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A novel hierarchy of fractional quantum Hall FQH ) states in the lowest Landau level (LL) is
proposed to explain recently observed FQH fractions such as = 5=13, 3/8, or 4/11. Based on
the analysis of their Interaction pseudopotentials, it is argued that the Laughlin quasiparticles
(particles/holes in a partially lled com posite ferm ion LL) form pairs. T hese pairs are proposed to
have Laughlin correlations w ith one another and to form condensed states at a sequence of fractions
which includes allnew fractions observed in experim ent.
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Introduction. Pan et al. 'E.'] recently observed frac—
tional quantum Hall FQH) i_?.’] m inin a in the diagonal
resistivity of a two-din ensionalelectron gas at novel Ik
ing fractions ofthe lowest Landau kvel (LL).The new
soinpolarized FQ H states occurat lling factors outside
the Jain sequence B] of com posite ferm ion (CF) states.
Som e of them , as = 4=11 or 4/13, appear In the Hal-
dane hierarchy EI] ofquasiparticle QP ) condensates, but
their \hierarchical"” interpretation was questioned E_ﬂ] be-
cause ofthe speci c form oftheQP {QP interaction. O th—
ers, such as the = 3=8 or 3/10 states, do not belong
to the Haldane hierarchy, and the origin of their incom —
pressbility ispuzzling in an even m ore cbviousway. Pan
et al. take their observations as evidence for residual
CF {CF interactions, but at the sam e tin e they ignore
the theoretical investigations in which these interactions
were studied in detail E, :_d, -'j]. C onsequently, they con—
clude that the origin ofthe cbserved FQ H states rem ains
unresolved. In this ktter we propose an explanation for
these new states involing form ation of QP pairs which
display Laughlin correlationsw ith one another.

F irst, wepresentbrie y the connection between theCF
m odel (equivalent to them ean— eld Chem {Sim onstrans—
form ation) §]and the QP hierarchy §,13,4]to show that
the form ofthe \residualCF {CF interactions" is neither
m ysteriousnorunknown. O n the contrary, the pseudopo—
tentialsV R ) (de ned as dependence of pair interaction
energy on relative pair angular m om entum ) describing
these interactions at short range have been calculated
Ej, :§, :_‘1], and the long-range behavior can be readily un—
derstood from the nature of the (fractionally) charged
QP '’s that interact w ith one another by the (repulsive)
Coulomb potential. Tt is worth noting the im possibil-
ity of deriving V R ) from the literally understood CF
picture, where i is interpreted as the di erence between
Coulomb and gauge interactionsbetween uctuationsbe-
yond themean eld. Second, we recalltwo sin ple types
oftw o-body correlations, Laughlin correlationsand pair-
ng, that m ay occur In an Interacting system depending
on the 1ling factor and on whether V R) is super-

or subham onic at the relevant range i_d]. T hen, know —
ing the QP {QP pseudopotential Vop R ), we apply the
concept of Laughlin condensed states of (pbosonic) pairs
(used earlier orthe electrons in then = 1 LL to descrbe
such FQH statesas = 5=2 or 7/3 E_Q]) to the parti-
clesorhols in a partially lled CF LL, ie., to Laughlin
quasielectrons QE’s) or quasiholes QH’s). Fially, we
propose the existence of novel hierarchy FQH states in
w hich the incom pressibility resuls from the condensation
of QP pairs QE;’s or QH,’s) into Laughlin correlated
pair states. The series of FQH states derived from the
parent = 1=3 state include all novel fractions reported
byPanetal: = 5=13,3/8,4/11,and 6/17 fortheQE’s
and = 5=17,3/10,4/13,and 6/19 forthe QH's.

