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Tom onaga-Luttinger liquid w ith reservoirs in a m ulti-term inal geom etry.
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W e propose a form alismn which uses boundary conditions in posed on the Luttinger liquid (LL)
to describe the transport properties of a LL coupled to reservoirs. T he various boundary conditions
com pletely determ ine linear transport in the pint system reservoirst LL. A s an illustration we
consider an exactly solvablem icroscopicm odelin am ultiterm inalgeom etry forw hich such boundary
conditions can be explicitly derived; in thism odel the LandauerButtiker form alisn fails: if it were
valid, the relation between the conductance m atrix elem ents and the re ection and trangm ission
coe cients could yield negative probabilities. W e then apply our form alism to a discussion of shot
noise through an Im purity n a LL connected to two reservoirs.

I. NTRODUCTION

ForFem iliquids coupled tom any reservoir leads linear
transport properties can be described by the Landauer-
Buttiker form alisn whose key idea is to relate transport
properties of each single electron at the Fem i kevel to
som e transm ission and re ection probabilities that char-
acterize the scattering properties of electrong!®. The
LandauerButtker form alisn states that the conduc—
tance m atrix eleg ents Gnp de ned for each conducting
channelby i, = [ GnpVp (Where i, and V, are respec—
tively the current ingcted by reservoirn and the voltage
of reservoir p) are related to the tranam ission (T,p) and
re ection R ,) probabilities of sihgle electron:

Gon = % (I Ry) @

Gup= S Tap: Q)
Therefore: (i) Gnn > 0 and Ghp < 0 and both are
bounded by e€’=h; (i) :n the absence of any backscat—
tering G,, hasa nite universalvalie G o = €’=h which
Jleads In a two—tem inalgeom etry to the so—called univer—
sal contact resistance that re ects the (nelastic) relax—
ation process of each electron that leaves the sam pl and
enters a given reservoir.

For strongly correlated electronic system s such as the
Luttinger Liquid (LL) the single particle scattering m a—
trix approach essential to the LandauerButtiker form al-
isn becom es inadequate because in a LL the single-
particle G reen function has no quasiparticle pole which
m eans that electrons do not propagatxa"f .

N evertheless, the LandauerButtiker form alisn has
been widely used to interpret recent tw.g,and multi-
term inal linear transport m easurem ents! ¥ on physi-
@l gystem s that are believed to be good examplks of
LIZ#2, M ore precisely several experin ents on quantum
w ires fabricated by cleaved edge overgrow th found two-
termm nal conductance plateaux at nonuniversal values:
G = 08, 085, 0:9:3 and as Iow as 045 Iy units ofithe
quantum of conductance G (per channel)'. Th Ref? re-
sults for a three term inalgeom etry are also reported and

show thatR, & 0 ifinterpreted in the LandauerB uttiker
fram e. A ssum ing then that electrons in the w ire are non—
Interacting these values can be understood by invoking
som e backscattering due to the coupling of the ballistic
w ire to the two-dim ensional reservoirs:. Sim ilarly indi-
vidual single wall carbon nanotubes were, found w ith ei-
ther a two-term jpal conductance G = G ¢¢ but also w ith
G 05 0:#6G2.

If one believes that quantum w ires and carbon nan-—
otubes constitute realizations of the LL the Interpreta-
tion of these non universal ohm ic conductance plateaux
poses a seriousproblm In two respects: (i) ifthe an aller
conductances are Interpreted as resulting from some
backscattering (in agreem ent w ith a LandauerButtiker
Interpretation) then this is contradictory to the expec—
tation that in a LL backscattering should lead to power
law (hon-ohm ic) corrections; (i) m oreover in the fram e—
work of the LL theory several earlier theoretical papers
found that the two-tem inalconductance of a LL should
be una ected by the interactions and stick to a univer—
salvalie Gy yielding the sam e contact resistance as In
non-interacting system £4.

A ctually a theoretical analysis of the transport prop—
ertiesofa LL in am ultiterm inalgeom etry hasnot really
been developped.

In this paper we develop a form alisn to describe the
Iinear transport properties of a LL coupled to an aroi-
trary num ber of electrodes, w hich play the rok of charge
reservoirs forthe LL . Instead ofa full- edged m icroscopic
approach which is obviously unassaibble we propose a
form alisn In which the coupling of a LL to reservoirs
is taken into account by considering a LL sub fcted to
boundary conditions. O ur approach generalizes several
earlier papers which takg a,sin ilar stand for the m od—
elling of a coupled system 2329,

Our basic idea is as llows: (i) we observe that in a
LL a chiraldecoupling occurs, ie. each chirality is inde-
pendent of the other and is responsible for the transport
of current In one direction, and therefore the transport
properties are com pltely speci ed by the associated chi-
ral chem icalpotentials. (ii) Im posing linear relations to
the term inalvoltages detem ines the values of these chi-
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ral potentials: each set of relation can therefore be seen
as a set of boundary conditions in posed on the LL.W e
consider that each set ofboundary conditions character-
izes som e kind of coupling of the electrodes to the LL.
In otherwords as far as the tran sport properties are con—
cemed we view a given set of boundary conditions as
corresponding to a universality class for the total sys—
tem consisting of both the LL and the electrodes. T hat
form alism is explained In section 2.

