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Pauliblocking factors in quantum pum ps
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W e Investigate the Pauliblocking factor in quantum pum psusing F loquet form alism . Even though
the tim e dependent potentials In quantum pum ping can not only cause inelastic scatterings but also
break the m icroreversibility, ie. T ' ® 0;E )6 T EE 0), the Pauli blocking factor is unnecessary
when the scattering process through the scatterer is coherent. The well de ned scattering states
extending from one reservoir to the others form a com plete non-orthogonal set. R egardless of the
non-orthogonality one can obtain the pum ped currents using the eld operator form alism . The
current expression nally obtained do not contain Pauliblocking factor.

PACS number(s): 7323, 7210Bg, 7350P z, 7340E1i

Quantum transport through arti cially fabricated
nano/m esostructures has been extensively studied
both experim entally and theoretically during the past
years. Conductances between two reservoirs through
the nano/m esostructures can be calculated by usihg
LandauerB uttiker form align 'E:] when no dephasing pro—
cess occurs In the scatterer region. T he current through
the scatterer can then be obtained from
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where T* € %E ) represents the tranam ission probability
for scattering states incident from the left at energy E
and em erging to the right atE% and T E ;E ) isde ned
In a sin ilar m anner for the reverse direction. f;, (fr) is
the Ferm iD irac distrbution in the left (rght) reservoir.
T here hasbeen som e debate and confusion for using this
formula 'g.'{:g] sihce Eqg. ('_]:) dose not contain the so—called
Pauliblocking factors. T he ferm ionic nature of the elec—
trons is taken care of in an ad hoc way by factors1 £
to suppress scattering into occupied states, so that the
current is given by
Z
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Usually these two expressions Egs. ('_]:) and ('_2) give
the sam e results since the di erence between them,
rT* &%) T E;EFL E)FR €Y, vanishes when
T"E€%E) = T €;E?, ie, the m icroreversbiliy
holds. The question can arise, however, if the system
lack of this m icro—reversal sym m etry is considered. O ne
of the relevant exam ple is a quantum pum p.

The quantum pump is a device that generates a dc
current at zero bias potential through cyclic change of
system param eters EJI,:_L-Q'] Recently, adiabatic charge
pum ping in open quantum dots has attracted consider-
able attention @}'{:_2-9], and was experin entally realized

by Sw itkeset al. t_Z-l:] A fter a cycle ofthe adiabatic shape
change we retum to the initial con guration, but the
wavefunction m ay have its phase changed from the initial
wavefiinction. T his isthe geom etric or B erry’sphase l_22j]
T he addiional phase is equivalent to som e charges that
pass through the quantum dot, nam ely, pum ped charge
i_é]. In anotherpoint ofview , the quantum pump isatime
dependent system driven by (at least) two di erent tim e
periodic perturbations w ith the sam e angular frequency
and a phase di erence. One can dealw ith this problem
using not only adiabatic approxin ation but also F loquet
approach f_Z-Z_’;{éﬁ] Recently, i has been shown that in
the adiabatic lim it w ith sm all strength of the oscillation
potentials the F loquet and the adiabatic approach give
exactly equivalent results [_ié_I]

M ore than two periodically oscillating perturbations
wih a phase dierence 6 n , n is an integer)
break the tim e reversal sym m etry i_&], and consequently
T"E€%E) 6 T €;EY. TherePre, the currents ob-
tained from Eq. () and () are di erent from each
other n quantum pum ps E_{:é] The question inm edi-
ately arises: which one is correct In quantum pum ps? It
is noted that this problem still exists even in the adia—
batic Iim i, which will be shown below. W e would lke
to make a conclusion rst. Even though the tine de-
pendent scatterer like the case of quantum pum ping can
not only cause Inelastic scatterings but also break the
m ico—reversbility, the Pauli blocking factor is unneces—
sary when the scattering process through the scatterer is
ooherent.

