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Bag boundaries for quasispinor confinement within nanolanes on a graphene sheet
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We revisit the problem of bag boundary conditions within a field-theoretic approach to study
confinement of massless Dirac quasispinors in monolayer graphene. While no-flux bag boundaries
have previously been used to model lattice termination sites in graphene nanoribbons, we consider a
generalized setting in which the confining boundaries are envisaged as arbitrary straight lines drawn
across a graphene sheet and the quasispinor currents are allowed to partially permeate (leak) through
such boundaries. We specifically focus on rectangular nanolanes defined as areas confined between a
pair of parallel lines at arbitrary separation on an unbounded lattice. We show that such nanolanes
exhibit a considerable range of bandgap tunability depending on their widths and armchair, zigzag
or intermediate orientation. The case of nanoribbons can be derived as a special limit from the
nanolane model. In this case, we clarify certain inconsistencies in previous implementations of no-
flux bag boundaries and show that the continuum approach reproduces the tight-binding bandgaps
accurately (within just a few percent in relative deviation) even as the nanoribbon width is decreased
to just a couple of lattice spacings. This accentuates the proper use of boundary conditions when
field-theoretic approaches are applied to graphene systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of graphene—the prominent single-layer
honeycomb lattice of carbon atoms! ™ —has made a sig-
nificant impact on a wide range of modern technolog-
ical applications®™. The advances are made possible
thanks to many remarkable transport, optical and me-
chanical properties that have since been uncovered for
graphene and its derivatives. One of the key physical as-
pects of monolayer graphene is its gapless spectra of low-
energy (electron-hole) excitations that emerge as mass-
less Dirac quasispinors!” 2. This brings the low-energy
physics of graphene into close analogy with the quantum
field theory of Dirac spinors. Massless Dirac quasispinors
are responsible for some of the most exotic phenomena
observed in graphene such as anomalous quantum Hall
effect! 18 and Klein tunneling?® 2l These have driven
a substantial interest in field-theoretic formulations of
graphene physics in the recent pastliilo#22H21

While unbounded graphene has thoroughly been
studied using field-theoretic methods, its other re-
alizations such as graphene nanoribbons and car-
bon nanotubes have received less attention from that
perspective4r261i28-30 Graphene nanoribbons have
emerged as promising semiconducting materials with
tunable energy bandgap in room-temperature nanoelec-
tronic applications?133,  The most commonly stud-
ied cases of nanoribbons involve a regular, armchair
or zigzag, arrangement of carbon atoms on their side
edges. The bandgap of fixed-width nanoribbons can
be calculated using standard tight-binding methods and
is found to depend on the nanoribbon width and edge
configuration®¥ 87, The presence of side edges raises
the subtle issue of boundary conditions when a field-
theoretic formulation is attempted. In the tight-binding
approach, the boundaries are modeled by imposing
Dirichlet-type boundary conditions on electronic wave-

functions at nanoribbon side edges®’. In the field-
theoretic approach, Dirichlet-type boundary conditions
are useless due to their well-known inconsistency with
Dirac equations. Instead, bag boundary conditions have
recently been utilized to model vanishing quasispinor cur-
rents at the lattice termination sites2227,

Bag models were originally proposed in quantum chro-
modynamics as a consistent route to confine Dirac
spinors (quarks in hadrons) by imposing no-flux condi-
tions along surface normals of an assumed confining vol-
ume (resembling an impermeable ‘bag’)*82. For arm-
chair graphene nanoribbons, the consistency issue was
also addressed#®2? via a particular type of boundary con-
dition that admixed the so-called valleys of the energy
band at armchair side edges. It was later shown? that
the proposed boundary condition is equivalent to the no-
flux bag model even as sizable differences in predicted
bandgaps persisted?® relative to tight-binding results.

In this paper, we revisit the problem of bag boundaries
for quasispinor confinement in graphene by placing it in a
broader context beyond its prior application to nanorib-
bons. Rather than considering them as lattice termina-
tion sites as done for nanoribbon, we envisage confining
boundaries as arbitrary in-plane lines introduced across
an unbounded graphene sheet. The specific case of inter-
est in this work will be a pair of parallel straight lines that
confine a quasi-one-dimensional (quasi-1D) area over the
graphene sheet which we refer to as a nanolane. Hence, in
further contrast to nanoribbons, the width of nanolanes
is (by construction) treated as a continuous variable. The
boundary orientation can also be varied (in analogy with
nanoribbons) to define armchair, zigzag and intermedi-
ate nanolanes. Taking advantage of the continuum field-
theoretic description, we introduce a generalized form of
bag boundaries by allowing finite fluxes of quasispinors to
permeate or ‘leak’ through the boundary of a nanolane.