To substantiate our views we consider in section 3
an exactly solvable m odelof strongly correlated ferm ions
coupled to an arbitrary number of tem inals and for
which such boundary conditions can ke derived explicitly.
W e nd that in the toy m odel of section 3 the signs of
the conductancem atrix elem entsarenot xed: ifwewere
to de ne re ection and tranam ission coe cientsR , and
T,p through equations @:,:_2:) wewould get negative proba—
bilities. T hat the probabilistic view oftransport given by
the LandauerButtiker form alisn fails is hardly surpris—
Ing: trangport n a LL isnotensured by electrons (orLan-—
dau quasiparticles) but by fractional excitations akin to
those of the FractionalQ uantum HallE ect FQHE)%4.

In section 4 we gpecialize to the two-termm inalgeom e—
try. W e show that theboundary conditionsare equivalent
In that geom etry to specifying contact resistances at the
source and the drain. W e explain how our form alisn al-
low s us to classify earlier theories: theories yield distinct
conductances because they belong to di erent universal-
iy classes and correspond to distinct boundary condi-
tions. W e then consider a LL wih an inpuriy which
provides som e backscattering w thin the system but not
at the two contacts. W e then discuss in plications of our
form alisn in section 5 for the various theories of shot
noise through a single in purity in a LL.

II.BOUNDARY CONDITIONS IN A
M ULTI-TERM INAL GEOM ETRY .

A .Chiralchem icalpotentials for the LL.

W e consider the standard LL ham iltonian density:
u b i
H = ho K e, )+ K 2 )

w here we have introduced the standard phase ﬁjd re—
lated to the electron density by: x;t)= Q& = ,and
its conjigate canonicalm om entum . W e also Introduce
the chiraldensities:

1
Tt is easy to check that these densities are ndeed chi-
raland to show that they are related to the densities of
electrons at the right and left Fem ipoints by:

0

=0 K1 ¢ i ®)

w here:

l1+al a

1 al+a ©)

QBl= 2
- 2

In tem s of these chiral variables the LL ham iltonian is
com pletely decoupled into two chiralham iltonians. Cur—
rent w ill then be induced in the LL by adding conjigate
variablesto H :

H: + o+ (7)

which de nes chiral chem ical potentials; as usual when
de ning chem ical potentials they corresoond to the en—
ergy needed for the creation ofg unit particle ofa given
chirality within the LL @ = dx = 1) . They are
not de ned as the reservoir chem ical potentials. M ini-
m ization of the ham ilttonian leads easily to the relation:

Ke
h

I= (4 ) : (8)

T herefore the tw o-term inal conductance ofa LL asm ea—
sured against these chiral chem icalpotentials is:

G. = Te K e ©)
K s n M

Ti is crucial to realize that the experin entally m easured

conductance G e = — e — and Gk need not be identi-

cal. The chiral chem ical potentials (@ssociated w ith the

quasiparticles driving the current in the LL) w ill indeed

usually di er from the reservoir chem icalpotentials.

B .Boundary conditions.

W e now consider N tem inals at respective voltages
Vn . The geom etry is indi erent and is either that of a
loop orthat ofa rod (seeFiguresl and 2). D ue to current
Inction at each tem inalthe chiral chem ical potentials
m ay change their values across them : accordingly we add
indices so that [ and are on the left of tem mnaln
and change to ,,; and ., on the right of the same
term inal. D epending on the geom etry for N tem inals
there will2N or2N 2 chiralchem icalpotentials.

X

n

+

ab evy 10)

P
X

L= Hev, 1)
p

The Ferm ienergy ofthe LL is taken as the origin of the
voltages. T hese equations sin ply express an equilibbrium
condition forthe chem icalpotentialsofthe LL w ith those
ofthe reservoirs. O urpoint ofview istherefore in a sense
a them odynam icalone.



T he pint system (LL+ electrodes) is therefore reduced
to an isolated LL (ie. w ith no electrodes) on which these
boundary condtions are in posed. T he advantage of such
an approach is that it avoids the com plications ofm icro—
scopics. To borrow the language of the renom alization
group we view the boundary conditions as characterizing
universality classes of the system (LL+ electrodes). Any
set of boundary conditions labels a xed point of the
Ppint system and com pletely determ ines linear transport
aswillbe shown below .

Since €V, isthe chem icalpotential of reservoirp charge
conservation resuls trivially in:

X X
1= ab = B 12)

T he current In pcted at each termm nalis sin ply the di er-
ence between the current circulating on the right of the
term naland the current on the left of it:

. e

=K E ;+ 1 n+1 ; n : 13)
Taking into account the boundary conditions eq{_l-d)
lads to:

2
e

Gnn = an + 4 H.. 4

n
T An+1

e _p P .

S oan: a&+H Oy o 5)

K
Gnp = K
It is trivial to check that the follow ing identities are
obeyed:

Gnp=0 16)
Gpn = O0: a7

The st identity inmplem ents the fact that the origh
of potentials is arbitrary (gauge invariance); the second
dentity is just current conservation.

T he requirem ent that O nsager< asin ir relations and
positive sem ide niteness of the conductance m atrix (this
ensures dissipation of energy) be realized evidently puts
further constraints on the coe cientsa ? andIf (such as
positivity ofthe diagonalelem ents G, ) but we willnot
use them in this paper.

T hese boundary conditions can then be straightfor-
w ardly generalized to the case of severalconducting chan—
nels as in carbon nanotubes.

III.A MULTITERM INALMODEL.