Standard num erical calculations for N electrons are
notuseful for studying the Laughlin correlated pair states
because convincing results require too large valies ofN .
For a m eaningfi1l test, at least three QP pairs need be
considered. For = 4=11 this occurs or N = 18 elec-
trons and the total ux 21 = 45, which seem s beyond
reach of exact diagonalization and explains the lack of
earlier num erical evidence. In this letter we take advan—
tage ofthe know ledge ofthe dom lnant featuresofVgg R )
to diagonalize two interacting QE system s corresoond-—
ing to = 5=13 and 3/8. A though the results con m
nondegenerate ground states and an exciation gap, they
should be considered as a m ere illustration in support of
our idea, w hile the m ost convincing argum ents lie in the
analysis of QP {Q P pseudopotentials and in good agree-
m ent w ith experim ent. Som ewhat sim ilar, detailed cal-
culations were recently carried out by M andal and Jain
ti0] in search of the = 4=11, 5/13, and 6/17 states.
H owever, these authors did not study system s w ith the
valiesof N ;21) predicted in ourm odel (@nd their results
did not Indicate incom pressibility) .

QP {QP Pseudopotential. The nature ofQP correla-—
tions depends critically on the pseudopotential Vgop R )
describing theirpair interaction energy Vo p asa finction
of relative pair angular m om entum R . W e have shown
earlier i_é, l_é] that the correlations are ofthe Laughlin type
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FIG.1l: (@) Interaction pseudopotentialsV R ) for a pair of
QE’softhe Laughlin = 1=3 state calculated for the system s
ofup to N = 12 elctrons on a sphere. () D ependence of
the lrading Q E pseudopotential coe cients corresponding to
the sn allest values of R on N '. Extrapolation toN * ! 0
corresponds to an in nite planar system .

(ie., the particles tend to avoid pair states w ith one or
more of the an allest values of R = 1, 3, ...) only if
V R ) is \superham onic" at the relevant values ofR for
a given ling factor (specically, atR = 2p 1 for

Cp+ 1) ', wherep= 1,2, ...). Laughlin correla—
tions de ned in this way justify reapplication ofthe CF
picture to the Q P 'sto select the low est statesofthewhole
m any-body spectrum , and lad to the incom pressble Q P
\daughter" states of the standard CF hierarchy i_d]. The
superhamm onic repulsion is de ned as one for which V
decreasesm ore quickly than linearly asa finction ofthe
average particlke{particle ssparation r* for the consec—
utive pair eigenstates labeled by R . In spherical geom —
etry Ef], m ost convenient for nite-size calculations, this
m eans that V increases m ore quickly than linearly as a
function of L (L + 1), ie., ofthe squared totalpair angu—
larmomentum L = 21 R, where 1lis the singleparticlke
angularm om entum .

The qualitative behavior of the QP {QP interaction
pseudopotential Vop R) at short range is welkknown
from num erical studies of am all system s E_:Jz, :_6, :j]. In
Fig. -'_]:(a) we compare Vog R) calculated for the sys—
tems of N = 9 to 12 electrons. The zero of energy is
not detem ined very accurately In nite system s, and an
extrapolation to lJarge N is needed to restore the posi-
tive sign of Vog R ), as shown in Fjg.-:I:(b). H ow ever,
only the relative values are of In portance, since adding
a constant toV R ) doesnot a ect correlations and only
shifts the whole m any-body spectrum by a (di erent)
constant. On the other hand, the repulsive character
of the QP {QP interaction and the long-range behavior
of Vop R) R ™2 fllow from the fact that QP’s are
charged particles (the form of QP charge density a ects
Vop only at short range, com parable to the QP size).

Combining the above argum ents, i is clear that the
dom inant features of Vo are the smallvaluieatR = 1
and a strong maxinum at R = 3. This result ismost