Since the formulation of the current model is rather



generic, its predictions could be relevant potentially to
a host of real situations involving partial (‘leaky’) elec-
tronic confinement in graphene. For instance, the bound-
ary lines can be viewed as arrangements of adatoms or,
when a graphene sheet is suspended over a rectangular
trench, as the parallel lines of contact between the sheet
and the edges of the trench. In the latter case, the lines
of contact may not necessarily match armchair/zigzag
edges of a respective nanoribbon and may also allow for
quasispinor permeation, making the proposed nanolane
model a more suitable modeling alternative to consider.

The quantitative viability of our model is supported by
comparing its predictions in the special limit of nanorib-
bons (i.e., nanolanes with no-flux boundary lines and dis-
crete widths) with the tight-binding results®*37, In con-
trast to Ref28 where nanoribbon bandgaps are studied
through no-flux bag boundaries and sizable deviations
from the tight-binding bandgaps at small widths are re-
ported, our model reproduces the tight-binding results
within relative differences of just a few percent even at
small widths around a couple of lattice spacings. This sig-
nifies the extended applicability of the continuum field-
theoretic approach in the present context.

In Section [[I, we provide a brief background on
Dirac quasispinors and discuss the details of our model
whose predictions for armchair, zigzag and intermediate
nanolanes are then given in Sections [[ITANIITC] A com-
parison with the case of nanoribbons is given in Section
[[IID] followed by the concluding remarks in Section [[V]

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION
A. Preliminaries on Dirac quasispinors in graphene

Quasispinor representation of electronic states in an
unbounded monolayer graphene follows standardly from
a tight-binding formulation of in-plane m-electron hop-
ping between nearest-neighbor carbon atoms. Thanks to
its two-dimensional (2D) honeycomb lattice (incorporat-
ing two triangular sublattices), an undoped monolayer
displays conduction and valence energy bands in the 2D
reciprocal space that meet at six individual Dirac points
at the corners of the first Brillouin zone. Only two of
the Dirac points turn out to be independent!. They can
suitably be chosen as Ky = (0, :l:é—g), see Fig. [2| where
d = V/3dy is the lattice spacing and dy ~ 1.42 A is the
carbon-carbon bond length.

Expanding the tight-binding Hamiltonian near the
Dirac points K4 up to the first order in the relative
wavevector q = (q1,¢2) = k — K4 leads to pseudo-Dirac

Hamiltonians!
0 Lq1 + CI2) , (1)

Hia = hvr (—qui@ 0

where vp = 3tdo/2 ~ 10°m/s is the Fermi velocity and
t is the nearest-neighbor hoping parameter of the under-
lying tight-binding model. The Hamiltonian acts on

FIG. 1. Armchair (a) and zigzag (c) nanolanes (colored ar-
eas) are defined by envisaging in-plane boundary lines (dashed
lines) with finite permeability p relative to quasispinor cur-
rents over an otherwise infinite honeycomb lattice. Armchair
(b) and zigzag (d) nanoribbons can be recovered as special
limits of nanolanes by setting the permeabilities equal to zero
(p = 0) and shifting the boundaries (dotted lines) by a total
offset of d to define lattice termination sites. In (a) and (c),
the dotted bond lines on the margins of the two schematics
indicate infinite continuation of the honeycomb lattice. In (b)
and (d), the red/blue bullets on the margins indicate passi-
vating adatoms®” (and not carbon atoms themselves as one
would encounter in bearded nanoribbons).

the 2-spinor fields 14  whose components correspond to
probability amplitudes of Bloch wavefunctions on the two
underlying sublattices of graphene at each Dirac point.
By introducing the 4-spinor field ¥y = (1/)+,q,w_,q)T,
the two blocks H1 can be combined into a single Hamil-
tonian as H = afwm%aaa where Einstein’s convention
is used for summation over ¢ = 1,2 and ¢, is replaced by
—i0y = —10/0x,. Hereafter, the spatial coordinates are
denoted interchangeably by (x1,x2) or (z,y). We have
also used the definitions22 47

’YO:U?’@}L 712&01 ®H7 72:[:0-2@0-3’ (2)

FIG. 2. First Brillouin zone of graphene with the indepen-
dent Dirac points taken as K+ = (0,£3%) (solid red circles).



where 01, 09 and o3 are standard Pauli matrices and I
the is the unit matrix. The aforesaid Hamiltonian leads
to the massless pseudo-Dirac equation

LUFWO’Yaaa‘I’q(r) = wqVq(r), (3)

where wq = vp|q|. It is useful to note that the dispersion
relation itself adopts positive and negative solutions eq =
Ahwq identified by the conduction versus valence band
index A = +£1 (this reflects the sublattice or quasispin
index, which is not explicitly indicated here, and should
not be confused with the £ subscripts used to denote the
valley index associated with the two Dirac points K. ).

