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Inelastic electron relaxation rates caused by Spin M /2 K ondo Im purities
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W estudy a spin S= M /2{K ondo system coupled to electronsin an arbitrary nonequilibrium situ-

ation above K ondo tem perature.Coupling to hotelectronsleadsto an increased inverse lifetim e of

pseudoparticles,related totheK orringawidth.Thisin turn isresponsiblefortheincreased inelastic

relaxation rates ofthe electronic system . The rates are related to spin{spin correlation functions

which are determ ined using a projection operatorform alism .The resultsgeneralize recent�ndings

for S= 1/2{K ondo im purities which have been used to describe energy relaxation experim ents in

disordered m esoscopic wires.

PACS num bers:73.23.-b,72.15.Q m ,75.75.+ a

Recently,experim entalevidencewasfound thatK ondo

im puritiesm ightplay an essentialrole forenergy relax-

ation in m esoscopicgold wires[1]displayingm uch higher

energy relaxation ratesthan predicted by standard the-

ory[2].Basedonthese�ndingsseveraltheoreticalstudies

haveled toaqualitativeoreven quantitativeexplanation

ofexperim entaldata by accounting forelectron{electron

interaction m ediated by m agnetic im purities[3,4,5,6].

Assum ing K ondo im purities ofunknown origin as rele-

vantinelasticscattering centersalso earlierexperim ental

�ndingson copperwires[7]could be explained [4,5,6].

M oreover,assum ing spin 1=2{im purities[8]the detailed

m agnetic �eld dependence ofenergy relaxation experi-

m ents on copperwires[9]could be �tted,strongly sug-

gesting that K ondo im purities indeed play an essential

roleforenergy relaxation atlow tem peratures.

In a recentwork Anthoreetal.[10]studied energy re-

laxation in thin silverwireswith M n im puritiesand ex-

plained their�ndingsusingboth,directelectron{electron

interaction [2]and the e�ect ofspin 1=2{im purities [8].

SinceM n in silverisnotaspin 1=2{im purityand further-

m ore the spin ofthe im puritiesin copperisnotknown,

a generalization ofthe theory in Ref.[8]isdesirable.In

addition theim purity densitiescim p gained by �tting the

energy relaxation data ofthe copperand silversam ples

typically exceed those obtained from m easurem ents of

thedephasing rateby m orethan an orderofm agnitude,

seeRefs.[8,10]and articlescited therein.Im purity den-

sities as high as those inferred from energy relaxation

rates would lead to m uch higher dephasing rates than

thosefound in experim ents.

Considering the theoreticalwork in Refs.[3, 4], the

im purity density can belowered by increasing thespin S

becauseonly theproductS(S + 1)cim p enterstheprefac-

tor ofthe rate. However,this resultdoes not take into

accountthespin dependenceoftherenorm alizedcoupling

constant.Theaim ofthepresentwork isageneralization

ofthe�ndingsin Ref.[8]toarbitraryspin therebyexplor-

ing the possibilitiesoflowering the im purity density by

increasing the spin S.

Since this work is an extension ofRef.[8]we follow

the argum entation therein and, as far as possible, use

the sam e notation. In order to m ake the paper self{

contained,som e ofthe basic ideas and de�nitions are,

however,repeated.W hereasthetechnicaldetailschange,

the m ain physicalargum ents rem ain the sam e and we

referthe readerto Ref.[8]forfurtherinform ation.

W e describe the quasiparticles and the im purity spin

by the freeHam iltonian

H 0 =
X

k�

�
k�
C
y

k�
C
k�

� E H S
z (1)

where C
y

k�
and C

k�
createand annihilate an electron in

a given orbital,k,and spin,�,state. �k� isthe energy

ofthis state. The second term in Eq.(1) describes a

spin M =2{im purity with Zeem an splitting E H = g�B B .

Thecouplingbetween quasiparticlesand im purity spin is

described by the standard K ondo Ham iltonian

H I = J0

X

kk0��0

S � s�0�C
y

k0�0Ck� (2)

whereJ0 isthebarecouplingand s�0� denotesthevector

ofPaulim atrices.Here,weassum etheim purity density

cim p to be sm allenough thatwe need to treatcoupling

to a single im purity only.

To determ ine the inelastic electron rates we consider

the angularly averaged collision integralwhich in linear

orderin the density cim p reads[11]

I�(�)=
i

~

�

f�(�)�
>

�
(�)+ [1� f�(�)]�

<

�
(�)

�

: (3)

Here,�
> =<

� (�)= �> =< (k�;�)where � = �k� isthe elec-

tron self{energy on shell,assum ed to be independentof

the angularm om entum .f�(�)isthe angularly averaged

distribution function for electrons ofenergy � and spin

�.Forreadability wesuppressed thespatialdependence.

