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T heory ofinteger quantum H alle�ect in graphene

Igor F. Herbut

Departm ent ofPhysics,Sim on Fraser University,Burnaby,British Colum bia,Canada V5A 1S6

Theobserved quantization oftheHallconductivity in grapheneathigh m agnetic�eldsisexplained

as being due to the dynam ically generated spatialm odulation ofeither the electron spin or the

density,as decided by the details of Coulom b interaction on the scale of lattice constant. It is

predicted that at a large in-plane com ponent ofthe m agnetic �eld such ordering m ay be present

only at the �lling factor f = � 1 and absent otherwise. O ther experim entalconsequences ofthe

theory are outlined.

G raphene is a two-dim ensionalsem i-m etalwith gap-

less Dirac-like excitations near two points in the Bril-

louin zone[1],[2].W hen placed in theuniform m agnetic

�eld ofseveralTesla itexhibitsplateausin theHallcon-

ductivity at integer �lling factors f = 4n + 2,[3],[4],

just as im plied by the Landau level(LL) spectrum of

the single-particle Dirac equation [5],with each LL be-

ing four-fold degenerate in spin and sublattice indices.

Although the strength ofthe Coulom b interaction be-

tween the conducting electronsin graphene issim ilarto

the bandwidth, the sem i-m etallic ground state at zero

m agnetic�eld indicatesthatitisbelow thecriticalvalue

needed forinsulation [6],[7].

At m agnetic �elds above � 10T,however,additional

quantum Hall(Q H) states at f = 0;� 1;� 4 appear [8].

Plateausin the Hallconductivity atotherintegers,such

as at f = � 3 or f = � 5 for exam ple,are at the sam e

tim e conspicuously absent,even atthe highestm agnetic

�eld of45T. The experim ent [8]also suggests that the

activation gaps at f = � 4 are likely to be due to the

Zeem an splitting ofthe�rstLL.Thequantization atf =

� 1,however,im pliesthatthefourfold degeneracy ofthe

zeroth LL hasbeen com pletely lifted,which callsforthe

inclusion oftheCoulom b interactionsinto consideration.

The theory ofthe integer Q H e�ect in graphene would

thus have at least to provide answers to the following

questions:a)why hasthefourfold degeneracy ofonlythe

n = 0 LL been com pletely lifted at the m agnetic �elds

and sam plesunderstudy,b)why do new incom pressible

statesatf = 0;� 1;� 4 require higherm agnetic �eldsto

appearthan those atf = 4n + 2,and �nally,c)whatis

the nature ofthe interacting ground states at di�erent

�lling factors?

The �rst question m ay be im m ediately answered by

postulating thattheDiracferm ionshaveacquired an ef-

fective gap in a form ofa ‘relativistic m ass’due to the

Coulom b interaction [9]. Such a gap reducesthe degen-

eracy ofonly thezeroth LL.Including the Zeem an split-

ting then leads to the spectrum ofthe e�ective single-

particle Ham iltonian precisely as required by the ob-

served pattern ofquantization ofHallconductivity.Itis

unclear,however,underwhich circum stances,and which

one ofthe m ultitude ofsuch gaps that could exist,as

discussed below,isgenerated dynam ically.Thisproblem

is addressed here within the extended Hubbard m odel

on a honeycom b lattice,with both on-site and nearest-

FIG .1:Theproposed phasediagram ofgraphenein them ag-

netic�eld.D z = gzB istheZeem an energy,r isthechem ical

potential, and m 0 = 2gxB ? =� is the characteristic size of

the ‘relativistic’m any-body gap m . gx is the larger ofthe

couplingsin the CDW and AF channels(see the text).

neighbor repulsions. This is the sim plest Ham iltonian

that m im ics the e�ect ofCoulom b repulsion and which

containsthe possibilitiesofcharge-density-wave(CDW )

and antiferrom agnetic (AF)orders.Previouswork indi-

cated [7],[10]thatthesetwo arein directcom petition at

zero m agnetic �eld and when the interaction is strong.