apparent in the calculation of Lee et al. [j]. A nalogous
analysis forthe QH'’syieldsmaxinaatR = 1 and 5, and
nearly vanishing Vg gy (3). In portantly, these conclusions
do not require such assum ptions as zero layer thickness
w or In nite m agnetic eld B, and thus they are read—
ily applicable to the experim entalFQ H system s. This is
In contrast to the literally understood CF m odelin which
theweak \residual" CF {CF interactionsare said to resul
from partialcancellation ofstrong C oulom b and gauge in—
teractions between the electrons. T hese two Interactions
have very di erent character and, for exam ple, depend
di erently on w or B g]. T his prevents draw ing con—
clusions about even the sign ofVgp from the CF m odel
alone (which nevertheless ram ainsa usefilpicture for cer—
tain other properties of Laughlin Q P ’s). Let us also note
that while features in Vop R ) re ect the intemal struc-
ture ofQ P ’s interacting through bare C oulom b potential
V () r!, t may be convenient to picture QP’s as
point particles interacting through an appropriatem odel
potential, Hrexample Vo (r) @2+ @ b)?) ™2 wih
amaxinum at r= b correspondingto R = 3.

QP Pairing. It is evident that because Vgg 3) >
Vor (1), the QFE system doesnot support Laughlin corre—
lations. Instead, we expect that at least som eoftheQE’s
willform pairs QE;) atR = 1. A paired state would be
characterized by a greatly reduced fractional parentage
G i_é] from the strongly repulsive R = 3 state com pared
to the Laughlin correlated state, %nd have lower total in—
teraction energy E = N N 1) , GR)V R).Letus
stress that such pairing is not a resul of som e attractive
QE {QE interaction, but due to an obvious tendency to
avoid the m ost strongly repulsive R = 3 pair state. At
su ciently high Q E density this can only be achieved by
having signi cant G (1), which can be interpreted aspair-
Ing into the QE, m olecules. By analogy, the Q H pairing
is expected in the low-energy R = 3 state. T he range of
QP Illing factors gp atwhich pairing can be considered
is lin ited by the condition that the ssparation between
the closest pairsm ust exceed the pair size. W hile for the
QFE pairswith R = 1 thisissatis edatany gg < 1, the
QH pairingwith R = 3 can only occurat oy < 1=3.

B ecause of the Iim ited know ledge 0ofVyp at ntem edi-
ate R , we cannot com pltely preclude pairing into larger
mokculs 9. QEy'swith R = 5orQHy’swith R = 7)
thatm ight occur at approprietly Iowervaluesof gp . W e
also realize that whetheralloronly som e ofthe Q P ’s form
pairsm ight depend on ¢p, but here we concentrate on
the sin pler, com plktepairing scenario, discussed in the
context of electrons partially 1ling then = 1 LL ['Q:].

Laughlin Correlations Between Pairs. Having estab—
lished that the QP uid consists of Q P, m olecules, the
QP,{QP, interactions need be studied to understand
correlations. Here, the QP ,’s will be treated as bosons,
although in two dim ensions they can be easily converted
to ferm dons by a transform ation consisting of attach-
ment ofone ux quantum . The QP , {Q P, interaction is



described by an e ective pseudopotential Vgop, R ) that
Includes the correlation e ects caused by the fact that
the tw opair wavefinction m ust be sym m etric under ex—
change of the whole QP, bosons and at the same tine
antisym m etric under exchange of any pair of the QP
ferm ions. This problem is analogous to that of inter—
action between the electron pairs in then = 1 LL :{51].

A Yhough we do not know Vgp, R ) accurately, we ex—
pect that sihce it is due to the repulsion between the
QP ’s that belong to di erent Q P, pairs, i m ight be su—
perham onic at the range corresponding to theQP,{Q P,
separation. For exam ple, the tendency to avoid the pair-
QE state at R = 3 that is responsibl for QE pairing
is also expected to cause spatial ssparation ofthe QE,’s
In order to reduce the contrdbution to the parentage G (3)
com Ing from pairsofQ E 'sthatbelongtodi erentQE ,’s.
O ur num erical results for four QE’s (calculations of the
expectation value of the interaction energy for a m odel
QE {QE pseudopotential in the eigenstates of a pairing
Interaction H am iltonian) seem to supportthisidea. How —
ever, in contrast to then = 1 electron LL Ei], the lJack of
accurate data for Vop at the interm ediate range m akes
such calculations uncertain.