Sincetheself{energyisproportionaltotheim purity den-

sity,we already replaced the electron G reen’s functions

by theirunperturbed form and integrated overfrequency

to getthe classicalform ofthecollision integral.In con-

trast to Ref.[8]we do not use the spin averaged self{

energy butgeneralize the resultsto spin dependentdis-

tribution functions.

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0305341v1


2

O urtask isnow to determ ine the electron self{energy

which in turn leads to the electron scattering rates.

Changing to theinteraction pictureand representing the

spin degreesoffreedom by pseudo{particles[12]onecan

use perturbation theory on the K eldysh contourto gen-

eratethegraphscontributing to theelectron self{energy.

Since the topologicalstructure ofthe graphs for a spin

1=2{system and a spin M =2{system isthe sam e,we can

directly follow the reasoning in Ref.[8].

In lowestorder the electron self{energy is given by a

pseudo{Ferm ionbubbleandan electronorholelinein be-

tween. The pseudo{Ferm ion bubble can be represented

as a spin{spin correlation function which in frequency

space directly determ ines the rates. Higher order cor-

rections are separable into term s adding an additional

electron{holepairand term sleading to higherordercor-

rectionsforasingleelectron{holepair.Thecom binations

ofthe second type are usually referred to as singe par-

ticle interm ediate state correctionsand can be absorbed

by a renorm alization ofthe coupling constants[13].For

arbitrary spin S,we �nd thatthe renorm alized vertices

Jz� ,J
� only depend on electronicoccupation factorsand

thereforearegiven by relationsvery sim ilarto those de-

rived in Ref.[8].Fora non{spin{
ip processeswe have

J
z

� (�)=J0 =

n �
�1� (��J0)

2
S(S + 1)=4� �J0g� (� � EH )

�
�2

+ (��J0)
2
S(S + 1)

o� 1=2
(4)

and fora spin{
ip process

J
� (�)=J0 =

n�
�1� (��J0)

2
S(S + 1)=4� �J0[g� (�)

+ g� (� � EH )]=2
�
�2 + (��J0)

2
S(S + 1)

o� 1=2
:(5)

Therenorm alization isdeterm ined by theauxiliary func-

tion

g� (�)=

Z
D

� D

d�
0
f� (�

0)� 1=2

� � �0+ i�
: (6)

In equilibrium this leads to the usuallogarithm ic cor-

rections,however,the above form ulae are applicable for

arbitrary nonequilibrium situations.TheK ondotem per-

aturein thisapproxim ation reads

TK = D exp

�

�
1

�J0

�

1�
(��J0)

2S(S + 1)

4

��

(7)

and equals the bulk K ondo tem perature. The phrase

\aboveK ondo tem perature" in thiswork m eansthatthe

correctionsdeterm ined by the auxiliary function (6)are

stillsm allcom pared to one.In thissensea system below

theequilibrium K ondotem peraturecanbe\aboveK ondo

tem perature" becauseofthenonequilibrium sm earing of

the distribution function.

W ellabove K ondo tem perature it is usually assum ed

that allvertices renorm alize independently. Therefore,

one can equivalently put these renorm alized quantities

in a new interaction Ham iltonian

H I =
1

2

X

kk0

�

S
+
J
+ (�k")C

y

k0#
C
k" + S

�
J
� (�k#)C

y

k0"
C
k#

+ Sz
h

J
z

+ (�k")C
y

k0"
C
k" � J

z

� (�k#)C
y

k0#
C
k#

i�

: (8)

with energy and process dependent coupling constants.

Using thisHam iltonian wehaveto restrictto elem entary

electron{holepairexcitationsonly.O ther,m orecom plex

graphsofthe one{particle interm ediate state correction

type,arealready putintotherenorm alization ofthecou-

plingconstants.Theelectron self{energy isnow given by

the pseudo{Ferm ion bubble coupled to arbitrarily m any

sim ple electron{hole pairs with an electron or hole line

in between and can be written as

�>

�
(�)= � i

X

�0

Z

d�
0
W �;�0(�;�0)[1� f�0(�0)] (9)

forthelargerself{energy whereW �;�0 denotesthecorre-

sponding rates. The sm aller self{energy �<
� (�) is given

by changingthevariables,(�;�)to(�0;�0)and f ! 1� f.

