arXiv:1005.3282v2 [cond-mat.quant-gas] 31 Mar 2011

Exact Parent Hamiltonian for the Quantum Hall States in a Lattice

Eliot Kapit and Erich Mueller Laboratory of Atomic and Solid State Physics, Cornell University (Dated: June 25, 2018)

We study lattice models of charged particles in uniform magnetic fields. We show how longer range hopping can be engineered to produce a massively degenerate manifold of single-particle ground states with wavefunctions identical to those making up the lowest Landau level of continuum electrons in a magnetic field. We find that in the presence of local interactions, and at the appropriate filling factors, Laughlin’s fractional quantum Hall wavefunction is an exact many-body ground state of our lattice model. The hopping matrix elements in our model fall off as a Gaussian, and when the flux per plaquette is small compared to the fundamental flux quantum one only needs to include nearest and next nearest neighbor hoppings. We suggest how to realize this model using atoms in optical lattices, and describe observable consequences of the resulting fractional quantum Hall physics.

PACS numbers: 03.75.Lm,67.85.Hj,03.75.Hh,73.43.-f

The interplay between periodic potentials and magnetic fields is an important topic [1–5]. In the tight binding limit, the lattice broadens the Landau levels into a series of finite bandwidth “Hofstadter bands” which can be represented as a self-similar fractal. Since the original band-gaps persist, the integer quantum Hall effects are robust against the lattice. The split degeneracy, however, invalidates many of the analytic arguments used to explain the fractional quantum Hall effect [6–9], and questions remain about the nature of the interacting system. Here, by adding longer range hoppings to a Hubbard model, we produce a Hamiltonian for which several Hofstadter bands coalesce into a single degenerate manifold. Adding local repulsion between the particles, we show that at appropriate filling factors the Laughlin wavefunction becomes an exact ground-state.

In a uniform magnetic field, the most general hopping Hamiltonian on a two-dimensional square lattice is H = ∑ j≠k J (z_j , z_k) a^†_j a_k, (1) J (z_j , z_k) = W (z)e^{(π/2)}(^{zj z∗−z∗j z})^ϕ, where the position of the j’th lattice site is written in complex notation as z_j = x_j + iy_j , and z = z_k − z_j . The operators a_j annihilate an atom at site j. The phase factor ( z_j z^∗ − z^∗_j z ) ϕ = 2i (x_j y − y_j x) ϕ, corresponds to a uniform magnetic field in the symmetric gauge, with flux ϕ through each plaquette. This flux is only defined modulo 1, and having a full flux quantum through each plaquette is gauge equivalent to no flux. We will explicitly assume 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1, and take ϕ = p/q to be the ratio of two relatively prime integers. If one chooses W to be −t for nearest neighbors and zero otherwise, one reproduces the Hofstadter spectrum [1]. We show that if instead we choose

W (z) = t × G (z) e^{− π2} [^{(1−ϕ)|z|2}] (2) G (z) ≡ (−1)^{x+y+xy} , the lowest p Hofstadter bands collapses to a single fully degenerate Landau level. Although we work in the symmetric gauge A = (B/2) (xŷ − yx̂), converting our results to other gauges is trivial: under a gauge transformation A(r) → A(r) + ∇Λ(r) and c_j → c_j e^{iΛ(rj )}. The flux is measured in units of ϕ_0 = h/e, where h is Planck’s constant, and e is the electric charge. Our derivation of this Hamiltonian is similar to one used by Laughlin [10] and subsequently corrected/extended in [11, 12]. The paradigm of creating a parent Hamiltonian for which a desired quantum state is an exact eigenstate has been fruitful in a number of other spin models [13–15]. We work in units where t = 1. A similar construction can be defined for triangular lattices [16].

Our results have deep implications. First and foremost, they provide an exact equivalence between the lowest Landau level in the continuum and in a realistic lattice system. This equivalence is unexpected, and can be further exploited. For example, it provides an avenue for robust lattice calculations of continuum quantum Hall systems, and investigations of lattice fractional quantum Hall states [4, 17]. Similarly it provides a means for lattice experiments to emulate an important continuum problem [18].