Here we solve the m odelin the physicalweak coupling

regim e and in an externalm agnetic �eld,allowing only

forthe sim plestAF state with the staggered m agnetiza-

tion parallelto the m agnetic �eld. The resultsare sum -

m arized as the phase diagram s in Figures 1 and 2. At

half-�lling and for a weak enough Zeem an energy the

system could be eithera CDW oran AF,depending on

which coupling dom inates (Fig. 2). For a larger Zee-

m an energy theground stateatf = 0 becom esm agnetic

with fulllatticesym m etry.Nevertheless,even in thelat-

ter case increasing the chem icalpotentialproduces an

incom pressible state at f = 1,with the activation gap

becom ing equalto the‘relativistic’gap (Fig.1).In con-

trast,atweak Zeem an coupling we �nd a directtransi-

tion between f = 0 and f = 2 states. At f � 2 the

‘relativistic’gap vanishes. Experim entsthatwould test

the presented againstother theories [12],[13],[14],[15]

arediscussed.
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FIG .2:The phasediagram athalf-�lling (r= 0).Thetrans-

lationally sym m etric m agnetexistsforgc;ga < �gzB =2B ? .

W e de�ne the extended Hubbard m odelasH = H 0 +

H 1,where

H 0 = � t
X

~A ;i;�= �

u
y
�(
~A)v�(~A + ~bi)+ H :c:; (1)

H 1 = U
X

~X

n+ (~X )n� (~X )+
V

2

X

~A ;i;�;� 0

n�(~A)n�0(~A + ~bi):

(2)

The sites ~A denote one triangularsublattice ofthe hon-

eycom b lattice,generated by linearcom binationsofthe

basis vectors~a1 = (
p
3;� 1)(a=2)and ~a2 = (0;a). The

second sublatticeisthen at ~B = ~A + ~b,with thevector~b

being either~b1 = (1=
p
3;1)(a=2),~b2 = (1=

p
3;� 1)(a=2),

or~b3 = (� a=
p
3;0).a � 2:5A isthe lattice spacing,and

t� 2:5eV ,U � 5� 12eV ,and U=V � 2� 3 [10].

The spectrum of H 0 becom es linear in the vicin-

ity of the two Dirac points at � ~K , with ~K =

(1;1=
p
3)(2�=a

p
3) [1],[2]. Retaining only the Fourier

com ponents near � ~K one can write,in the continuum

notation,

H 0 =

Z

d~x
X

�

	
y
�(~x)i
0
iD i	 �(~x); (3)

and

	
y
�(~x)=

Z �
d~q

(2�a)2
e
� i~q� ~x

(u
y
�(
~K + ~q); (4)

v
y
�(
~K + ~q);u

y
�(�

~K + ~q);v
y
�(�

~K + ~q));

i= 1;2,where itwasconvenientto rotate the reference

fram e so thatq1 = ~q�~K =K and q2 = (~K � ~q)� ~K =K 2,

and set �h = e=c = vF = 1,where vF = ta
p
3=2 is the

Ferm ivelocity.Herei
0
1 = �z 
 �x,i
0
2 = � I2 
 �y,

with I2 as the 2 � 2 unit m atrix, and ~� as the Pauli

m atrices. � � 1=a is the ultraviolet cuto� over which

the linear approxim ation for the dispersion holds. The

orbitale�ectofthem agnetic�eld isincluded by de�ning

D i = � i@i� Ai,with itscom ponentperpendicularto the

graphene’splanebeing B ? = @1A 2 � @2A 1.

Consideran auxiliary single-particleHam iltonian ~H :

~H = m M + i
0
iD i; (5)

whereM isa Herm itian 4� 4m atrix.W hen m = 0,~H =

H 0,foreach spin state.Also,ifM
2� 1= fM ;
0
ig = 0,

~H
2
= D

2

i + B (�z 
 �z)+ m
2
: (6)

Thisisthe caseifeither

M = M 1 = a(I2 
 �z)+ b(�x 
 �x)+ c(�y 
 �x) (7)

with reala;b;cwhich satisfy a2 + b2 + c2 = 1,or

M = M 2 = �z 
 �z: (8)

In either case the eigenvalues of ~H 2 are at 2nB + m 2,

with n = 0;1;2;:::. Forn > 0 this im m ediately im plies

that eigenvalues of ~H itselfare at �
p
2nB + m 2,with

thedegeneraciesofB =� perunitarea being the sam eas

form = 0.Forn = 0,on the otherhand,an elem entary

calculation gives that the eigenvalues of ~H ,a) for any

M 1,are at� jm j,each with halved degeneracy ofB =2�

(perunitarea),and,b)forM 2,are atm ,stillwith the

fulldegeneracy ofB =�. The invariance ofthe spectrum

in the�rstcaseunderrotationsoftheunitvector(a;b;c)

istheconsequenceofthe‘chiral’SU (2)sym m etry ofH 0

generated by f
35;
3;
5g,where
3 = �x 
 �y,
5 = �y


�y,and 
35 = i
3
5,forexam ple [7],[11]. Any speci�c

choiceofM 1 in ~H breaksthisSU (2)down to U (1),and

leads to the sam e eigenvalues. M 2 preserves the chiral

sym m etry,and hence im pliesa di�erentspectrum .