Rewriting the pseudo{Ferm ion bubble asspin{spin cor-

relation function,the ratesaregiven by

W � ;+ (�;�
0) =

cim p�

4~
J
� (�)J+ (�0)C+ (� � �

0) (10)

W + ;� (�;�
0) =

cim p�

4~
J
+ (�)J� (�0)C� (� � �

0) (11)

W + ;+ (�;�
0) =

cim p�

4~
J
z

+ (�)J
z

+ (�
0)Cz(� � �

0) (12)

W � ;� (�;�
0) =

cim p�

4~
J
z

� (�)J
z

� (�
0)Cz(� � �

0) (13)

with

C� (t)= hS
� (t)S� (0)i; Cz(t)= hS

z(t)Sz(0)i: (14)

Using (9) the collision integraltakes the standard form

forspin dependentscattering

I�(�) =
X

�0

Z

d�
0
�
f�(�)[1� f�0(�0)]W �;�0(�;�0)

� [1� f�(�)]f�0(�0)W �0;�(�
0
;�)

	
: (15)

The energies,� = �k�,m easure the kinetic energy and

theZeem an energy.Usually,when going overinto a con-

tinuum description theZeem an splitting isputto a band

bottom shift.

Asin Ref.[8]we use a projection operatorform alism

to determ ine the correlation functions in an arbitrary

nonequilibrium situation.Using theprojection operators

P
z
X = S

z
hX S

z
i=hS

z
S
z
i for Cz and (16)

P
�
X = S

�
hX S

�
i=hS

�
S
�
i for C� (17)

onecan derivea form ally exactintegro{di�erentialequa-

tion [14]

_Ca(t)= �aCa(t)�

Z
t

0

du�a(t� u)Ca(u) (18)
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with the solution in term softhe Laplacetransform

~Ca(z)=
Ca(t= 0)

z� �a + ~�a(z)
: (19)

Here a = z;� and, as in the S = 1=2 case, �z =

h_SzSzi=hSzSzi = 0 and �� = h_S� S� i=hS� S� i =

� i~E H ,which leadstothefreepropagation,where ~E H in-

cludesthe K nightshiftneglected throughoutthis work.

The averages are to be calculated self{consistently to-

getherwith thesteady stateelectronicdistribution func-

tionsf� and theoccupation probabilitiesPm
fortheim -

purity spin being in statem .

The m em ory kernel�a(t)forthe C� correlation func-

tion reads

�� (t)=
h_S�

r
(t)_S� i

hS� S� i
+ ��

h_S�
r
(t)S� i

hS� S� i
: (20)

Here,theindex rin S�r (t)indicatesthatthedynam icsof

the spin operatorisreduced by the projection. Itisde-

term ined by theexpression _S�r (t)= exp[îL(1� P � )t]_S�

with the Liouville operator L̂ acting as L̂X̂ = [H ;X̂ ]=~.

The m em ory kernelfor the Cz correlation function is

given by Eq.(20)with the replacem ents� ;� ! z. W e

are interested in the regim e wellabove K ondo tem per-

ature and expand the kernelup to second order in the

renorm alized coupling J. Since the dynam icsofthe ex-

panded kernelfunction is oscillatory,the Fourier trans-

form ed correlation function hasalwaysthe sim pleform

Ca(!)=
2Ca(t= 0)Re�a(!)

[! � i�a + Im �a(!)]
2 + [Re�a(!)]

2
(21)

with a = z;� . Further, we de�ne Re�a(!) �

Ref~�a(� i! + �)g and the im aginary partIm �a(!) fol-

lows from the K ram ers{K ronig relation. W hen calcu-

lating the electronic distributionsf� orspin occupation

probabilitiesP
m
,theim aginarypartsIm �a(!)in thede-

nom inatorslead to higherordercorrectionsin J and are

neglected.

Thedam ping rates(which werenam ed �a(!)with a =

z;� in Ref.[8])read

Re�z(!)=
�

4

X

�

�
hS� S� i

hSzSzi
�� (! � E H )

�

(22)

forthe Cz correlation function and

Re�� (!)=
�

4

�

�z(! � E H )+ 4
hSzSzi

hS� S� i
�� (!)

�

(23)

fortheC� correlation functions.Theauxiliary functions

�z(!)=
X

�

Z

d��
2
J
z

� (�)J
z

� (� + !)f� (�)[1� f� (� + !)]

(24)

and

�� (!)=

Z

d��
2
J
� (�)J� (� + !)f� (�)[1� f� (� + !)]