For brevity, we henceforth drop the subscript q. We
also note in passing that the spatial quasispinor currents
Jo = UTy%92% can be written as J* = J¢ + J¢ where
each of the terms

J¢ =yliosoae (a=1,2) (4)

incorporate both the electron and hole contributions.

B. Nanolanes with permeable bag boundaries

In principle, any external source that could break
the isotropy of the m-electron distribution in monolayer
graphene would produce an in-plane boundary condition
on quasispinors. The permeable bag boundary condi-
tions that will be of primary interest here are imposed
over (in-plane) quasispinor currents across contour lines
prescribed over an infinite graphene sheet. We shall con-
sider two such straight lines drawn in parallel across the
honeycomb lattice. These boundary lines confine a nar-
row quasi-1D region of the underlying lattice in between
that we refer to as a manolane. The cases of armchair
and zigzag nanolanes follow when the boundary lines are
set parallel to the armchair bonds and zigzag vertices,
respectively. These are visualized in Figs. and c. In
the schematics, the rectangular areas colored in light red
and blue show the nanolane regions and the thick dashed
same-color lines indicate the imposed boundary lines (see
also Fig. [{4|for the intermediate case of a tilted nanolane).

The permeable bag boundary conditions at a given
boundary line reads

Ji'n:pia (5)

where p4 are the permeabilities of the boundary in ques-
tion relative to quasispinor currents associated with 4.
Here, n = (n', n?) denotes the inward unit boundary nor-
mal and J1 = (J1,J3) the spatial quasispinor currents
with spatial components given in Eq. .

To obtain an armchair nanolane of width w, we set
the boundary positions at y = Fw/2, giving the corre-
sponding boundary normals as n = (0, £1). For a zigzag
nanolane of width w, we set the boundaries at © = Fw/2
and, hence, the boundary normals are n = (+1,0).

For further succinctness, we drop the subscripts & from
4 and py since (because of the block-diagonal form of

the Hamiltonian) the upcoming calculations can similarly
be repeated for either of the two quasispinor fields. We
also focus on the case of symmetric nanolanes for which
the permeability coefficients at the two boundaries are
equal (Figs. and c¢). In general, the boundary perme-
ability can vary with the wavevector q. However, as we
shall see later, the exact form of the permeability coeffi-
cient does not affect the energy spectrum for symmetric
nanolanes.

Before proceeding further, we emphasize that (1) the
nanolane construction involves no bond ‘cuts’ in the
background (infinite) honeycomb lattice, and (2) by defi-
nition, the nanolane width w can be varied continuously.
These properties distinguish nanolanes from nanoribbons.
In the latter case, the boundary lines are actual edges or
lattice termination points (e.g., with saturated bonds)
and the width can only vary over a discrete set of val-
ues (see Figs. and d). Yet, despite these differences,
the present model can formally reproduce the case of
nanoribbons as a special limit of nanolanes; i.e., upon
setting the boundary permeabilities to zero p = 0 and
shifting the boundary lines by a total offset of d to po-
sition them at their relevant termination sites (Figs. [1p
and d). The no-flux (or impermeable) form of bag bound-
ary conditions has indeed been applied to model graphene
nanoribbons before?2"2% hut with sizable departures from
the known tight-binding results?# 7 which we address
and clarify in Section [[ITD]

III. RESULTS

A. Armchair nanolanes

For an armchair nanolane, Eq. can be solved inside
the nanolane region (Jy| < w/2). The generic form of
solutions for the 2-spinor field are expectedly similar to
those of nanoribbons (see, e.g., Refs 1112326128129 § o

elt1® o—i0/2 - i0/2 -
— Lq2 —Llq2

Yg(z,y) = NGl [A ( 0i0/2 ) e"®Y+B (—e“’/2> e }7

(6)
where A and B are constants and § = tan~!(g;/g2). The
boundary conditions can be imposed through Eq. at
the top/bottom boundaries (Fig. [Th). Hence, with the
appropriate choice of boundary normals (Section [IIB)
and the relation o309 = —io1, we have

wTJZw’y:$w/2 =P (7)

at the bottom and top boundaries, respectively. Using
Eqs. (6) and (7), we find sin(gow) = 0 which gives
the permissible values of the wavevector component in
y-direction, g2, = nm/w where n is an integer. For
the original wavevectors k = (ki1,k2) in the first Bril-
louin zone, k; = g1 thus varies over the real axis, while
ko pn = 4m/(3d) + ¢2,, takes the discrete set of values