W e introduce in thispart am odelderived from one jni-
tially proposed by Cham on and Fradkin forthe FQ HELA.
Them odelconsists in a chiralLuttinger liquid in contact
with N reservoirs through point contacts in the strong
coupling lim it (o backscattering at the contact) (see
Figure 3). W e will show that our boundary conditions

form alism can be explicitly derived for this m odel of
strongly correlated electrons; m oreoverwe show that the
conductance m atrix elem ents can surprisingly have signs
forbidden In the LandauerButtiker form alism .

A .Som e useful prelim inaries.

W e review rst relevant results or the lagrangian ofa
chiral LL coupked to a single reservoirt!:

L= Ledge + Lreservoir T Ltunnel 18)
1
Ledge = 4_@x’ @ uly") 19)
e V
Ltunner = x)e ;dge ®;8)  reservoir + hxc:  (20)

T he lJagrangian for the reservoir is taken to be that of free
chiralelectrons: the electrons are chiralbecause free elec—
tronson a halfline are tantam ount to free chiralelectrons
on a illlne. V = V reservoir Vejé‘ge is the potential
di erence between the reservoir and the incom ing edge
electrons. T he edge electron cperatoris: cqge = © i
where = Tlujs the Quantum Hallstate ling factor.
In the strong coupling lim it, the tunneling current can
then be shown to be:

2
+ 1

. & in
lunnel = K Vreservoir Vedge (21)

which can also be expressed in tem s of the chem icalpo—

tentjalVe%‘;te after the tunneling event:

2
dunnel = % Veod]i;; Vejgge : (22)
T hat expression for the tunneling current is valid at the
strong coupling xed point ( = 1 ): therefore trans-
m ission is always perfect with no backscattering at the
contact. Away from the =xed point (@t nie ), there

would be a contribution due to backscattering which van—
ishesas + Vv 2€ 1 Tn ourmodelwe willalso work in

this ohm ic lim it of no kackscattering.

Cham on and Fradkin then consider Ny such tunnel
point contacts, each at the sam e potential Vieservoir =
Vp and then N; sin ilar point contacts at the potential
Vrieservoir = Vs . In this way, they m odelize a quantum
Hallbar at Iling wih two 2D reservoirs on the left
and at the right of the sam pl, which are connected to
the H allbar through respectively N1 and Ny point con—
tacts. An assum ption underlying this m odel is therefore
that the point contacts are lnooherent, ie. each tunneling
at each point contact can be considered independently of
the other point contacts. T he tw o-term inal conductance
can then be easily extracted and depends on the num ber
of contacts Ng and N ; in pzartjcu]ar the conductance

di ers in generalfrom G, = $-:
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B .A toy m odel.

W e tum now to ourm odel: it consists in a chiralLut-
tinger liquid w ith Luttinger parameter = 1=(2n + 1)
In a circle geom etry wih N tem inals ¢ igure 3). That
problem iseasily solved by cbserving that it is a general
ization of Cham on and Fradkin m odel found by allow ing
each of N point contacts to have distinct potentials. The
n th tem nalhaspotentialV,, and due to the current
i, which tunnels through it the chem icalpotential ofthe
chiralLL israised from , to ,+1. T he associated tun—
nel]agrang:an Ltunnel is exactly sim ilar to Liynner given
above In eg. C18), exoept Porw ih the location of the tun-
neling center.

Let us focus on the n
£1.22); the current i, is:

th tem inal; using equations

= oS )i @4)
In +1in eVn nlr
e
= 5 (n+1 n): 25)
T his yields the relation:
n+1l = nt @ )evy, (26)
where = —3.Sihcewework onacirckewith N tem i-
nals: y+1= 1;wethen deduce that each potential ,

can be com pltely expressed In tem s of the potentials of
all the term inals:
" #
1 n 1l Xty D=
0= % P, N P . ©7)
p P
p=1 p=n

tktecurtentmjactedbythen th

=
z

term inali, = Gnnvn + P n G npVp yields the conduc-
tance m atrix
2 a+ )a N h
Guy = T EIE @8)
2 1 2 dmnjp) 1
Grp= <4~ —in6p 29)

whered(n;p) = n
forn < p.
Several points are quite notew orthy:
(1) The boundary conditions describbed in section 2
are in plem ented exactly by eqd_Z]') w ith the coe cients:

pPrn> p,ordin;p)=N +n p

1 ) dmip) 1

=82 " insp 30)

ah= (31)

(2) In the scattering approach the conductance m atrix
is directly related to probabilities of re ection and trans—
m ission through: Gpp = & (I Rn)andGap = S Tpp.
ThereforeG ,,, isapositive numberwhileG ,, isnegative.
However in ourm odelG , can be positive depending on
thevalue ofd (n;p) . M oreprecisely G, and G, 4+ 1 have
altemating signs: thism eansthat even ifelectrodesp and
p+ 1 have the sam e potential currents issued from them
are owing in opposite directions to electrode n. This
would have been i possbl for non-interacting electrons.

(3) Current oorpervatjon and gauge invariance are in —
plem ented since: p%pn =0= _Gnp.

4) The quantity np VaVpGap is always positive,
w hich ensures dissipation of energy. p

P roof: It isequivalent to show that
Gpn) 0. It isenough for that purpose to show that the
elgenvalues of the m atrix % Gunp + Gpn) are all positive.
But % Gunp + Gpn) Is a circulant m atrdx, ie. a square
m atrix whose row s are obtained by displacing the m atrix
elem ents of the st row by one coimn. For a c:ircu—
lant m atrix whose rst row is (@;;:;ay ) the k = 1
eigenvalues are equalto P (1) where ry = exp £ X is one
Bf the N th roots of uniy and the polynom JalP X) =

b= 0 ap+1Xp. For the m atrix 5Gnp + Gpn) the rst
row (ai;:yay ) isgiven by:

1
npVnVp3: Gnpt

& a+ Ha Noh .
h 1 N ’

1 _ ga H iy
3G+ Ga)= S5 >

a;= G111 =

a; = ;i> 1:

T herefore the eigenvalues are given by:

1 2 k
P )= ( L
1

QED.