Massive degeneracies, such as the ones we found here, are related to symmetries. Further theoretical work on this model may reveal these symmetries. Our model also provides a convenient inroad towards a semiclassical understanding of the Hofstadter spectrum, and connections to magnetic breakdown in real materials [19].

The most promising experimental realization of our model is in optical lattices [18]. Optical lattice experiments can study both bosonic and fermionic quantum Hall states, and allow us in principle to study much larger fluxes than can be achieved with real magnetic fields. The gauge potential in the optical lattice system can be created in a number of ways: time-varying hopping elements [2], lattices with multiple sets of minima

[20], coherent Raman scattering [21] and rotation [5, 22– 26]. Further, optical lattice systems allow us to directly tune the hopping amplitudes between nearby sites. Long range hopping is difficult to arrange, but in our model J falls off as a Gaussian, and in the limit of small ϕ it suffices to include only nearest and next-nearest neighbor hopping. The ratio of these hopping matrix elements can be controlled in an experiment by adjusting the shapes of the barriers between those sites. One practical scheme would involve adding an additional array of shallow wells displaced by half a lattice spacing in both the x and y directions. Integrating out these shallow sites will renormalize the nearest and next-nearest neighbor hoppings. A second scheme would be to divide the original lattice into two sublattices. Separating the sublattices in the z-direction will attenuate the nearest neighbor tunelling while leaving the next-nearest neighbor matrix element largely unchanged. Figure 1 compares the energies of the single particle eigenstates of Eq. (1), using the W in Eq. (2), as well as truncating to only nearest neighbors or next-nearest neighbors. As one can see, even for ϕ = 1/3, the next-nearest neighbor hopping already reduces the bandwidth to 0.1t.

Another possible realization of Eq. (2) would be 2D electron gases in a superlattice [27–30]. Hopping amplitudes can be tuned through altering the device structure. These systems also naturally include long-range Coulomb interactions, which are absent in trapped neutral atoms, and lead to richer many-body physics.

Not only does this Hamiltonian produce a macroscopically degenerate manifold of single particle ground states, but this manifold is spanned by wavefunctions of the form

ψ_n (z_j ) = ⟨j|ψ_n⟩ = z^n_j exp ( − πϕ 2 |z_j |^2 ) , (3)

all with energy ϵ = −1. Remarkably, this is the same structure as the continuum problem, where the LLL is characterized by the same degenerate set of single particle states. To prove this result, we write ⟨j| H |ψ_n⟩ ⟨j|ψ_n⟩ = ∑ z≠0 G (z) (z_j + z)^n z^n_j e^{− π2 |z|2 −πϕz∗j z}. (4)

We then appeal to the singlet sum rule [10, 31], k (c) ≡ ∑ z e^{cz}G (z) e^{− π2 |z|2} = 0 ∀c, (5) where the sum is over all z = n + im with integer n and m. By taking any number of derivatives with respect to c one finds ∑ z f (z) G (z) e^{− π2 |z|2} = 0, (6)

for any entire function f (z) that diverges sufficiently slowly as |z| → ∞ [32]. Since we do not include the

FIG. 1: All single particle eigenvalues for the hopping Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) with ϕ = 1/3 on a 12 × 12 lattice with periodic boundary conditions. The index n labels eigenvalues from smallest to largest. The white disks use hopping matrix elements given by Eq. (2), the black disks are the same model with only nearest and next nearest neighbor hopping, and the grey boxes have only nearest neighbor hopping (the Hofstadter Hamiltonian). Energies are all measured in units of t. The energies of the white and black disks are nearly indistinguishable, and the white disks obscure some of the black ones. The lowest 1/3 of the white disks are all degenerate.

z = 0 term in Eq. (4), one immediately finds that the right hand side is simply -1, proving that the LLL wavefunctions (3) are degenerate eigenstates. No analogous argument works for the higher Landau level wavefunctions, which involve powers of both z^∗ and z.