1) B
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FIG. 3. Solid blue line shows the energy bandgap, €z, of
armchair nanolanes as a function of rescaled nanolane width,
w/d, as obtained from Eq. @D Solid red line shows the
vanishing bandgap of zigzag nanolanes (Section . Solid
green curve shows that of an intermediate nanolane with tilt
angle @ = 7/9 between those of an armchair (a« = 0) and

zigzag nanolane (a = m/6); see Section [III C

The low-energy spectra of an armchair nanolane then fol-
lows as e, (k1) = thop (kI + k3 ,) 1/2 (with + signs here
accounting for the conduction and valence energy bands;
see Section [II A]). Hence, the energy bandgap is found as

1
o o 1A — ] 0<A—t<1

= )
e T D T e

for nonnegative integer £ = 0,1,2,... and A = 4w/3d.
Needless to say that expressions represents the min-
imum of energy gaps for a given ¢. For instance, tak-
ing £ = 0, the minimum gap for 0 < A < 1/2 is given
by € = (2mhvp)A/w, while for 1/2 < A < 1, it is
€g = (2mhop)|A — 1]/w, ete.

The gap function ¢, for an armchair nanolane is shown
in Fig. [3] solid blue line, as a function of the nanolane
width w. As dictated by Eq. @D, €z is a continuous piece-
wise linear function of w with specific peaks and troughs.
The peak values of €, vary over a wide range (dropping
from e; ~ 8 €V to sub-eV values) as the nanolane width
is increased modestly (from w/d ~ 1). The bandgap van-
ishes at the troughs that are obtained at w, = (3d/4)¢ for
¢ =1,2,3,..., as visualized in Fig. These particular
widths identify the metallic states of armchair nanolanes.

B. Zigzag naolanes

For a zigzag nanolane, Eq. (5)) can be written at the
left and right boundaries (Fig. [lc) as

?/)TUl’l/)\w:ij/Q =P (10)

This can be used with the general form of the solution @
to obtain the condition sin(¢;w) = 0 on the permissible
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FIG. 4. (a) Schematic view for an intermediate realization
of nanolane in which the honeycomb lattice is rotated by an
angle of a (compare with Fig. [I|c). (b) Energy bandgap, eg,
for an intermediate nanolane is shown as a function of w and
a/7 varying over the range 0 < o < /6.

values of the wavevector component in z-direction, q; ,, =
nm/w where n is an integer. Hence, ki ,, = g1, takes the
discrete set of values

nmw

[ 11
1, p” (11)

while k3 = g9 can vary over the real axis. The low-
energy spectra e, (k1) = thvp (kf + kg’n)l/Q thus show
vanishing bandgap €, = 0. In other words, the zigzag
nanolanes are always metallic regardless of their width.
This case corresponds to the solid red line in Fig.

C. Intermediate nanolanes

We now consider the intermediate case of nanolanes
realized by rotating the honeycomb lattice with a tilt
angle of a; see Fig. [dh. In the example of a suspended
graphene sheet over a rectangular trench, this realization
can be viewed as the lattice being rotated relative to the
edges of the trench. It is clear that the nanolane bandgap
will periodically change with a in such a way that it
reduces to armchair and zigzag states for « = 2j7/6 and
a = (27 + 1)7/6, respectively, where j is a nonnegative
integer. Using skew coordinates, it is straightforward to



obtain the generalized form of the wavevector k; ,, as

e o3

where 0 < o < /6. As expected, for « = 0 and 7/6,
the armchair and zigzag relations and are re-
covered (note that the zigzag nanolane in this case is
aligned along the z-axis, compare Figs. [dh and [Ik; hence,
to recover Eq. , one further requires a relabeling
k1 <> ko). The bandgap of intermediate nanolane is given
by Eq. @D provided one replaces A with

A g(%) sin (% foz) . (13)

The result for the intermediate angle @ = /9 is shown
alongside the armchair and zigzag results in Fig. [3| (green
curve). The energy bandgap of an intermediate nanolane
as a function of w and « is shown in Fig. [db. As seen, €,
exhibits mainly armchair-like behaviors along both the w
and the « axes for a < w/6. The bandgap here vanishes
at widths

3d

¢ (14)

for £ = 1,2,3,..., which identify the metallic states of
an intermediate nanolane. Equation [I4] reduces to its
previously mentioned armchair form when a = 0.

