Polyakov

Supplementary Material gives some technical details relevant to the model from Sec. [VIIl Specifically, the exact
functions D,(,?’)(k) and C,(k) are represented in the form that shows that these are slow functions of k compared to

the exponentials (2(k). The three-particle scattering amplitudes, which enter DY) (k) and C,(k), are written in a
compact form in the limit of small momentum transfer.

Partial contributions to ’D((Tg) and C,. For given three initial momenta ki, ko, k3 and the momentum transfer g =
k1r — k1, there are two solutions, allowed by conservation of energy and momentum, for the momentum transfer

g2 = ko — ko:

1/2
1 1
Q2(qak1,k27/€3):—§(k2—k3+Q)i Z(k2—k3+Q)2—Q(k1 — ks +q) ' (S1)

For given ki, ko, k3, there are thus two branches of g» as a function of ¢, depending on the sign of the square root in
Eq. (BI). The two branches terminate at two common points—one point with ¢ > 0, the other with ¢ < 0—at which
the argument of the square root becomes zero. For ¢ — 0, either g — 0 (branch 1) or g3 — k3 — ko (branch 2).
Specifically, for |q(k1 — k3 + q)| < (ko — k3 + ¢)?, we have either go ~ —q(k1 — k3 + q)/(k2 — k3 + ¢) on branch 1 or
g2 =~ k3 — ko — g on branch 2. For branch 1, the relation between ¢ and ¢ in the limit ¢ — 0 reduces to

k1 — k3

, | < |k — ka|, |k1 — ks, (ko — k3)?/|k1 — k3] . (52)
[—

q2 = —q

In the limit of k; — k3 — 0 taken before the limit ¢ — 0, the relation between g2 and g changes from linear in Eq. (S2)
to quadratic:

q2

kg — k3’

Qo >~ — |k1—k3|<<q<< |k2—k3| . (83)
Similar relations between g3 and g are given by Eqgs. (S2)) and (S3)) with the change ko <> ks.

Scattering on branch 1 gives the main contribution to pp for T' < €p in the limits of small and large distances
between the wires (see Sec. ITIID in Ref. |9 for more detail), with scattering on branch 2 [specifically, in channel (c)]
being only relevant in the crossover between the limits (where it does not lead to any qualitatively important changes).

Below, DB G0:69) apq 0B0-(3:69) qanote the contributions to DF G B anq ¢fF-62-6G) of scattering on
branch 1. In the limit ¢ — 0, the delta function d3(...) for g2 on branch 1 is written as

m kl — k3) m < kl — k2>
03(...) = ————6 + = 1) —qg—7" . S4
s(---) T (qz e T \ B 79T (54)
We have, then, in the limit ¢ — 0:
(30),(3b),(3¢) (. ¢ ki1 — ks
D359 (g > AW BG-G9 3[1,2,8) ———6 (g2 +q , (S5)
Vabe o517grgs ko — ks ky — k3
o ki —k ko — k
CE (k1) = = S AWSEI (1,2, 311,2,3) 6% <q2 s 3) sen(ks 23) (k1 — k3) Oy 90 (2) . (S6)
Va o513 k2 —ks ) (k2 —ks)
ki —k ko — k
O (k) = L S IWED W2, 311,2,8) ¢ (g g ks ) B R o age@) . (97)
ky —ks) (ko —k3)?
231’2’3’
ki —k
OB (ky) = Ay (317,97 3/1,2,3) ¢2 6 3
(k1) = %23%3/ o | )q Q2+qk_k3

Sgn(kg — kg)

(ko — k3)? [(k1 — k3) Ok 90(2) = (k1 — k2) Oka95(3)] . (S8)
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Reducing the number of summations over momenta to three, and taking the limit ¢ — 0 also in the thermal functions
(o (1) = (o(1), etc., we have for DEYG3P-G9) (1) [Eq. @R)]:

a 1 m\3 1
DS (k) = 128 (%) /dk2<§(2) /dk3 @3 )m dg (K1, k2, ks3) (S9)
1 /my3
DY (k1) = 128 (%) /dkz 2(2) /dk3 C§(3)mdg(k1,k2,k3) ; (510)
Goygy _ L (m)? L e
Doi (k1) = &2 (%) /dk2 ((2) /dks C§(3)mdg(khk27k3) ; (S11)

«

where the “momentum-resolved” diffusion coefficients d%*¢(ky, ko, k3) are given by

1
g™ (ky, ko, k3) = 5 /dq @[ AT (g, K, ko, ks)[? (512)
The function A%(q, k1, k2, k3) in Eq. (S12) is defined [those for channels (b) and (c) are defined similarly] by
irr m a
(ABa,U)dir = ﬁ 5KA(7 5 (Sl3)

where the Kronecker symbol §rc = Ok, 1 ky+ks,k,/ +ky +ky » With six momenta in the amplitude (A}{; U)dir taken on the

mass-shell at ¢ 4+ g2 + g3 = 0, which fixes g2 and g3 as functions of g, k1, k2, and ks; hence four arguments of A%. The
integral terms C,; (3a),(3), (BC)(kl) [Eq. [©9)] are expressed through d%*¢(ky, ko, k3) as follows:

Sy = o () /dk2§3(2)6kzgg(2)Fo‘f(k1,k2), (S14)
) = o5 (52) [k ) OugaIFY b, ko) (515)
) = g5 (52) | [ 222 Ohage @F 0.k ~ [0 20) g @) . 16)
where
F(ky, ko) = /dk3 <§(3)Sg(;€12(k_27;3];3) (k1 — k) d2 (K1, ko, k3) (S17)
F2(ky, ko) = /dk3 g§(3)% (ky — ks) b (k1, ko, k3) | (S18)
FS(ky, ko) = /dk3 43(3)% (k1 — k3) d< (k1 ko, k3) (S19)
FS(ky, k3) = /dkz g§(2)% (k1 — ko) dC (k1, ko, k3) . (S20)

Three-particle scattering amplitudes for soft collisions. The amplitude of direct three-particle scattering2? in channel
(a) can be represented on the mass-shell as

irr _m VGU(Q)VUU(QS) VUU(Q)VUU(QZ) VUU(Q2)VUU(Q3)
(ASa,a)dir o L2 5K |: (k3/ — kz)(kll — kg) + (k2’ - k3)(k1’ - k3) * (kS’ - kl)(k2’ - kl):|

(S21)

[this representation is obtainable by using the mass-shell relations given by Eq. (3.36) in Ref. 9]. Taking (Aj? ) gip O1

3a,0
branch 1 of the mass-shell and neglecting transferred momenta (omitting the sign ’ in k1/, ko, k3/) in the denominators
of the partial contributions to ( ‘3%70) ains Ve have the scattering amplitude for small ¢ = ky/ — k1:
1 VO'O' V(T(T VO'O' V(T(T V(T(T V(T(T
(Al L m [_ (9)Voo (gx) N (0)Voo (g +9x) n () Voo (g + ax) } 7
X 1+x x(1+x)

3a U)dir 72K (ks — k3 )2 (522)

where

ki—ky
Tk — ks

(S23)



Similar in channels (b) and (c):

~ m 5o(0x) | Voo (9)Vas (g +ax) | Voo (@) Voo (g + ax) }
rr . % 5 824
( 3b,a)d1r kz _ ks { + 1+x + x(1+x) (524)
m Voo (ax) | Voo ()Vos(a+ax) | Voo (qX)Voo (g + ax) }
Alrr o —+ “+ . 825
( 3‘3‘7)d1r L2 k2_k3 |: 1+X X(1+X) ( )
For |k1| < |ke| = |k3| with ke ~ —k3 (x =~ —1/2), Eq. (522)) gives
m 1
(Ag; U)dir — ﬁaKF VUU(q/2> [VO’G’(Q) - Vdd(q/2)] ’ |k1| < |k2| = |k3| ) k2 = _k3 ) (826>
2

which coincides with the result of Ref. 9 for ks on the Fermi surface. For |k; — ko| < |k2 — k3| (x — 0), Eq. (522)
reduces to

irr m 1 dVss(q)
(A520) g = T30 =y { Ve O L Vo) Vo) = Voo @1} [l = bl < o = . (527)

Note that the singularities in Eq. (522) at k1 — k2 cancel out in Eq. (S21)), although the singularities at k1 — ko and
k1 — ko in the exact expression for the direct amplitude in Eq. (S2I)) do not. Recall, however, that the order of taking
limits in the derivation of Eq. (822)) (¢ — 0 before any other limit) implies that |k1 — k2| > |q| in Eq. (827). The
singularities at k1 — ko — —q and go are, in fact, cancelled by exchange processes. Moreover, in all channels (a), (b),
and (c), the singularities are regularized in the collision integral as described in the end of Sec. [II?:3%:35 Therefore,
in the Fokker-Planck limit, for the calculation of the contribution to C’t(,?ia) (k1) of scattering with |ky — k2| < k2 — k3],
it is legitimate to use Eq. (827) for k; arbitrarily close to k.
In channels (b) and (c), for |k1| < |ke| = |k3| with ko ~ —k3, Eqgs. (524) and (S23) give

irr m 1
( 3bx‘7)dir — 26K_2 [ 5'5(q/2) ( ) Vg&(q/2)] )
12512
irr m 1
( BC,U)dir — 72 6K 2I€2 Vo’é’(q/2) [Vaa(q) + Vo’&(q) - 2VO’O’(Q/2)] ) |k1| < |k2| =~ |k3| ) k? =~ _k3 ) (828)
2

in accordance with Ref. 9. For |k1 — k2| < |k2 — k3|, we have:

(451, = 0y { ~ VO = Voo O) gy 0 22y ) (10 0) - Vs )]
(A ), = %@ﬁ {qvw(())dv@:liz(q) Vo (@Ves () 4+ VE(Q) | k1 — kol < [ko— ks| . (S29)

The singularities at k1 — ko in the direct amplitude cancel out in channel (c¢), similar to channel (a), but do not in
channel (b).