Given that the wavefunctions in (3) are identical to those of the continuum problem, the total number of degenerate states per unit area is the same as in the continuum; this results in ϕN_s LLL wavefunctions in a region containing N_s lattice sites. Thus ϕ is the fraction of all single particle states which reside in the LLL. Taking ϕ = p/q, the standard Hofstadter problem yeilds q distinct bands. Thus, as we confirm numerically, our LLL must be made from the lowest p of these. This p-fold collapse is consistent with the relationship between the Chern numbers of the Hofstadter bands, and that of the LLL [33].

For ϕ > 1/2 it is natural to also consider the Hamiltonian formed if one replaces ϕ in Eq. (2) with 1 − ϕ and leaves equation (1) unchanged. Due to the periodicity in ϕ of lattice models, this gives a Hamiltonian with the same absolute flux per plaquette, however it is clearly a distinct Hamiltonian, with shorter range hopping. This alternative Hamiltonian yields states analogous to (3), but with z replaced by z^∗ and a degeneracy of (1 − ϕ)N_s.

The massive ground state degeneracy of our system can be lifted by interactions. Since our model reproduces the continuum lowest Landau level, we can simply use those results [7, 9, 34]. On-site repulsion in the lattice is equivalent to point interactions in the continuum. Consider for example the interacting Hamiltonian H = ∑ j≠k,σ J (z_j , z_k) a^†_{jσ} a_{kσ} + ∑ j,σ,σ^′ U_{σσ}′ 2 a^†_{jσ} a^†_{jσ}′ a_{jσ}′ a_{jσ}(7) where U_{σσ}′ > 0 is the on-site interaction energy of particles with spin states σ and σ^′. Any LLL wavefunction which vanishes when two particles coincide is a ground state of this Hamiltonian. Due to the structure of the LLL, there is a maximal atomic density for which this occurs. For single component bosons the highest density ground state is the ν = 1/2 Laughlin state,

ψ(z_1, · · · , z_N ) = N∏ i<j=1 (z_i − z_j )^2 N∏ j=1 e^{−πϕ/2|zj |2} . (8) For 2-component fermions it is the ferromagnetic “111” state [34]. At fixed density, these states are unique up to topological degeneracies. The other Laughlin states and more exotic quantum Hall states are also ground states if ν ≤ 1/2, however they are not unique if all interactions are local.

Longer ranged interactions (as found in electronic systems or in optical lattice experiments with dipolar gases [26]) will typically lift the degeneracy entirely [35]. The subsequent analysis can be quite involved, but most continuum arguments will carry over.

Our construction is readily extended to a finite system with magneto-periodic boundary conditions, ψ (z + nL + imL) = ψ (z) e^{iπϕL(ny−mx)}. (9) There one replaces the polynomials in Eq. (3) with appropriate products of Gaussians and Jacobi theta functions [36, 37]. One also replaces J(z_j , z) in Eq. (1) by its magneto-periodic extension

J_L(z_j , z) = ∑ R J(z_j , z + R) exp (π 2 (z_j R^∗ − z^∗_j R)ϕ ) , (10) where the sum is over all R = nL + imL for integer n, m. This finite system is amenable to numerical calculations. To invoke the singlet sum rule in a periodic geometry, one must simply merge the sums on z and R into a single sum over all z ≠ 0. The phase factors from the magnetoperiodicity of ψ (z) and J cancel each other.