O ne eigenvalue vanishes @ (ry) = 0); it corresponds to
the eigenvector (V1;:53Vy ) = (1;:31) which in plem ents
gauge invariance (since the origin of voltages is arbitrary
no current can ow if allvoltages are equal).

(5) It iseasy to check that O nsager< asin ir reciprociy
relations are obeyed in thismodel: G, ( = 0) =
Gpn (= 0). Since a magnetic eld is present, un—
der tim ereversalone m ust reverse is sign, which in plies
that is changed into 1= . O nsager< asim ir reciprocity
then fllow s inm ediately from eq. 28-29).)

(6) An interesting test-case of our m odelwould be an
experim entalsetup with aFQ HE disk forwhich the num —
ber of term inals can be changed easily; what we envision
is at st an experim ental con guration w ith of course
few quantum point contacts (@t least three n order to
observe the altemation of signs of non-diagonalelem ents
of the conductance m atrix), which are tuned through a
gate voltage, so that the point contactsm ay be added or
rem oved at will.



IV.BOUNDARY CONDITIONS FOR A LL IN A
TW O-TERM INAL GEOM ETRY .

A .Boundary conditions

A san illustration ofour form alisn we consider the sim -
plest case of a two-term inalgeom etry w ith a source and
a drain at volagesVs and Vp (see Figure 4).

W e take as a boundary condition the relation:

+ _ €Vg
=A Vs (32)

where them atrix A is:

S D

A= a° a
RS

and where conservation of the number of particles in -
posssa® + a® = 1 = B + P . The param eter space
is therefore two-din ensional. The conductance m atrix
therefore is:

Gss GSD _ i s 1 1
Gps Gop " n €@ )11
T herefore the two-term inalconductance G 5. = ﬁ =
VslSVD is:
2
€ s s
GZtZGSSZKI(a b):GK detA (33)

where the intrinsic conductance of the LL is Ggx =
2
—I&— = K< (see section 2). Since the two-tem inal

conductance depends on the di erence @° ©°)= detA

distinct boundary conditions or distinct coupling be-
tween the reservoirs and the LL can lead to the same
tw o—termm inal conductance value. In contrast a given set
of the boundary conditions speci es unam biguously the
conductance value. If the two tem inals are coupled in a
sym m etricm anner to the LL one hasa further condition:
a% = P . The param eter space is then one-din ensional
andG = K £ 2a° 1).

B . C ontact resistances.

+

The LL hasmean chem icalpotential™ = — >— i but
the reservoirs have potentials éVg and €Vp . Therefore
there is a discontinuiy between the chem ical potentials
of the reservoirs and the LL . In the standard Landauer—
Buttiker picture of the contact resistance, the latter re—
sults precisely from sych a discontinuiy at the bound-
aries of each reservoild: on a length equal to the in—
elastic scattering length of each reservoir collisions bring
back the energy ofeach particle com Ing from them etalto
that of the reservoir. In our case, i ollow s in m ediately
from the boundary conditions that:

h 2 a5 Y

— 2 a°

eVs = > o’ (eVS eVD ) = Te W I (34)
s s h aS + bs
- eVp = % (eVs eVp ) = Ke W

which show s that there are two contact resistances:

S 48
RS=RK2ab

2 @ )
_ Ry @°+¥©°)
RD 2 @5 b°)

w here the Intrinsic resistance of the LL issmply: Rg =

1=Gk . Theseexpressionsalso show that the two term inal
conductance is obtained from a series addition law ofthe
tw o contact resistances: Rg+ Rp =

G—lzt ). This in pliesthat ourboundary conditions incorpo—
rate an assum ption of incoherence etween the contacts.
T he above two equalities eq{_3£i) are com pltely equiva—
lent to the boundary conditions. T he tw o degrees of free—
dom in the boundary conditions sin ply re ect the fact
that there are two contact resistances. In the two ter—
m inal geom etry we m ay therefore rew rite the boundary
conditionsm atrix A in tem s of the contact resistances:

h 1 _ —
ke @ ) - R €

1 Ry + Rp Ry + Rg

_— ;. (35
cRS+RD) RE‘FRD RE"’RS ()

w here we have de ned an intrinsic contact resistance as:
- 1 _ _1
Rg = 2Gx 2K G
Rew riting eq.(34) in tem s of the chem ical potentials
Jeads to an expression equivalent to the boundary condi-

tion expressed by eq.¢_3-§'):

eVg

= RglIe= RgGyt (€Vs
eVp = Rp Ie= Rp Gyt (eVS

evp ) (36)
evp )

C .Cham on and Fradkin m odel.