T he existence ofthe P auliblock ing factors is intim ately
related to the \scattering states" {i]. Ifwe Ilup the
energy eigenstates w ith the electrons in both reservoirs
Independently and then transfer the electrons from one
to the other reservoir, the Pauliblocking factors cannot
be unavoided. If the transport is coherent across the
scatterer, how ever, one can de ne a singlk wavefiinction
extending from one reservoir to the other (m ore precisely
re ected and tranam itted waves in every connected reser—
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voirs) and then 1llup these scattering states. In this con—
sideration the concept of transferring the electron from
one to the other reservoir is autom atically elim inated, so
is the Pauliblocking. T he scattering states of the prob—
Jem w ith static scattererwasproven to be orthogonaland
com plete I_2-§]

C onsider the Schrodingerequation ih (@=Q@t) = H (t)
franeltronwihmass andH @) = r?=2 +U x;b),
whereU x;t+ T)= U X;t) and U x;t)= 0Oatx ! 1.
Foran energy E = h’k?®=2 ( > 0) ofthe incom ing par-
ticle the scattering states as a solution ofthe Schrodinger
equation can be de ned as

+
g &)= b
ikx iE t=h + iknx iEpt=h. 1
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whereE, = E + nh!,k, = pm=h, and the nom al-
ization is ignored. Here we have re ection and transm is—
sion coe cients ry ; and t; ;, which can be obtained
from unitary Floquet scattering matrices S R4,27261.
Them atrix S has the follow Ing form
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wherer andt arethere ection and the tranam ission

am plitudes respectively, form odes incident from the left
w ith an F loquet energy  which take continuousvalues in
the interval D;h!); r° and t® are sin ilar quantities
for m odes Incident from the right. T he above tranan is-
sion and re ection coe cjentsamﬁe]ated to the m atrix

elem ents of S J'ntemlsoft;;n;E =" k=% t ,etc.wih
E= + hland =n+
ForE? E 6 mh! (m isan integer) the orthogonality

of these scattering states can be In m ediately proven by
using the orthogonality ofthe functionse * . W henE°

E = mh!, however, we obtain at any xed tine
+
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One can nd the same resul or [ j ;o usihg the

sim ilar procedure used In Eq. (rj). T he unitarity of the
F loquet scattering m atrix does not guarantee the orthog—
onality ofthe scattering states. In the m ultichannel scat—
tering problem w ih a static scatterer the orthogonality
isdrawn from the orthogonality ofthe channeleigenfinc—
tions.

W e consider the com pleteness of the scattering states.
A solution of the tin e periodic H am iltonian can be for-
m ally written as

i t=h

it) = e S ®)
n= 1
Since the potential is zero at x ! 1, . &) isgiven by
the follow ng form
A,ef* 4+ Bre *ax; x 1 1
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where k, = 2 ( + nh!)=h. One can Inmediately
know that the linear combination ofA, ; +D, , com -
plktely cover all F loquet type solutions. The scattering
states form a com plete set for describing the solution of
a scattering problem w ith tin e periodic potential. W e
have shown the scattering states  form a complte
non-orthogonal set.

W e derive the current usihg these scattering states.
The tin e dependent electron eld operator can be ob—
tained in the Hllow ing Hm  £4,30]

x 2 as
dE | ®iDp——;
hvE)

x;t) = 10)

wherea g and v E ) is an annihilation operator for elec—
trons in the scattering states ; (x;t) and the velocity,
regpectively. Even though the scattering states do not
form othogonalbases we need only the com pleteness to
be sure that the expansion of Eqg. C_fg) is valid. Using
this eld operator the current operator is also expressed
as

Jx;t) = (fe=2m) " x;t)r x;t)+ H «:
x 2 +
e 0 0 agaog
= — dE dE -~ Im ( g0 X g ) P—
m o h vE)VE?O?

: (11)
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FIG. 1. Refag;r E)] (the solid curve)

and Reftag; 1 E + h!)] wih = 225 mevV nm, = =2,
= 006Mme,d= 50nm ,and T = 9:09 ps.

T he quantum m echanical (or them al) average of the
current operator becom es
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W e evaluate Eq. C_l-Z_i) taking x ! 1 and averaging over
space and tin e. O ne can then obtain the pum ped current
as ollow ing

Z
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e
h
E,>0
wheJ:eP we , ex—
pbit ; k=K F =1 g, ka=K)F% ; F and
a'yag = f E). The second tem of the righthand
side n Eqg. C_l-@') vanishes due to the unitarity of the scat-
tering m atrix [;-%]_:] Here, T, , denotes k,=k)} 5.
The nalresul, Eq. C_l-g;), exactly correspondsto Eq. @),
ie. the current without Pauliblocking factor.