Assum ing that such an e�ective chiral-sym m etry-

breaking gap m becom es generated by interactionsand

then splitting the resulting energy levels further by the

standard Zeem an e�ectcould thuslead to theQ H states

atalleven f,f = 0,and f = � 1,in accordancewith ex-

perim ent[8].Here the �lling factorisf = 2�N =B ,with

N asthenum berofelectronsm easured from a half-�lled

band. This still,however,leavesa com plete freedom of

choice ofthe vector (a;b;c). In particular,this choice

m ay di�erforthe two spin statesaswell. Forexam ple,

atB = 0 and atstrong V ,one expectsthe interactions

to prefer a = 1 for both projections ofspin,i. e. the

CDW [2]. For strong U and at B = 0, on the other

hand,it is a = �,i. e. the AF,that has lower energy

[7]. a = 0 would correspond to the com peting ‘K ekule’

ordering [16]. W hich direction on the chiralm anifold is

actually chosen by the system isthus obviously a ques-

tion ofdynam ics,to which weturn next.

Thelow energy Lagrangian fortheextended Hubbard

m odelm ay be written as[7]

L = i
X

�

�	 �
�D �	 � �
X

�

(r+ �gzB )	
y
�	 � (9)
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� gc(
X

�

�	 �	 �)
2
� ga(

X

�

��	 �	 �)
2
;

where �	 � = 	 y
�(~x;�)
0,D 0 = � i@�,with � astheim ag-

inary tim e,�= 0;1;2,and 
0 = I2 
 �z,
1 = �z 
 �y,

and 
2 = I2 
 �x.Herega � U a2=8,gc � (3V � U )a2=8,

gz isthe(dim ensionless)e�ectiveg-factoroftheelectron,

and B = (B 2

?
+ B 2

k
)1=2,with B k as the �eld’s in-plane

com ponent. W e have retained only the two leastirrele-

vantshort-rangeinteractionsam ong thosepresentin the

fulle�ective Lagrangian at B = 0 [7]. This willprove

justi�ed at the m agnetic �elds ofinterest,as discussed

shortly.W e havealso setthe m assofthe electron m e to

unity.

Perform ing the Hubbard-Stratonovich transform ation

and neglecting the quantum 
uctuationsthe free energy

perunitarea and atT = 0 m ay be written as

F (m c;m a)� F (0;0)=
m 2

c

4gc
+
m 2

a

4ga
+ (10)

B ?

4�3=2

Z 1

0

ds

s3=2

X

�= �

(e
� sm

2

� � 1)f�(s;m �);

wherem � = m c + �m a,and the function

f�(s;m )= �(jm j� jr+ �gzB j)+ (11)

C (s�
2
)(coth(sB ? )� 1):

m c=gc =
P

�
h�	 �	 �i, m a=ga =

P

�
�h�	 �	 �i, are the

CDW and the AF order param eters [7], respectively.

C (x)isthe cuto� function thatsatis�esC (x ! 1 )= 1

and C (x ! 0)= 0.Sum m ing overtheLLsbelow asharp

cuto� in energy,forexam ple,yieldsC (x)= 1� e� x.The

�rst term in Eq. (11) represents the crucialzeroth LL

contribution,and thesecond therem ainingLLs.Zeem an

energy istaken to alwaysbesm allerthan theseparation

between the zeroth and the �rstLL,i.e.gzB <
p
2B ? .

Let us �rst consider the system at r = 0. The free

energy ism inim ized by thesolution of

m +

g+
+
m �

g�
=
4B ? m +

�3=2

Z 1

0

ds

s1=2
e
� sm

2

+ f+ (s;m + ); (12)

m �

g+
+
m +

g�
=
4B ? m �

�3=2

Z 1

0

ds

s1=2
e
� sm

2

� f� (s;m � ); (13)

where g
� 1
� = g� 1c � g� 1a . Assum e both gc and ga to be

weak,�gc;a � 1,and positive,and gc > ga,forexam ple.