In the Cham onFradkin m odela Hallbar has two ter-
m inalson its keft and on its right!’. There are Ny (resp.
N1, ) point contacts at the right and left term inals. O n the
upper and low er edges there are chiral Luttinger liquids
ow Ing In opposite directions. However the sum of the
chiral ham itonians for each chiral edge is exactly iden-—
tical to that of a non—chiral LL with parameter K =
T hrough our phenom enological form alism , this allow sus
to descridbe Cham on and Fradkin m icroscopicm odelofa
chiralLL as a non—chiralLL but w ith peculiar boundary
conditions. If we m ake the reasonable assum ption that
the contact resistances Rg and Rp depend on N and
N r respectively (@nd noton both N; andNg ), thereisa
single boundary condition corresponding to C ham on and
Fradkin m odel. G iven the two-tem nal conductance in
eq.{23) we nd the boundary conditions in eq.(35) w ith:



N r

1

1 e2 1 +1
= — 37
2RD h 1 2N R ( )

1 +1

1 Nr ’

1 &2 1 1
= — 38
2RS h 1 2Ny 8)

1 +1

T his proves that for a non-chiral LL connected to two
reservoirs it is perfectly possble theoretically to have
non-trivial contact resistances (di erent from ﬁ ). The

oontactresjstanoeﬁ is retrieved rNg = N = 1.

D .Com parison w ith earlier theories.

Let usnow discuss earlier theories of the two-tem inal
conductance and show that the di erences between
their predicted values of G, can be com pletely under-
stood wihin our boundary condition form alism . The
di erences stem from the hypotheses these theories
m ake, In plying di erent boundary conditions and there—
fore di erent universality classes for the pint system
LL+ electrodes.

1. Boundary conditions corresponding to G 2¢ = K e’=h:

Initially the oconductance of the LL was thought
to be Gat,= Ke’=h fllowing the response finction
calculation® . Such calculation in plicitly assum es an in—
version symm etry betw een source and drain. C om paring
this conductance value w ith our com putations show sthat
Rs = Rp = Ry . Goingback to theboundary conditions
equations yields the universality class:

+ _ eVg .
= o : (39)

T his allow s a physical interpretation ofthe two-tem inal
conductance G 5. = K e’=h for sym etric electrodes : the
conductance w illbe equalto the Luttinger liquid param —
eter whenever there is an equilbrium between a given
reservoir and one ofthe two chiralitiesw ithin the LL . In
otherw ords the current in fcted by each electrode is com -
plktely chiral. Such boundary conditions are realized in
the FOHE :one nds indeed a two-tem nalconductance
Gy = K &?=h bra lling fraction K which corresponds
to a LL wih parameter K Tt is also easy to show

that eq.(9) is realized in the FQHE for chiraledges. Th—
deed the chiralcurrents i = K ¢ can be shown by
using linear response to be also equa_tl‘to i =Kg soo

which then in plies in m ediately eq.(39). Such a conduc-
tance can also be recovered for a non-chiral LL by using

a Kubo formula where it is assum ed that an extemal
eld E(y applied on a length L creates a voltage drop
EoL = &Vgp = €&Vg eVy = In our for-

m alisn the speci cation ofthe externalelectrical eld as

Eo = T is then understood as in plying an equi-

Ibrim between the reservoirs and a chirality ofthe LL.

But m ore generally this needn’t be the case and a m ore

general linear relation between Ey and m ight

hold, leading to another value of the two-tem inal con—
ductance.

A s is clear from our form alisn in absence of sym etry
betw een source and drain the two tem inal conductance
value G 5 = K €°=h can be ocbtained from any boundary
conditions such that Rg + Rp = 2R .

2. Boundary conditions corresponding to Gz = &=h:

As we have already mentionned in the introduc—
tion m any other theoretical approaches predict a non—
renom alized conductance valie G, = Go = e’=h per
channel (these calculations also In plicitly assum e a m ir—
ror sym etry between source and drain so thatRg = Rp ).
ThisshowsthatRg = Rp = % so that the correspond—
Ing boundary conditions can be written in temm of the
matrix Q kK] de ned In eq.(:_d) of section 2:

VA
t=0K 1 ;; 40)
or
Vs _ok] ¢ 1)

eVp

Besides for the Inhom ogeneousLL m odel (@ LL forwhich
the LL param eter K (x) variesw ith position, K (0 < x <
L) = K and K (x) = 1 otherwise) by using continuity
equations for the phase elds across the boundaries it
can be explicitly shown that? :

eVg

. ; @2)

0 _ _@H
w here = @no

interacting electrons, that is ifK = 1 (N ° isthe number
of farm ions at the right or lkeft Fem ipoints). But this
can be reexpressed in tem s of the chiralchem icalpoten—
tials by noting that the chiraldensities are related to the
¥ft or right m oving ferm ions densities by eq.(r_ﬂ), which
results in

are the chiral potentials for non-

o+ o

=QK1 " 43)

U sing the eq.{43 {;§3_1) leads inm ediatlely to our boundary
conditions eq.@él).
For com pleteness, ket usm ention severalpapers which

have already developped a narrow erboundary conditions



point of view to describe lnear transport of LL in a
two-termm inal geom etry. Frhlich et al. inplicitly con—
eVs 0

sidered the boundary conditions oV = & or
D
eVsg + .
v = fora LL and fora chiralLL for the
D

FOHE in referencdll; these are subcases of our own for—
malism . Egger et al. then discussed so-called radiative
boundary conditions forthe LLH ,and Byttikeret al. de—
rived a sip ilar boundary condition lateri. Sa, _showed
nally n%4 that the boundary conditions o413 are all
. eVs 0
equivalent to Vs = 0
approaches boil down w ithin our form alisn to choosing
one particular boundary condition.