Now we consider the adiabatic lim it. The adiabatic
condition In the quantum pump inplies that any tine
scale of the problem considered must be much an aller
than the period ofthe oscillation of an externalpum ping
ELZ_%]. W e can then de ne the instantaneous scattering
m atrix w ith tin e dependent param eters, nam ely X , (t),

Sag € ;t) = Saq € ;X1 (0);X 2 (©); ):

D ue to the tim e periodicity ofX ,, ’s, using Fourder trans—
form one can obtain the am plitudes of side bands for

0.04 T T T T T

0.02

I,
0.00 -

i,
0.005

0.000

-0.02

-0.005
L . . 0.9

0 05 @2m 1,0 s
10 20 30 40 50
Ehw

o

FIG.2. The pum ped currents obtained from the F loquet
approach w ith (the thin solid curve) and w ithout Pauliblock—
ing (the thick solid curve), and B rouwer’s form ula (the dashed
curve) with the sam e param eters used In Fig. :_ll N ote that
Ip = eT = 176 nA .The upper inset: the pum ped currents
as a function of the strength of the oscillating potential
from the F loquet approach w ith (the lked circles) and with—
out Pauli blocking (the open circles), and B rouwer’s form ula
(the solid curve). The lower inset: the pum ped currents as
a function of a phase di erence from the F loquet approach
w ith (the solid curve) and w thout Pauliblocking (the dashed
curve). In both Insetswe take E = 6:005h !

particles traversing the adiabatically oscillating scat-
terer w ith incident energy E as ollow ing ]

121
Sad;n (E ) = T .
The m icro-reversbility condition in this expression is
given by tagm B) = 4, , € + nh!), where t,q and tJ,
represent the adiabatic tranam ission am plitude for the
forw ard and the backw ard direction, respectively.

W eshow,jnFjg.-'j,thattad;l E)andtyy; 1 E+h!) or
a sinple m odel system , a 1D two ham onically oscillat—
Ing -function barriersw ith the strengthesX; = c©os!
and X, = cos(!  + ) respectively, separated by a
distance d [_l-l_i], are clarly deviated from each other,
which in plies the m icro-reversibility of adiabatic quan—
tum pum ps is also broken. Note that in thism odel sys—
tem taE®) = £, E). The Pauli blocking factor was
ignored In Brouwer’s approach since B rouwer’s theory
is based upon a form ula due to Buttiker, Thom as, and
P rétre [;_3-’%], where they obtained the current operator
from the di erence between the incom ing and the out-
going distrdbutions of the electrons w thout Pauliblock—
Ing factors. This current can also be acquied by using

(14) the scattering states, consequently w ithout Pauli block—

ing factor R41.
Figure é show s the pum ped currents obtained from
F loquet approach w ith and w thout P auliblocking factor,

dte™' "S.q E ;X 1 ()X 2 ©); ): (15)



and B rouw er’s form ula In the sam em odelused above un—
der the adiabatic regin e (the W igner delay tim e ism uch
an allerthan T [_2-4]) and w ith sn allam plitudes ofthe os—
cillating strength. It is clearly seen that the current w ith
Pauliblocking factor deviates from that ofB rouwer’s ap—
proach which nearly coincide with the current without
Pauliblocking factor P4]. & isworth nothing that quali-
tative behavior ofthe pum ped currentsw ith and w ithout
Pauli blocking looks quite sin ilar: the pum ped current
I/ ?sin as shown in the insets ofFjg.:_j. In Ref.
E_S], how ever, the tem perature dependence ofthe pum ped
currents w as expected to be distinct.

F inally, i is noted that if any kind of dephasing such
as electron-electron interaction and electron-phonon in-
teraction is involved In the scattering processes it is still
an open problem whether the Pauliblocking factor is re—
quired.

In conclusion, we have shown that the Pauli block—
Ing factor is unnecessary in quantum pum ps when the
scattering process through the quantum pum p is coher—
ent. The wellde ned scattering states form a com plete
non-orthogonal set. One can obtain the pumped cur-
rents w ithout the Pauli blocking factor using the eld
operator form alisn w ih these scattering states. Even
In the adiabatic lin it the problem ofPauliblocking fac—
tor still exists. The Pauli blocking factor was ignored
in Brouwer’s adiabatic form alisn , so that in the adia—
batic lim it w th an all strength of the pum ping potential
the pum ped currents obtained from the F loquet theory
w ithout Pauliblocking factor show good agreem ent w ith
those drawn from Brouwer’s formula.
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