Therearethen threetypesofsolutions:

1)Ifm + � m� > gzB ,then m + = m � ,i. e. m a = 0

and m c = 2gcB ? =�. This is the CDW .It exists when

gc > �gzB =2B ? .Forga > gc,ofcourse,one�ndsm c = 0

and m a = 2gaB ? =�,i. e. the AF (Fig. 2). This,in

particular,includesthe caseofthe pure Hubbard m odel

with V = 0. The linear dependence on B ? re
ects the

proportionality ofeitherm to thedegeneracy oftheLLs.

2)ForgzB > m + � m� one �ndsa param agnetwith

m c = m a = 0,unlessthe strongercoupling exceedsthe

B = 0criticalvalueof�=8�,which liesoutsidetheweak-

coupling regim e.

3) Finally,when m + > gzB > jm � j,the solution is

m x = gxB ? =�,where x = c;a. Both the CDW and AF

orderparam etersare�nite,which would correspondstoa

ferrim agnet.Thissolution existsforgc+ ga > �gzB =B ? ,

and jgc � gaj< �gzB =B ? .

Atweak coupling only the �rstterm ,representing the

zeroth LL in Eq. (11),actually m atters for the gap m .

Thesecond term would becom eim portantonly atstrong

couplings,orin the lim itB ? ! 0.Com paring the ener-

giesofthefourpossiblesolutions,we�nd only threesta-

blephasesrepresented in Fig.2.Allthreehavethe�lling

factor f = 0. Even ifboth gc and ga are positive it is

alwaysenergetically favorableto open a singlebutlarger

gap that corresponds to the dom inant coupling. The

aforem entioned ferrim agnet,which would have f = 1,is

thusneverthem inim um oftheenergyatr= 0.Thism ay

also be understood as follows. At low m agnetic �elds,

such that lB � a where lB = 1=
p
B ? is the m agnetic

length in ourunits,the 
ow ofthe couplingsim plied by

theinvarianceofthe gapsin Eqs.(12)-(13)with respect

to changeofthe cuto� �,in the regim e� � 1=l B isthe

sam e asatB ? = 0 [17]. Allweak couplingsare thusir-

relevantatinterm ediatelength scalesbetween thelattice

constantand them agneticlength [7].AtB ? 6= 0the
ow

ofthe interaction couplingstowardsthe stableG aussian

�xed pointisterm inated atthe cuto� � 1=lB ,with the

least irrelevant coupling being left as dom inant in the

low energy theory. This single surviving coupling then

selects and generates the ‘relativistic’gap at B ? 6= 0.

Allotherm ore irrelevantcouplingscan be neglected,as

we partially did in Eq. (9),from the outset. Inciden-

tally,thisalso justi�estheHartreeapproxim ation to the

free energy utilized in Eq. (10): as long as the ground

state issem im etallic and gaplessatB ? = 0,fora weak

enough m agnetic�eld thelow energy theory atthecuto�

� 1=lB � 1=a isindeed weakly interacting,asassum ed.

It is useful to display explicitly the relevant energy

scales in the problem . First, the ‘relativistic’ gap is

m � (U=8)(B? =B 0),where B 0 = 1=a2 � 105T is the

characteristicscale forthe m agnetic �eld setby the lat-

tice constant. Assum ing U � 10eV gives m � 1m eV

for B ? � 10T. The LL separation,on the other hand,

is D L � t(B? =B 0)
1=2,and thus by roughly two orders

ofm agnitude larger. The Zeem an energy,on the other

hand,for gz � 1 is Dz � (B =104T)eV ,and thus ofa

sim ilar size as m . Since the widths ofthe plateaus at

f = 0;� 1;� 4 are proportionalto eitherm orDz,both

m uch sm allerthan D L ,thiswould naturally explain why

theseQ H statesrequirehigherm agnetic�eldsto becom e

discernible in presence of som e �xed disorder-induced

broadening oftheLLs.

The above discrepancy between the kinetic and the

interaction energy scalesisonly the �rstin a generalhi-

erarchy ofenergy scales that is im plied by the stability

ofthesem im etallic�xed pointatzero m agnetic�eld.As

discussed above, the m agnetic �eld a�ects the 
ow of
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the interaction couplingsonly atthelength scalesabove

the m agnetic length l.The developm entofan orderpa-

ram eterm x in som e channelm ay be understood asthe

divergence ofthe corresponding coupling constant x at

the length scale Lx = 1=m x � l. This is determ ined

by x,via essentially dim ensionalanalysis,by therelation

m xl� xl� n,where xl� n is the dim ensionless coupling,

with 1=lnow playing the role ofthe ultraviolet cuto�.