. Therefore all these

3. O ther boundary conditions?

W ithin our fomm alisn , earlier theories correspond to
two particular boundary conditions leading either to
G = Ke?=h orto G = &?=h. But as discussed in the
Introduction experin entalevidence on carbon nanotubes
and quantum w ires yield conductance platgaux at values
which di er from G = G per channeP#8%

The case of quantum w ires fabricated by the cleaved
edge overgrow th technique is quite notew orthy.: on the
one hand evidence points towardsa LL physt&"; on the
other hand Landauer scattering apprpach is used to in—
terpret conductance m easurem ents . Yet Landauer—
Buttiker form alisn is nvalid in that context of strongly
correlated electrons! O ur formm alisn resolves the tension
because i inclides a theory of linear transport which is
Independent of Landauer scattering approach, w hilke be-
Ing applicable to the LL.

W hetherm ore generalboundary conditions than those
In plicit In earlier theories are realized m ust be settled by
experim ents. Butweobserve rstly thattheCham on and
Fradkin m odel for two chiraledges can be Interpreted as
a non—chiralLL. connected (@beit in a very peculiarm an—
ner) to two large reservoirs; thism odelthen yields a con—
ductance G & Gy : this In plies that at least theoretically
there is no grounds for a no-go theoram preventing two—
term inal conductance plateaux at values distinct from
the quantum of conductance. Secondly it is notew orthy
that in the inhom ogeneous LL m odelw hich falls into the

0

class ofboundary condition :\\7/1: = & inection
of current from the reservoirs to the LL is done through a
singke point contact. But experin entally both quantum
w ires and carbon nanotubes have a large area In con-
tact w ith the reservoirs: whether one can safely assum e
that there is a sihglk tunneling point contact is there—
fore extrem ely doubtfil. Tt it then perfectly conceivable

0
that other boundary conditions than 2\\;1: = ¢
m ay bevalid, lrading therefore to a conductanceG 6 Gg.

T he quantum w ire or iIndividual single wall carbon nan—
otubes experim ents nding conductances unquantized at
G may therefore be explainable using interacting elec—
trons w ithin our form alism .

T he variety ofboundary conditions re ects sin ply the
nature ofthe equilbriim achieved betw een the reservoirs
and the LL: the chean ical potentials of the charge carri-
ers wihin the LL (ie. the chiral chem ical potentials)
need not be identicalw ith those of the charge reservoirs.
O nly for sym etric coupling ofthe electrodes and ifa® = 1
doesone nd that eVg = 4 and &Vp = : Kane and
Fisher calculations fall nto that class. That boundary
condition is natural for the FOQHE because it is sensi-
bl for the chem ical potentials of the reservoirs to be in
equilbriim w ith those of the charge carriers, since the
contact region between the FQHE ocondensate and the
reservoirs is e. However as shown m icroscopically by
Cham on et all’, ifthe contact w ith the reservoirs is not
perfect (eg. a granulariy lim isthe num ber of tunneling
points), such an equilbrium m ay not be achieved.

V.TWO-TERM INAL GEOMETRY W ITH AN
IM PURITY .

A .New boundary conditions.

W e now Insert a weak local im purity in the w ire:
V=u &) (g 1+hxoy): (44)

A current w ill therefore be backscattered and the poten—
tials need not be identical across the I puriy. W e use
eql_3§') to w rite boundary conditions in the presence of
an im purity:

eVg L = RgTIe 45)

_R eVp = Rp Ie

where the ndex R=L refersto _, arethe chiralchem -
ical potentials to the right or the lkft of the in purity
and ~ is the average between the chiral chem ical poten—
tials. To have conditions on the sole chem icalpotentials

it su ces then to remark that I = %¢ 7 =

h L L
N
e 7 » o that:

eVg

r = RsGk . 46)

w4+ o+

R eVD =RD GK

In spite of these linear relations the chiral chem ical po—
tentials need not depend linearly on the extemalvolages
(there are four chem ical potentials for two lnear rela—
tions). T here is also a non-linear contribution due to the
backscattering at the In puriy.



B .W hat is the backscattering current?

In the presence of the In purity, som e of the current is
backscattered. It is usually assum ed that the backscat-
tering current is sin ply the di erence between the cur-
rent In the absence of in purity and the current in the
presence of the im purity. This is only correct for non—
Interacting system s, but for a LL this will depend on
both the conductance G+ and K . W e must go back to
the de nition of the backscattering current as the veloc—
ity tin esthe density di erence of right-m overson the keft
and on the right of the in puriy:

s =ue [ [ : @7)

This is also equal by charge conservation to:
ue r Wih obvious notations. W e can also re—
late iz to the chiralchem icalpotentials by using the fact
thatu ; = £ 7 with sinilar relations orthe  chi-
rality and for the potentials to the right ofthe in purity).
T herefore:

Ke + e

S

U sing the new boundary conditions Cfl-ﬁ‘) :

eVg eVp =_R+RD TIe+ _L+R5Ie
=RKj.Be+ CRs+RD)Ie

where Rx = h=K €°. This can be recast as:

— R .
I=0h mirp B 49)
6 I, i
w here
ev, eV,
I, = _='s =D (50)
e Rs + Rp)

is the current in the absence of an In puriy and is there-
fore also the saturation current, ie. them axin alcurrent
which can be reached when one goes to large voltages.
The fact that i & Iy I contrary to the naive expec—
tation stem s from the contact resistances: the di erence
between i and I I is akin to the di erence between
a two—tem lnaland a fourtem inalmeasurement. Iy I
takes Into acocount the resistance at the contacts while
iz ism ore intrinsic and m easures the net current w ich is
backscattered ocally at the in purity.