Our foregoing results indicate that the predicted
bandgaps of symmetric nanolanes with arbitrary o and w
are universal; i.e., they remain independent of the bound-
ary permeability p.

D. Nanoribbons as impermeable nanolanes

As noted before, our model can be specialized to
nanoribbons using the no-flux bag boundaries (p =
0)24720:28°50 with displaced boundary lines by a total off-
set of d to coincide with the respective armchair and
zigzag lattice termination sites for nanoribbons®? (Figs.
b and d). Hence, for armchair nanoribbons, the per-
missible wavevectors components ks ,, are obtained from

sin[(ke,, — 47 /3d)(w + d)] =0 (15)

where w here is allowed to vary only over the discrete
subset of values (subtypes)** =7 w/d = 3¢ £ 1 and 3/
(¢ =1,2,3,...). For w/d = 3¢ — 1, Eq. yields
kan = mr/(w + d) reproducing the standard gapless
states. For w/d = 3¢ and 3¢+ 1, Eq. yields kg, =
nw/(w+d)+4mr/(3d) and an energy band with no gapless
states. In the implementation of bag boundaries for Dirac
quasispinors in Refs 2829 the width of the confining area
is taken as w + d/2 instead of the correct value of w + d,
leading to doubly degenerate states for w/d = 3¢ — 1
therein that differ from the tight-binding results3457,
The nanoribbon limit of our nanolane model through Eq.

, however, provides a significantly closer agreement
with the tight-binding results. For instance, in compari-
son to the tight-binding results of Ref**, Ref*® produces
relative deviations |Aeg|/€e; up to around 30% (see Fig.
5 therein) when the width is reduced to w = 4d ~ 1 nm.
The nanoribbon limit from our model gives relative de-
viations of €; < 4% in comparison with Ref=? for all w.
This can be seen by comparing the bandgap calculated
from Eq. (armchair nanoribbons), i.e.,

€g 27 4 w
& _ = 1+ =
hup 1+w/d‘n+3( +d)

(16)
min
for integer n, with the tight-binding expression (see ap-
pendix A of Ref?)

€g 4/3 rIT
& _ V91149 o

where r = 1,2,...,N and N = 2(w/d) + 1. For the
narrowest gapped nanoribbon (w = 3d), Egs. and
(16]) give €z >~ 0.54 hur and 0.52 hvup, respectively, at the
relative 4% difference noted above. Our results thus indi-
cate that the continuum modeling can remain relatively
accurate down to just a couple of lattice spacings. This
contrasts the conclusion in Ref28 that attributes the re-
ported sizable deviations at small widths to the short-
comings of the continuum model. Our results and those
of Refs.282% and the tight-binding models asymptotically
converge at large widths.

For the limiting case of zigzag nanoribbons, our model
gives a simpler form of Eq. as sin[ky ,(w + d)] =
0 which produces a gapless energy band regardless of
the choice of w. This agrees with the tight-binding
results®¥37, The limiting zigzag nanoribbon obtained
from our nanolane model can however be distinguished
from zigzag nanoribbons in the following two aspects.
First, unlike the tight-binding results, the model here
gives a closed-form expression for the wavevector as in
Eq. . Second, it does not possess any edge-states.
The latter is expected, as the nanolanes in our model
produce no physical lattice termination edges. The edge-
states also appear to signify the Dirichlet boundary con-
ditions that are imposed asymmetrically relative to the
two different honeycomb sublattices of graphene sheet in
both the tight-binding®®*37 and previous massless Dirac
formulations®® but not in our model.

