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Electrostatic theory for im aging experim ents on localcharges in quantum H allsystem s
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W e use a sim ple electrostatic treatm entto m odelrecentexperim entson quantum Hallsystem s,

in which charging oflocalised states by addition ofinteger or fractionally-charged quasiparticles

is observed. Treating the localised state as a com pressible quantum dot or antidot em bedded in

an incom pressible background,we calculate the electrostatic potentialin its vicinity as a function

ofits charge,and the chem icalpotentialvalues at which its charge changes. The results o�er a

quantitative fram ework foranalysisofthe observations.

PACS num bers:73.43.Cd,73.21.La,73.23.H k

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Recent im aging experim ents1,2 on quantum Hallsys-

tem shaveresolved individuallocalised statesand identi-

� ed discretecharging eventsin which thechargeofthese

statesjum pswhen the m ean electron density ofthe sys-

tem is altered. The experim ents use a scanning probe

carryinga single-electron transistor4,5 to m easurelocally

the electrostatic potential and the com pressibility6 of

the two-dim ensionalelectron gas form ing the quantum

Hall system . For a system close to an integer quan-

tum Hallplateau, the charging events are believed to

involve the addition or rem ovalofa single electron1 to

or from the localised state. Close to a fractionalquan-

tum Hallplateau,by contrast,theobserved jum psin lo-

calised chargecorrespondtothem ovem entoffractionally

charged quasiparticles.2 The latterm easurem entsthere-

fore provide a very direct probe ofthese quasiparticles,

whoseexistenceiscentralto the theory ofthefractional

quantum Halle� ect.3

In thispaper,m otivated by these experim ents,we set

out a sim ple description ofa localised state in a quan-

tum Hallsystem for a regim e where behaviour is dom -

inated by Coulom b interactions. W e treat interactions

using the Thom as-Ferm iapproxim ation,m aking use of

thewell-established pictureforscreeningin integerquan-

tum Hallsystem s,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15 in which the sam -

ple is divided into com pressible regions where the local

Landau-level� llingfactorisnon-integer,and incom press-

ibleregionswherethe� llingfactorisinteger.Takingthis

approach,a localised variation in chargedensity,em bed-

ded in an incom pressible background,m ay be induced

around a m axim um orm inim um in the electrostatic po-

tentialduetodonorsand im purities.In thisway,aquan-

tum dot or antidot is form ed with a net charge that is

an integerm ultiple ofthe electron charge foran incom -

pressiblebackground with integer� lling factor.To treat

localised states in fractionalquantum Hallsystem s,we

sim ply assum ethatquasiparticlechargereplaceselectron

charge.W hilethetheory ofsuch quantum dotshasbeen

discussed in som edetailpreviously,9,13,14 and reducesto

a standard problem in electrostatics,16 a calculation of

quantities relevant for im aging experim ents has not,so

farasweknow,been presented previously.W ehopethat

theresultswedescribeherewillbeusefulin furtheranal-

ysisofthe observations.

II. M O D ELLIN G

To be de� nite,we discuss electrons partially � lling a

Landau levelto form a quantum dot,which has charge

density �(r) as a function ofposition r in the plane of

thetwo-dim ensionalelectron gas.An im purity potential

Vim p(r)and thescreened potentialVscr(r)arerelated by

Vscr(r)= Vim p(r)�
e

4�""0

Z

d
2
r
0 �(r

0)

jr� r
0j
; (1)

where we denote the electron charge by � e. Using the

Thom as-Ferm iapproxim ation for a quantum Hallsys-

tem ,�(r)= 0 in the incom pressible region surrounding

thedot.Throughoutthecom pressibleregion thatm akes

up the dot,screening isperfectand electronsarefree to

adjust their density so that Vscr(r) = �,the chem ical

potential. The screening charge density is restricted to

lie within the lim its 0 < � �(r) < �m ax,where �m ax is

the m agnitude ofthe charge density in a � lled Landau

level;we consider only im purity potentials  at enough

thatthisupperlim itcan beignored.W echooseVim p(r)

to havean axially sym m etric,parabolicm inim um atthe

origin,so that

Vim p(r)= K r
2 (2)

within the radiusrd ofthe com pressibleregion.

Im agingexperim ents1,2,5 probetheelectrostaticpoten-

tial� (r;z)due to the charge in the localised state rep-

resented by the dot. W e idealise the electron gas as a

charge sheet ofvanishing thickness,located exactly at

the interface between sem iconductor and vacuum ,with

relativedielectricconstants"1 and "2 = 1.Theresulting

electrostaticproblem isequivalentto onein which there

isa singlem edium with dielectricconstant"= ("1 + "2).