VI.SHOT NOISE IN A TW O-TERM INA L
GEOMETRY .

W hat are the elem entary excitations of the LL? The
textbook answer is that there are two kinds of excita—
tions: (1) bosonic density uctuations (olasm ons); (2)
zero m odes ladder operators which change the number

1!
of particles at each Femm ipoint but have no dynam ic<2.
Tt is seldom rem arked that such a description of the
excitations found for the LL through the bosonization
m ethod is also valid for free electrons. W hat thism eans
isthat for free electrons there are tw o equivalent m anners
of descrlbing the elem entary excitations (corresponding
to two basis of eigenstates): (1) the usualm anner, in
term s of charged quasiparticles (the electron and the
hol); (2) and the one provided by bosonization, which
yields bosonic density uctuations and ladder operators.
T he two descriptions di er m arkedly in that the second
nvolves charged excitations which have no dispersion,
while In the rstthe charge dynam ics is described by the
usual quasiparticlkes.

For the LL i can be shown that exactly in the same
m anner there exists a basis of charged quasiparticles.
However Instead of the Landau quasiparticle one nds
fractional elem entary excitations, which m ay even carry
irrational charges. In particular the particle-hole contin—
uum ofFemm iliquid theory is replaced by a quasiparticle—
quasiole continuum ofexcitationswhich are the analogs
of Laughlin quasiparticled:d. For the chiralLL (the edge
states of the FQHE) they have been detected through
shot noise. In the case of the non—chiral LL a m arked
di erence is that such shot noise experim ents would al-
Iw to detect irrationalcharges (the FQHE 1ling fraction

which is a rational num ber is replaced by the LL pa—
ram eterK ).

P resent theories of shot noise can be roughly sepa-
rated into two cam ps: A K ane, F isher, B aknts et a124%3
predict a Fano factor equals to K e. This is comm only
Interpreted as the proof that excitations of charge K e
are responsible or the noise. This calculation however
m akesno explicit m odelizatjon ofthe reservoirs; B P ono-—
m arenko et al, Egger et al%4 work with the inhom oge—
neousLL (two tem Inalgeom etry which m odelsthe reser—
voirs as 1D Femn i liquids on a halfdine) and nd a Fano
factor or excitations of charge equals to e. W e note that
B lanter and B uttiker have argued against this last result
by noting that the shot noise should not depend on the
reservoirs since this is a m easure of the charge backscat—
tered baally by the In purity. W e discuss now these two
sets of theordes: A we apply our boundary conditions
form alism to the shot noise theory of K ane and F isher;
B for the inhom ogeneous LL we discuss the m eaning of
their result in the light of the identities derived in the
previous section.

A .K ane-F isher approach

T he shot noise through a weak Impurity In a LL was
rst com puted by K ane and Fisher (for the edge states
of the FQHE and before the actual proof that there
exists also Laughlin quasiparticles in the LL) by usihg
the K eldysh form alisn applied to an e ective lagrangian
found by integrating out the degrees of freedom away



from an unique Inpurity ( is the,standard LL phase
eld at the location of the im purity)?
Z

1 X _
d vc:os(Zp ()): (61)

W e 2
L=§ ) Fadj @ a)j+

A Ythough initially intended for the edge states of the
FQHE the calculation is also valid for the non-chiralLL.

K ane and Fisher nd that the current and the noise are
given respectively by:

e da
1=k= =2 v ; (52)
h dt
e’ da
S;=Ke K—— I (53)
h dt
here V = hvs:in(2p_( + K a) , with a source tem
B S

ja added to the lagrangian. K ane and F isher assum ed
that

da
e—=e(Vs Vp): (54)

dt

In the absence of impurity V = eq{_S-g') leads to
Iy,=K ¢ da. (55)
0 h dt’

on the other hand according to eq.(g), Iy, =
K2 (. ), together w ith eq. (54) this then inplies
thate(WVs Vp )= ( + ). Therefore within K ane—
F isher approach and assum ing eg. C_5-f]) the \two tem i-
nal" conductance value isG ,: = K €’=h in the absence of
an in purity. M oreover as discussed in section 4.4 (@s—
sum ing sym m etric coupling to source and drain) this cal-
culation falls into the class ofboundary conditionswhich
+ eVg
correspond to = o,
the reservoirs chem ical potentials w ith those of the LL.
In order to obtaln values of the conductance di erent
from K e€’=h, it is su cient to change the previous as-
sum ption eg. C_5-4): other classes of boundary conditions
are found sin ply by assum ing that the response of the
LL is totally driven by the values of the chiral chem ical
potentials (the chem ical potentials of the charge carriers
ofthe LL) in the absence of an im purity, and not by the
reservoirs potentials (shoe there is no reason why they
should be equal). W e therefore m odify eq.(54) nto:

, le. equilbrimm of

da

ex - ¢ (56)

Ry v
= ———e
Rs + Rp  °

Vb ) 57)
where in the second line the boundary conditions éﬁ)
In the absence of mpunty have been used. Eqg. 57)
together with eqg. (",55) then Jead to the value of the
\tw o-termm inal" conductance that we cbtained with our

approach in section 4 forthe sam e boundary conditions,
namely Gy = 1=Rs + Rp ).

So farwe have show n that by assum Jng the source term
de nition Eq. ('57-) instead of Eq. C54) i is possble to
adapt K ane¥ isher calculations to reproduce the various
boundary conditions In the absence of in purity.