(25)

describe coupling to electron{hole pairs. In equilibrium

thedam pingleadsdirectly totheK orringawidth propor-

tionalto thetem peraturewhereasin nonequilibrium this

rate scales with a m easure ofthe nonequilibrium situa-

tion,nam ely eU ,leading to an increased inverselifetim e

independentofthe m easurem enttem perature.

Theequaltim ecorrelation functionsread forS = M =2

Cz(t= 0)= hS
z
S
z
i=

M =2X

m = � M =2

P
m
m

2 (26)

and

C� (t= 0)= hS� S� i=

M =2X

m = � M =2

Pm [S(S + 1)� m (m � 1)]:

(27)

Independentofthedistribution P
m
thespin{spin correla-

tion function C (t)= hS(t)� Si= [C+ (t)+ C� (t)]=2+ Cz(t)

ful�lls the sum rule C (t = 0) =
R
(d!=2�)C (!) =

S(S + 1):

To determ inethem asterequation fortheP
m
’sweuse

Eq.(27)and writethe spin{
ip correlation function as

C� (!)�
X

m

Pm [S(S + 1)� m (m � 1)]�C� (!): (28)

The rate forthe transition from state m to m � 1 then

reads

�m ! m � 1 = [S(S + 1)� m (m � 1)]�� (29)

with

�� =
1

4~

Z

d!�� (� !)�C� (!): (30)

Allotherratesvanish.Note,thatthede�nition of�� in

thiswork isdi�erentfrom thatem ployed in Ref.[8].The

rateequationsforthe occupation probabilities

_Pm = � �m ! m + 1Pm � �m ! m � 1Pm

+ �m + 1! m Pm + 1 + �m � 1! m Pm � 1 (31)

with the norm alization condition
P

m
P
m

� 1 form a

closed setofequationswith the steady statesolution

P
m
=
�
M =2+ m

+ �
M =2� m

�
P M

n= 0
�
M � n
+ �n�

: (32)

The probabilities obey the obvious balance relation

Pm =Pm + 1 = �� =�+ which leads to the therm aldistri-

bution in equilibrium .
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At vanishing m agnetic �eld, B = 0, the probabil-

ities are all equal, Pm = 1=(M + 1), and the equal

tim e correlation functionsread Cz(t= 0)= S(S + 1)=3

and C� (t = 0) = 2Cz(t = 0). If in addition the

distribution functions are spin independent,the renor-

m alized coupling constantsbecom e processindependent

Jz� = J� � J(�),and the auxiliary functionsread �z =

2�� � 2�(!).Inserting thisin the correlation functions,

we�nd C (!)= [C + (!)+ C� (!)]=2+ Cz(!)= 3C+ (!)=2.

In equilibrium and atlow tem peraturesthewidth shrinks

to zero and leadsto C (!)! 2�S(S + 1)�(!).

The inelastic relaxation rate 1=�inel at B = 0 is the

spin{
ip rate1=�sfreduced by thequasi{elasticrate,and

in generalwe have 1=�inel < 1=�sf. Q uite generally,due

to a sum rule forthe spin{spin correlation function,the

spin{
ip rateobeys

1

�sf
=
1

2

X

�;�0

Z

d�W �;�0(�;�0)=
�

2~

cim p

�
(�J)

2
S(S + 1):

(33)

In order to discuss the possibility ofreducing the im -

purity density by increasing the spin S at constant in-

elastic electronic rate we m ay aswellconsiderthe spin{


ip rate. As already explained in the introduction,Eq.

(33)suggestsa decreaseoftheim purity density with in-

creasing spin S.Thisistrue only ifthe renorm alization

ofthe coupling constants is independent ofS m eaning

attem peraturesm uch higherthan the K ondo tem pera-

ture.To explain theexperim ents,however,�J hasto be

around 1=3to bealm ostvoltageindependent.O therwise

the renorm alization wouldn’t allow for the experim en-

tally observed scaling property ofthe distribution func-

tion f(�;eU )= f(�=eU ),see Ref.[4,8]. In thisregim e,

however,therenorm alization dependson thespin S and

scalesforlargespin like�J � 1=
p
�2S(S + 1)leading to

a spin independent rate 1=�sf. Actually,the renorm al-

ized coupling constant equals the spin{
ip t{m atrix [4]

which obeys a unitarity condition. It reaches a m axi-

m um ,�J = 1=
p
�2S(S + 1),atthe K ondo tem perature

where the rate again would becom e independentofspin

forallS. Although ourtheory isno longervalid in this

regim e,the outcom e isquite physicalsince electronsal-

ways transfer the sam e spin when scattering from one

im purity independent ofS. This shows that using our

theory an increase ofthe spin doesnotlowerthe im pu-

rity concentrationsneeded to describe the experim ents.