Thisapproxim ationisgoodprovidedrd islargecom pared
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with thethicknessoftheelectron gasand com pared with

itsdepth below the sem iconductorsurface,which seem s

to be the case in the experim ents ofRef.1 and 2. The

potentialsatis� esLaplace’sequation in threedim ensions,

excepton the plane ofthe electron gaswithin the com -

pressibleregion,wherethe boundary condition

� e� (r;0)= �� Vim p(r) for r6 rd (3)

applies.In addition,in theincom pressibleregion,con-

sistency requires

� e� (r;0)> �� Vim p(r) for r> rd : (4)

The solution can be written in the form 16

� (r;z)=

Z 1

0

dkA(k)J0(kr)e
� kjzj

; (5)

with

A(k)=

Z rd

0

f(t)cos(kt)dt: (6)

where,forthe parabolicpotentialofEq.(2),

f(t)=
2

�e
(2K t

2
� �): (7)

Thechargedensity in thecom pressibleregion isdeter-

m ined from

�(r)

""0
= �

d�

dz

�
�
�
�
z= 0+

+
d�

dz

�
�
�
�
z= 0�

(8)

forr� rd.Thevalueofthechem icalpotentialis� xed by

the requirem entsthatEq.(4)issatis� ed and thatthere

isno divergencein in the chargedensity:itis

�= 2K r
2
d: (9)

W ith this,the chargedensity forr6 rd is

�(r)= �
16K ""0

�e

q

r2
d
� r2 (10)

(a resultgiven previously in,for exam ple,Ref.14) and

the totalchargeon the dotis

Q = 2�

Z rd

0

rdr�(r)= � e

�
rd

�

�3
; (11)

wherewehaveintroduced the length scale

��

�
3e2

32K ""0

�1=3
: (12)

Itisalso usefulto calculate the totalenergy E (Q )of

the chargeon the dot,which can bedone by integrating

therelation �= � e@E (Q )=@Q ,usingEqns.(9)and (11).

W e � nd

E (Q )=
6

5
K �

2

�
� Q

e

� 5=3

: (13)

Atthisstage,we take accountofthe factthatcharge

is discrete by setting Q = � N e,where the num ber of

electronscontained in the dotisN = 1;2;3;:::In conse-

quence,the dotradiustakesthe values

rd = �N
1=3

: (14)

Having restricted the charge to these discrete values,

� (r;0)isno longerrelated to the chem icalpotentialfor

the sam ple by Eq.(3): instead,com bining Eq.(3) and

Eq.(9),onehas

� e� (r;0)= 2K r
2
d � Vim p(r) for r6 rd :

Thevaluesof�atwhich chargejum psoccurcan befound

by m inim ising thefreeenergy F = E (Q )� �N ofthedot

in equilibrium with a charge reservoir,over integer N ,

and considering the resultasa function of�. From the

expression

F =
6

5
K �

2
N

5=3
� �N (15)

we � nd thatthe valuesof� atwhich the occupation of

the dotchangesbetween N and N + 1 are

�N $ N + 1 =
6

5
K �

2[(N + 1)5=3 � N
5=3]: (16)

Next we evaluate the electrostatic potential � (r;z).

Com bining Eqns.(5),(7)and (14),wehave

�N (r;z) = �
4K

�e

Z �
3
p
N

0

dt(�2N 2=3
� t

2)�

�

Z 1

0

e
� kjzjcos(kt)J0(kr)dk: (17)

In this expression,the integralon k can be evaluated

analytically butthe one on tm ustbe done num erically.

Theresultcan bewritten in term softhescaled variables

�= r=�,� = z=�and � = t=�as

�N (��;��)=
� e

4�""0�
FN (�;�) (18)

with

FN (�;�)=
3

2

Z 3
p
N

0

d�(N 2=3
� �

2)

"p
�4 + 4�2�2 + �2

2�4 + 8�2�2)

#1=2

where�2 = �2 + �2 � �2.

Farfrom thedot,for(�2 + �2)> > N 2=3,theseexpres-

sionsreduceto

�N (r;z)=
� N e

4�""0

1
p
r2 + z2

; (19)
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FIG .1:The scaled electrostatic potentialFN (�;�)asa func-

tion ofscaled radius� and height� from thecentreofthedot,

forN = 1 (lowersurface),N = 2 and N = 3 (uppersurface).
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FIG .2: FN as a function of�,at �xed height � above the

dot.In each graph,thecurvesareforN = 1 (lowest),N = 2,

N = 3,and N = 4 (highest).

asexpected.