Condensed P air States. The assum ption of Laughlin
correlationsbetw een the Q P, bosons for the relevant val-
ues of gp Implies the sequence of Laughlin condensed
Q P, states that can be conveniently described using the
\com posite boson" (CB) m odel @]. Let us use soherical
geom etry and consider the system ofN; ferm ions Q P ’s)
each wih (Integralor halfintegral) angular m om entum
L (le.,ihall ofdegeneracy g; = 24+ 1). Neglecting the

nite-size corrections, this corresponds to the 1ling fac—
tor 1 = N;=0g; . Letthe ferm ionsform N, = %N 1 bosonic
pairseach with angularmomentum L = 21 R i,where
R isan odd integer. The ling factor for the system of
pairs, de ned as , = N,=g, where g, = 2L + 1, equals
to , = % 1. The allowed states of two bosonic pairs
are lbeled by totalangularmomentum L = 2L R,
whereR , isan even integer. O falleven values ofR ,, the
lowest few are not allow ed because of the P auli exclision
principle applied to the individual ferm ions. The con—
dition that the two-ferm ion states w ith relative angular
mom entum gm aller than R; are forbidden is equivalent
to the elim ination ofthe stateswih R, 4R ; from the
two-boson H ibert space. Such a \hard core" can be ac-
counted forby a CB transform ation w ith 4R ; m agnetic

ux quanta attached to each boson ﬂ_l-]_;] T his gives the
e ective CB angularmomentum L, = L 2R; N, 1),
e ective LL degeneracy g, = 92 4R, N, 1), and ef-
fective lling factor , = (,° 4R;) 1.

The CB’sde ned in this way condense into their only
allowed 1, = 0 state (, = 1 ) when the correspond-
Ing ferm ion system has the m aximum density at which
pairing is still possble, 1 = Rl1 . At ower lling fac-
tors, the CB LL is degenerate and the spectrum of all
allowed states of the N, CB’s represents the spectrum

TABLE I: The = 1=3 hierarchy of Laughlin states ofQP
r
pairs. Fractions in boldface have been reported in Ref. [L].

q 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
o 2/3 1/2 2/5 1/3 2/7 1/4 2/9 1/5
5/13 3/8 7/19 4/11 9/25 5/14 11/31 6/17
on 2/7 1/4 2/9 1/5 2/11 1/6 2/13 1/7
5/17 3/10 7/23 4/13 9/29 5/16 11/35 6/19

of the corresponding paired ferm ion system . In partic—
ular, using the assum ption of the superham onic form
of boson {boson repulsion, condensed CB states are ex—
pected at a series of Laughlin  lling factors , = 2q) ' .
Here, 29 is an even integer corresponding to the num -
ber of additionalm agnetic ux quanta attached to each
CB in a subsequent CB transformation, L, ! 1L =
L e \PA 1), to describbe Laughlin correlations be-
tween the origihalCB’s of angularm om entum 1, . From
the relation between the ferm ion and CB  lling factors,

11 = (4 ,)*!* +R;,we nd the Hllowing sequence of
fractions corresponding to the Laughlin condensed pair
states, ,* = g2+ R;. Finally, we set R, = 1 forthe
QE’sand R; = 3 for the QH's, and use the hierarchy
equation B, ' = 2p+ (I gp) !, to calulate the

follow ing sequences of electron lling factors, , derived
from theparent = (p+ 1) ! state
L=2p+1 @+a2)t; @)

where\ " correspondstotheQE’sand \+ " totheQH 's.
Rem arkably, all the fractions reported by Pan et al. are
am ong those predicted for the = 1=3 parent and listed
in Tab.'t"t. Note also that the sam e valuesofg= 1, 2, 4,
and 8 describe both observed QE and Q H states. Thisin—
dicates sim iflarity ofthe QE {QE and QH {Q H psesudopo—
tentials and suggests that both Vg, and Vo, may be
superhamm onic only at the corresponding four values of
R (In such case, rem aining fractions ofTab.i could not
be observed even in m ost ideal sam ples) . A nother possi-
bility isonly partialpairing ofQ P ’s at som e ofthe ling
factors. Since the pseudopotentials for QP ’s of di erent
Laughlin states are quite sin ilar E:], let us also list the
fractionsofthe = 1=5hierarchy correspondingtog= 1,
2,4,and 8: = 5=23,3/14,4/19,and 6/29 ortheQE's
and = 5=27,3/16,4/21,and 6/31 forthe QH's.