Even a m oreinvolved theory valid below K ondo tem per-

atureisnotlikely to help m uch since thescattering rate

cannotexceed the lim itdiscussed above.

To discussthe m agnetic �eld dependence ofthe rates

W weconsidertwolim itingcases.Forlow m agnetic�elds

wheretheZeem an splitting E H ism uch sm allerthan the

tem peratureortheapplied voltagetheoccupation prob-

abilitiesare allofthe sam e order. Also the lifetim esdo

notchange m uch and the behaviorisdom inated by the

shiftin the spin{
ip correlation functions,! ! ! � E H .

Therefore,thereisnodependenceon thespin S forsm all

m agnetic �elds. Forhigherm agnetic �elds ofthe order

oftem peratureorapplied voltage,higherspin statesare

rapidly depopulated so thatonly two spin stateslike in

theS = 1=2 caselead to thedom inantcontribution.For

higherS thisisofcoursejusta fraction and thereforein

thisregim etheratesareeven sm allerthan in theS = 1=2

case.

In thiswork we havestudied electron relaxation rates

caused by m agnetic im purities ofarbitrary spin gener-

alizing recent results for S = 1=2. It is found that an

increase ofthe spin S does not change the qualitative

outcom eand therateatvanishing m agnetic�eld iseven

una�ected by the spin forlarge S. Therefore,assum ing

m agnetic im puritieswith higherspin S doesnotresolve

the disagreem entbetween K ondo im purity densitiesde-

term ined by energy relaxation experim entsand weak lo-

calization experim ents.Theauthorswould liketo thank

B.L.Altshuler,A.Anthore,Y.M .G alperin,F.Pierre,

and H.Pothier for valuable discussions. Financialsup-

port was provided by the Deutsche Forschungsgem ein-

schaft(DFG ).

[1]F.Pierre,H.Pothier,D .Esteve,M .H.D evoret,A.B.

G ougam , and N. O . Birge, in K ondo E�ect and De-

phasing in Low-Dim ensionalM etallic System s,edited by

V. Chandrasekhar, C. Van Haesendonck, and A. Za-

wadowski(K luwerAcadem icPublishers,D ordrecht,The

Netherlands,2001),pp.119{132,cond-m at/0012038.

[2]B.L.Altshuler and A.G .Aronov,in M odern Problem s

in Condensed M atterSciences,edited by A.L.Efrosand

M .Pollak (North{Holland,New York,1985),vol.10,p.1.

[3]A.K am inskiand L.I.G lazm an, Phys.Rev.Lett.86,

2400 (2001).

[4]G . G �oppert and H. G rabert, Phys.Rev.B 64, 33301

(2001).

[5]J. K roha, in K ondo E�ect and Dephasing in Low-

Dim ensional M etallic System s, edited by V. Chan-

drasekhar, C. Van Haesendonck, and A. Zawadowski

(K luwer Academ ic Publishers, D ordrecht,The Nether-

lands,2001),p.245,cond-m at/0102185.

[6]J. K roha and A. Zawadowski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88,

176803 (2002).

[7]H.Pothier,S.G u�eron,N.O .Birge,D .Esteve,and M .H.

D evoret,Phys.Rev.Lett.79,3490 (1997).

[8]G . G �oppert, Y. M . G alperin, B. L. Altshuler, and

H.G rabert,Phys.Rev.B 66,195328 (2002).

[9]A.Anthore,F.Pierre,H.Pothier,D .Esteve,and M .H.

D evoret, in Electronic Correlations: From M eso- to

Nano-Physics,edited byT.M artin,G .M ontam baux,and

J.Tran Thanh Van (ED P Sciences,Paris,2001),p.301,

cond-m at/0109297.

[10]A.Anthore,F.Pierre,H.Pothier,and D .Esteve,Phys.

Rev.Lett.90,076806 (2003).

[11]J. Ram m er and H. Sm ith, Rev. M od. Phys. 58, 323



5

(1986).

[12]A.A.Abrikosov,Physics2,21 (1965).

[13]S.D .Silverstein and C.B.D uke,Phys.Rev.161,456

(1967).

[14]H.G rabert,Projection O perator Techniques in Nonequi-

librium Statistical M echanics (Springer, New York,

1982).