(17)

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have proposed a generalized form of bag boundary
conditions to address confinement of massless Dirac qua-
sispinors within permeable quasi-1D areas, introduced
as nanolanes, across an unbounded monolayer graphene
sheet. The problem is formulated within a contin-
uum field-theoretic approach that captures the essential
physics of low-energy electronic excitations over the hon-
eycomb lattice?223126127 The model nanolanes are ob-
tained by (1) introducing any pair of parallel straight



lines at arbitrary (hence, continuously varying) distance
from one another over an unbounded lattice, and (2) as-
signing finite permeabilities to quasispinor currents at
these boundaries. These constructions not only pre-
serve formal consistency of the model with the underlying
Dirac equation (as opposed to, e.g., Dirichlet boundary
conditions) but they also allow for the nanolane proper-
ties (here, specifically, the bandgap) to be tuned via con-
tinuous variables. The latter include the nanolane width
w and the tilt angle o that can itself be varied contin-
uously to cover all intermediate nanolane configurations
between armchair (o = 0) and zigzag (o = 7/6) states.

Armchair nanolanes are found to exhibit both metal-
ized and insulating states depending on w. By contrast,
zigzag nanolanes are found to be always metalized. The
quantitative predictions of our model remain accessible to
experimental verification. Specifically, our results predict
sizable bandgaps, e.g., up to ~ 2 €V for a nanometer-wide
nanolane, larger than those obtained from tight-binding
calculations in the case of nanoribbons (< 1 eV )27,

In the special limit that corresponds to graphene
nanoribbons (i.e., impermeable nanolanes with widths
varying only over a discrete set of admissible values),
our approach recovers the tight-binding bandgaps>4 37 to
within relative errors of only a few percents even at small
nanoribbon widths of a couple lattice spacings. In fact,
the bandgap in our approach is derived more straight-
forwardly and in only a few steps of calculation relative
to the tight-binding approach®”. In the limit of nanorib-
bons, we also clarify the source of discrepancies between
previous implementation of no-flux bag boundaries?® and
the tight-binding results (Section [[II D).

Our analysis assumes the validity of continuum-limit
quasispinor solutions @ (and evidently also the Dirac
dispersion relation, etc.) in the nanolane geometry at
hand. These kinds of solutions have previously been used
in the study of nanoribbons (see, e.g., Refs 11i22520128029)
The close agreements that these works and (to an im-
proved extent) our current work establish between the
continuum and tight-binding solutions give direct sup-
port to the applicability of continuum approach in an-
alyzing quasispinor properties of nanoribbons. A simi-
lar comparison between continuum results and the tight-
binding ones still remains to be conducted in the case of
nanolanes. Nevertheless, we expect deviations from the
continuum limit to be weaker in nanolanes as compared
with nanoribbons. This is because nanolanes involve a
weaker confinement of quasispinors that are allowed to
partially permeate to the unbounded graphene regions
outside the nanolane.

Our study can also facilitate theoretical modeling of
electronic confinement in graphene in a wider range of

realistic situations where the confinement is expected to
be nonideal. Possible realizations of boundary lines in
our model nanolanes may include arrays of adatoms de-
posited over a graphene sheet or, for a graphene sheet
suspended over a rectangular trench, the parallel con-
tact lines created between the sheet and the edges of the
trench. In the latter example, the contact lines across the
edges of the trench can generally be incommensurate with
armchair/zigzag edges of a nanoribbon and/or may not
necessarily be impermeable to quasispinor currents, mak-
ing the nanolane construction a more viable model for the
purpose (although further generalizations of the model,
e.g., by incorporation of substrate effects, may need to
be considered as well). While the proposed nanolanes
can be viewed as a promising toy-model to study elec-
tronic control in graphene-based nanosystems® ™ it is
also important to analyze its predictions using other
more comprehensive techniques such as first-principle
calculations?®48 which, for nanoribbons, predict sizable
corrections to the tight-binding results in closer agree-
ment with experiments??3,

As possible extensions of our analysis, one may con-
sider model nanolanes with non-identical boundary per-
meabilities and/or boundary lines of finite width. In
these or other possible generalizations of the problem, the
explicit form (e.g., wavevector-dependence) of the bound-
ary permeabilities might become relevant and require fur-
ther exploration. Such effects are manifestly absent in
the present context with symmetric nanolanes that ex-
hibit universal (permeability-independent) bandgaps.

Finally, we note that the special case of no-flux
bag boundaries can also be implemented in its indirect
form?429 as jv9n,9p = 1 while we have used its direct
form (i.e., Eq. with p = 0). Our inspections indi-
cate that the two formulations may not be necessarily
equivalent and it is the latter that accurately reproduces
the tight-binding results (in fact, the relevant nanorib-
bon subtypes w/d = 3¢ £ 1,3¢ do not emerge in the for-
mer case“®2%). In the nanolane context, the distinction
between the two formulations of bag boundaries is even
more apparent, as the boundaries exhibit finite perme-
abilities to quasispinor currents.
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