Num erical Resulks. A s an illustration, we perform ed
exact-diagonalization calculations on a sphere for sys—
tem s 0f Q E ’s interacting through a m odel psesudopoten—
tialw ith only one coe cient, V g (3) = 1. Becausea har—
m onic pseudopotential does not change the m any-body
elgenstatesand only shifts the energy soectrum by a temm
that is Inearin L. (L + 1), such choice 0ofVg g m eans that
we neglect all anham onic contributions to the QE {QE
Interaction except for the strongestoneatR = 3 E,:_é, :2:].

In a num erical calculation it is in portant to account
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FIG.2: Low energy spectra (energy E as a function of total
angularmomentum L) of16 QE’sat 2Ly = 25 corresponding
to gr = 2=3 and = 5=13 @) and 10 QE’s at 2L = 17
corresponding to gg = 1=2 and = 3=8 ().

for the nite-size correctionswhen calculating N ; and L
corresponding to a given .Asan exampl for = 5=13
corresponding to g 1 = 2=3and g= 1, we pick

Nog N3 = 18 and calulate N, = IN; = 9,1 =
qN, 1)=8,L =1L+ 2R; N, 1)= 24,and nally
2bE 2 = L+1= 25.ThisQE system representsN =
N1+ 2L 1= 42ekctronsat2l= 2( 1)+2p®N 1)=
105. For = 3=8 correspondingto ; = 1=2 and g= 2,

wepik N; = 10 and calculateN, = 5,1 = 8, L = 16,
and nally 21; = 17. This system represents N = 26
and 21= 65. Let us note that :che values of (N ;21) used
here di er from those ofRef. [:LQ:] w here pairing betw een
QP’swas not considered. The energy spectra for these
two system s are shown in FJg:_ﬁ They both show a
nondegenerate (L = 0) ground state and a nite gap.
The very sinplke QE {QE pseudopotentialwe used did
not give the expected L = 0 ground state In every casewe
tested. However, the owest L = 0 state was always the
lowest state or an all values of L. which suggests that i
m ight becom e an absolute ground state ifthe appropriate
ham onic termm was included in Vg . Further num erical
studies of the energy spectra and of the coe cients of
fractionalparentage G m ay clarify whether this is caused
by the use of an oversin pli ed m odelpseudopotential or
perthaps only partial QE pairing at g < 1=2.
Conclisions. W e have studied the QP {QP interac—
tions leading to novel spinpolarized FQH states in the
Iowest LL .U sing the know ledge ofQ P {Q P pseudopoten—
tials and a generaldependence ofthe form ofcorrelations
on the super-or subham onic behavior of the pseudopo-
tential, we have shown that QP’s form pairs over a cer—
taln range of 1lling factor ¢p . Then,we argued that the
correlations between the QP pairs should be of Laughlin

type and proposed a hierarchy of condensed paired QP

states, in analogy to the paired states in the excited elec—
tron LL studied earlier. T he proposed hierarchy of frac—
tions agrees rem arkably wellw ith the recent experim ent
of Pan et al. E:]. H owever, m ore detailed calculations
are needed to understand w hy only som e ofthe predicted
statesw ere observed. In particular, further studiesm ight
verify the possbility of only partial pairing and fom a—
tion ofm ixed liquids containing both paired and unpaired
QP’sat ling factors corresponding to g > 2. A lso, the
whole = 1=5 hierarchy is yet to be con m ed experi-
m entally. F inally, stability ofthe proposed states against
spoin excitationsat low Zeem an energy needs to be tested,
as a partially polarized = 4=11 state was suggested
by Park and Jain i_l-g:], and its particle-hole conjigate,

= 7=11, appears unpolarized in experin ent E}'].
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