W e can now reconsider K ane and F isher’s calculations
for the shot noise, ie. In the presence of an in purity in
the buk of the LL.M ore precisely we express now the
shot noise as a function ofeither Iy I (the deviation to
the saturation current) or as a fiinction of the backscat—
tering current iz , for the various boundary conditions.
A coording to eq. C_5-§) and eg. {_5@) we always have inde—
pendently of the boundary condition chosen :

S;=Ke@ 1I): (58)

T herefore, using eq. C_AES_S) I=1,
the last equality is also recast as:

Rk T Got 1
Rs+Rp B P

Gat

S; = . eig ; (59)
where G 5¢ is the two tem inal conductance that re ects
the contact resistances in the absence of the in purity.
T he shot noise Fano factorm ight therefore appear to de—
pend on w hether one refers to the backscattering current
iz orto Iy I, the deviation to the saturation current.
But since S1 isthe uctuation ofthe current I, the phys—
ical shot noise charge must be m easured with respect
to the current I and not wih respect to iz . The shot
noise charge is therefore ISI 7 = K e, Independently of
the boundary condition realized in the system and isnot
equalto & iB

At any rate what is directly m easured is always I or
Iy ZLB is only indirectly accessible through for nstance
eq. (9.

In summ ary, wihin the K ane and F isher calculation
by the K eldysh m ethod, it is therefore possible to have
(i) an ohm ic conductance distinct from K €®=h and (i) a
shot noise charge equalto K e independently on the valuie
of the ohm ic conductance.

B . Inhom ogeneous m odel approach

T he role of the reservoirs on the m easure of the shot
noise ofa LL wasexam ined in two papersi-z‘g, which m ake
calculations on the Inhom ogeneous LL m odel for which

V.
the boundary condition is :VS =Q0K] * as
D
discussed in section 4.4. They both nd that Sy =
e(Ip I) with a conductance Gy = Gog It is inter-
esting to ram ark that the equation S; = e (I I) can be
recasted in tem s of the backscattering current noise as:

SiB =KejB;

s:inoeIo I=j.B=K WhenGthGo.



T he result of Ponom arenko et al. and Egger et alE4:,
acquires then the follow ing Interpretation: the chargeK e
isnot found In the shot noise for the totalcurrent in the
LL because it is really the correlations of the backscat-
tering current which should be m easured. Since the In —
purity backscatters charge K e Laughlin quasiparticles,
the backscattering current correlationsm ust contain the
Inform ation on the charge backscattered by the in purity.

This is In disagreem ent w ith K ane and F isher theory
even when this last theory ism odi ed by our boundary
conditions form alisn in order to reproduce the situation
Gort = Gop. W e are unabl as yet to explain the discrep—
ancy between the two approaches.

Lastly, we note that taking the relation S, Keis
as a starting point, this then according to our form alism
leads inevitably to St %2; eIy I).An experimen-—
taltest ofthis last suggestion would require an indepen—
dantm easurem ent ofK and iz . In FQHE such Indepen-—
dant m easurem ent is possble because the two chiralities
of the e ective LL are physically well separated and a
direct m easure of K is then possble through the Hall
conductance. In contrast to the FQHE, 3 is not exper-
In entally m easureable In Carboon nanotubes: this then
m eans in tum that even though S;;, = K eiz the charge
of Laughlin quasiparticles in a non-chiral LL is not di-
rectly m easurable through shot noise in a two-tem inal
geom etry.

Shot noise experin ents w ill hopefiilly settle the issue.
In this respect som e experin ents on caron nanotubes
are in progres£§.

VII.CONCLUSION S.

W eproposed In thispapera new form alism which m od—
elizes the pint system LL+ electrodesasa single LL w ith
no electrodes but sub cted to boundary conditions on
its chiral chem ical potentials. W e were abl to show In
a solvable toy-m odel that such boundary conditions can
Indeed be derived explicitly. T hat m odelis quite rem ark—
able because the conductancem atrix ofthe LL in contact
w ith an arbirary num ber of term inals can be com puted;
it is found that the probabilistic scattering approach fails:
it would lead to negative probabilities for the tranam is-
sion ofelectrons. T he obviousadvantage ofour form alism
is that it avoids discussion of the detailed m icroscopics
of a system , but yields a classi cation of the pint sys—
tem LL+ electrodes and then m akes precise predictions
for the transport. In particular the LandauerButtiker
view of the contact resistance as resulting from a m is—
m atch between chem ical potentials is recovered; if the
charge backscattered by an impurity In a LL is SITB we

nd that the shot noise of the total current does not al-
Iow a measure of the fractional charge K e of Laughlin
particles in a LL.

Tt is easy to generalize our form alisn to the case of

several channels: (i) several conducting channels as in

10

carbon nanotubes; (i) soin transport: this arises with
ferrom agnetic reservoirs; (iil) application of a m agnetic
eld on the LL, which breaks the spin-charge separation.
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FIG.2. Same as Fig. 1 but for LL connected to m any
electrodes In a rod geom etry.

FIG.3. Model of a chiral LL connected to m any chiral
electrodes In a loop geom etry.

FIG.1l. LL connected to m any electrodes in a loop geom
etry. V, is the potential of electrode n. , are the chir
chem ical potential on the left of electrode n. D ue to currer v
inction at each tem inalthe chiral chem ical potentialsm a e
change their values across them : accordingly , on the Il LUTTINGER LIQUID
of tetm inal n is changed to ., on the right of the sam
term inal. FIG.4.LL in a two tem inals geom etry.
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