For x = g and n = 1 this way we reproduce the above

relation for the interaction gap m ,and for x = t and

n = 0 we getthe characteristic kinetic energy scale D L.

The crucialpointisthatm ore irrelevantinteractionsat

B = 0,with higher negative dim ensions n,translate at

B 6= 0 into energy scales that depend on higher pow-

ersofB =B 0: m x � (B =B )(n+ 1)=2. In particular,this is

what justi�es the replacem ent ofa realistic �nite-range

interaction with the sim pler�-function in Eq.(9).

At r = 0 there are thus two fundam entally di�erent

ground states:oneatlargerinteractionsthatbreaksthe

A � B sublatticesym m etry,eitherin thecharge(CDW )

orthe spin (AF)channel,with vanishing m agnetization,

and theotherm agnetic,atweakerinteractions,with the

fulltranslationalsym m etry ofthe lattice. Both are in-

com pressible and yield the plateau in the Hallconduc-

tivity atf = 0. Ifthe param etersare such to place the

system forB k = 0 into the form er,increasing B k would

eventually causethetransition into thelatterstate.This

certainly holdsforthe CDW ,aswellasforthe AF with

its Neelorder directed along the m agnetic �eld,as we

assum ed here[18].

Hereafter we willthus retain only the larger quartic

coupling,callitgx,and its corresponding orderparam -

eter in Eq. (10),m . At sm allm the free energy then

becom es

�F =
m 2

4gx
(1+ O (�gx))+ O (m

4
) (14)

�
B ? jm j

2�
(�(jm j� jr+ Dzj)+ �(jm j� jr� Dzj))

where D z = gzB . The non-analytic term � jm jcom es

from thezeroth LL.In theweak-couplingregim epossible

localm inim a are then at m =m 0 = 0;1=2;1,with m 0 =

2gxB ? =�. Determ ination ofthe globalm inim um ofthe

free energy at a �nite chem icalpotentialthen leads to

thephasediagram presented in Fig.1.Letusdeterm ine

the �lling factorwhen m = m 0=2 solution isstable,i.e.

in thestrip r+ D z > m 0 and jr� Dzj< m 0=2 in Fig.1.

From the �rst inequality we see that r+ D z > m ,and

thusr > m � Dz > � m � Dz,so the valuesoftwo out

offourspin-and sublattice-degeneracy-resolved energies

ofthe zeroth LLslie below the chem icalpotential. The

second inequalityim pliesthatbetween thetworem aining

energiesone is above and the other below the chem ical

potential. To see this,�rstassum e r > D z. Then D z �

m < r< D z + m ,asannounced.Ifr< D z,on theother

hand,D z + m > r > D z � m again,so in either case

f = 1. The determ ination ofthe �lling factor for the

rem aining statesiseven sim plerand followsanalogously.

For f � 2 the ‘relativistic’gap is m = 0,and there

is a direct transition between f = 0 to f = 2 at

D z=m 0 < 1=4. Fora �xed and largerD z,by increasing

thechem icalpotentialthesystem alwayspassesthrough

theinterm ediatef = 1 Q H state,which ism agneticand

breaks the discrete sublattice sym m etry. The width of

f = 1 stateis2D z � (m0=2)forD z=m 0 < 3=4,orm 0 for

D z=m 0 > 3=4.Alltransitionsare discontinuous.Asthe

ratio D z=m 0 can be changed by varying B k,it follows

thatata large enough B k the width and the activation

energy ofthe f = � 1 state becom es � B? and inde-

pendentofB k,which should be experim entally testable.

Since in the experim ent [8]the width ofthe plateau at

f = 0 appears to be som ewhat larger than at f = � 1

and f = � 4,the latterbeing always2Dz,we speculate

that1=4 < D z=m 0 < 1=2. Ifthisisindeed the case the

activation energy at f = 0 should �rst decrease before

increasingwith B k,whereasthatoff = 1 would increase

and saturate.