Thedependenceofthefunction FN (�;�)on �and � is

illustrated in Fig.1,and itsvariation with �at� xed � is

shown in Fig.2.

Since in experim ent this potentialwilladd to other

contributions, for exam ple, from � xed background

charges,itisusefultofocuson thepotentialchangesaris-

ing from jum psin the charge ofthe dot. These changes

are proportionalto � FN (�;�)� FN + 1(�;�)� FN (�;�),

and thisfunction isshown in Fig.3.
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FIG . 3: Electrostatic potential changes (proportional to

�F N )produced by jum psin thecharge ofthedot,asa func-

tion of�,at�xed distances,� = 0 and � = 1 above the dot.

In each graph,thedi�erentcurvesareforN = 1 (thehighest

curve at � = 0),N = 2,N = 3,N = 10 and N = 20 (the

lowestcurve at� = 0).

III. D ISC U SSIO N

There is scope to com pare these results with experi-

m entin severaldi� erentways.

First,the m oststriking feature ofthe observationsis

the factthat,considering behaviourasa function ofav-

erageelectron density n and  ux density B ,a particular

charging event takes place on a line in the n-B plane

which isparallelto one ofthe linesofinteger� lling fac-

tor �. Such behaviour is built into the m odelwe have

studied.In particular,supposethatN L Landau levelsin

the sam plearecom pletely � lled,so thatthe chargeden-

sity within the quantum dot(�(r)in Eq.(1))liesin the

(N L + 1)th level.In thatcase,ifn and B vary together

along a line in the n-B plane parallelto � = N L ,the

chargedensity variation in thesam pleisuniform in space

and the screened potentialrem ains constant;as a con-

sequence,the charge ofthe quantum dot is unchanged.

Conversely,chargingeventsareproduced by m oving in a

perpendiculardirection in the n-B plane. Thisaccount

om itsthesingle-particlecontribution,(N L + 1=2)~!c,to

the energy ofthe charge within the dot. The approxi-

m ation is justi� ed because the electrostatic part ofthe

energy ofthe two-dim ensionalelectron gasisdom inant.
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Turning to m ore speci� c aspects ofour m odelling,it

isusefulto focuson resultsthatare independentofthe

m odelparam eterK in Eq.(2)and ofm easurem entcal-

ibration.Two such results(which are physically related

to each other) are the power laws appearing in the de-

pendenceofdotradiuson electron num ber,Eq.(14),and

in the chem icalpotentialvalues at which charge jum ps

occur,Eq.(16). W hile dot radius is probably di� cult

to m easure precisely,because ofissues ofresolution,as

discussed below,the relative size ofchem icalpotential

stepsrequired to add a sequenceofchargesshould bean

accessible quantity. Speci� cally,charge jum ps are pro-

duced experim entallybyachangein thebackgatevoltage

applied to a sam ple:1,2 � tting the ratio ofvoltage steps

forsuccessive jum psto Eq.(16)would provide a testof

thetheory wehavepresented and a determ ination ofthe

num berofelectronswithin thedot.Deviationsfrom the

theory would ariseeitherifthecon� ning potentialisnot

parabolic,or,m ore interestingly,ifm any-body correla-

tionswithin the com pressible region,which are om itted

from Thom as-Ferm itheory,m ake an im portant contri-

bution to the totalenergy ofthe electrons in the dot.

Even in these cases,we expectasa robustfeature a de-

creasein the size ofvoltage stepsbetween chargejum ps

aselectron num berincreases.

In addition,onecan attem ptan absolutecom parisonof

theoreticaland experim entalquantities. As an illustra-

tion,suppose�= 200 nm and N = 10,so thatrd = 430

nm ,and consider a m easurem ent ofthe potentialby a

scanning probe ata heightz = 200 nm above the sam -

ple.Taking,forG aAs,"1 = 13,we � nd from Eq.(18)a

changein electrostaticpotentialwhen a furtherelectron

isadded,ofsize� �10(r= 0;z = 200nm )= 520�V.This

issim ilarto thestep sizeof180�V reported in Ref.2;an

exactm atch could presum ably bearranged by adjusting

�,N orz. Beyond this,one can regard ourcalculation

of� F (�;�),illustrated in Fig.3,as a determ ination of

the resolution function forthe im aging technique.

In sum m ary,wehavepresented a sim plem odelforthe

im aging experim entsofRef. 1 and 2. A closercom par-

ison between observations and calculations should help

determ inethenum bersofelectronscontained in localised

statesand thespatialsizeofthesestates,whiledeviations

ofm easurem entsfrom thistheory m ay be an indication

ofcorrelation e� ects.
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