Them echanism of‘m agneticcatalysis’ofthe‘relativis-

tic’gap [9]utilized herehasalsobeen considered recently

asan explanation oftheintegerQ H e�ectin graphenein

ref. [12]. The crucialdi�erence from the present work

is that only � 1=r tailofthe Coulom b interaction was

included,which could produce only the CDW ,and that

with the large gap m �
p
B ? � DL . To have m m uch

sm allerfrom the LL separation,asobserved experim en-

tally,requiresthen whatappearsto bean unrealistically

strong screening ofthe Coulom b interaction by the sub-

strate[12].In thistheory thegap isalsoalwaysinhibited

by a �nite chem icalpotential,and thus cannotexistat

f = 1 ifitdid notalready atf = 0. Thiswould im ply

that the activation gap in [12]at f = 1 is always the

Zeem an energy. Both resultsare in sharp contradiction

with ours.

TheQ H e�ectin graphenewasalso recently discussed

in [13].Theprincipaldi�erencefrom thepresentwork is

thatthe AF ordering wasentirely neglected,so thatthe

existence ofthe Q H state atf = 1 in [13]isalwaysdue

to the CDW ,which then requiresa large enough V . In

contrast,in thepresenttheory f = 1 statecan existeven

forV = 0,when itisdueto theAF ordering.In particu-

lar,setting V = gz = 0 we�nd the pure (V = 0)weakly

coupled Hubbard m odelat half�lling and in m agnetic

�eld to be an AF,and notthe Stoner’sferrom agnet,as

assum ed in [13]. This is because a �nite AF order pa-

ram eter,unlike the m agnetization,besides splitting the

zeroth LL,also lowers the energy ofallother occupied

LLs.Putdi�erently,in considering the dynam icswithin

only the zeroth LL,the couplingsneed to be renorm al-

ized up tothelength scaleofthem agneticlength lB �rst.

Then ga(lB )� gf(lB )always,wheregf isthecouplingin

the ferrom agneticchannel[7],forthisreason om itted in

Eq.(9).Retainingsuch aferrom agneticcouplingm ay be

shown toonly increasetheactivation energy when m = 0

to D z + 2gfB ? =�.

CDW form ation dueto latticedistortion hasbeen pro-

posed asa m echanism behind the Q H e�ectin graphene
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in [14]. This explanation di�ers from the present and

alltheotheronesin thatCoulom b repulsion playsessen-

tially norolein it.In particular,an f = 1incom pressible

state would in thatscenario appearwith increase ofthe

chem icalpotentialforany Zeem an energy,in contrastto

our Fig. 1, where for weak Zeem an energy there is a

directtransition from f = 0 to f = 2.

Finally,thepresentm echanism di�ersessentially from

the recentproposal[15],in which disorderisinvoked to

explain the absenceofQ H statesatodd f 6= � 1.

In this paper we have neglected entirely the e�ect of

disorder.Asusual,itwillbroaden theLLs,and thuspro-

vide an intrinsic energy scale thatneedsto be exceeded

in orderforan incom pressible state to be resolved. W e

believe that this is why the states at f = 0,f = � 1,

and f = � 4 becom evisibleonly athigher�eldsthan the

m ain sequence at f = 4n + 2,since their energy gaps

according to our scenario are inherently sm aller. They

m ay be thereforeunderstood asthe �ne structureofthe

Q H e�ectin graphene.

To sum m arize,weassum ed thattheprincipale�ectof

the Coulom b interaction in grapheneisto introduce the

on-siteand nearest-neighborrepulsion forelectronson a

honeycom b lattice. Postulating further a sem i-m etallic

ground statein zero �eld,weargued thatata �nite�eld

there existsa hierarchy ofenergy scales,determ ined by

thedegreesofirrelevancy ofthecorresponding couplings

at B = 0. In this work we considered only the e�ects

of the least irrelevant interaction, which we expect to

give the leading correction to the Landau levelstruc-

ture for the non-interacting electrons. The phase dia-

gram ofgrapheneatlaboratory m agnetic�elds� 10T is

proposed.The theory predictsthe incom pressible states

atalleven integer�lling factorsincluding f = 0,and at

f = � 1.The ground state ofthe system atf = 0 either

breaksthe sublattice sym m etry,in eitherchargeorspin

channels,or is m agnetic,depending on the m agnitude

ofthe Zeem an energy. Atf = � 1 the system isalways

in the translational-sym m etry-breaking phase and with

�nite m agnetization,whereas at jfj� 2 the sublattice

sym m etry is preserved. The phase diagram in the Zee-

m an energy -chem icalpotentialplane is proposed,and

severalofitsfeaturesthatm ay beused todistinguish the

presentfrom otherproposed scenariosarediscussed.
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