In the finite system with magneto-periodic boundary conditions the ν = 1/p Laughlin state is

Ψ ({z_n}) = Ψ_{cm} × M∏ k<j χ^p_{jk} M∏ j=1 e^{π pM}2L^2 (^{z2j −|zj |2})

Ψ_{cm} = p∏ i=1 θ_1 ( π L (Z − Z_i) ) . (11)

The center of mass coordinate is Z = ∑ j z_j , and χ_{jk} = θ_1(π(z_j −z_k)/L), with θ_1(z) = ∑ n(−1)^{n−1/2} e^{−π(n+1/2)2} e^{iz(2n+1)}. There are p parameters Z_i which represent the location of the center of mass zeros. In the continuum system there is a symmetry which causes the energy to be independent of how these are chosen. The space of degenerate states is spanned by p orthogonal wavefunctions. In most lattice models this symmetry is broken,

FIG. 2: First 100 eigenvalues for 4 particles on a 4 × 4 lattice with periodic boundary conditions, ϕ = 1/2, and hard core repulsion. The two states at ϵ = −4 are Laughlin states (11); the degeneracy stems from the toroidal geometry. There is a distinct energy gap of 0.566tnn to the lowest excited states, where tnn is the nearest neighbor hopping amplitude.

and the degeneracy is lifted. Since Eq. (11) is made up of lowest Landau wavefunctions, in our model the degeneracy persists. In Fig. 2 we confirm this degeneracy via an exact diagonalization calculation for 4 bosons on a 4 × 4 lattice with p = 2 and hard-core repulsion.

Our results gives some insight into recent calculations of Sorensen et al. [2, 26]. They investigated the standard Bose-Hubbard model with nearest neighbor hopping and a uniform magnetic field. Fixing the filling factor at ν = 1/2, they found that when ϕ became of order 0.2 the overlap between the exact ground state and the p = 2 Laughlin state (11) begins to rapidly decrease. The characteristic range of hoppings in our model increases with ϕ – and near ϕ = 0.2 the next nearest neighbor matrix element starts to become significant.

Since we advocate using cold atoms to investigate this physics, it is important to understand how FQH physics would manifest itself in those systems. Although most difficult, the most exciting observations would be ones which probe the braiding properties of the excitations [38, 39]. These states also have definite signatures in Bragg spectroscopy [3]. The most robust probe, however, is an analog of the vanishing longitudinal resistance seen in solid state systems – namely the incompressibility of the fractional quantum Hall states [5, 40]. This incompressibility is readily observed in trapped systems, where the chemical potential (and hence the filling factor) varies slowly in space. As is caricatured in Fig. 3, the equation of state n(μ) has a series of plateaus corresponding to the filling factor taking on integer fractions. Within the local density (Thomas-Fermi) approximation, the density profile of the trapped cloud will display these same plateaus [40–43]. The width of these plateaus is set by the gap to single particle excitations in the fractional quantum Hall states. As shown in figure 2, in the hard core limit the gap in a 4 × 4 lattice at ν = 1/2 and ϕ = 1/2 is 0.566 t_{nn}. This should be compared to the

FIG. 3: Schematic plot of ⟨n⟩ vs. μ, for lattice bosons described by Eqs. (1,2), with hard core interactions added. The steps correspond to incompressible particle/hole fractional quantum Hall states at ν = 1/2. This structure will be visible in the density profile of a trapped gas. Similar structure will be seen with Fermions, but with plateaus at fillings with odd denominators.

bandwidth V ≈ 4t_{nn}. As μ goes from 0 to V the density goes from zero to one. One therefore expects that the ν = 1/2 plateau will occupy roughly 1/8 of the cloud.

Acknowledgements – We thank M. Oktel for illuminating discussions. This work was support by NSF grant PHY-0758104 and by the Department of Defense (DoD) through the National Defense Science & Engineering Graduate Fellowship (NDSEG) Program.

[1] D. Hofstadter, Phys. Rev. B 14, 2239 (1976) [2] A. S. Sorensen, E. Demler and M. D. Lukin, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 94, 086803 (2005) [3] R. N. Palmer, A. Klein and D. Jaksch, Phys. Rev. A 78, 013609 (2008); R. N. Palmer and D. Jaksch, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 180407 (2006) [4] G. Moller and N. R. Cooper, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 105303 (2009) [5] N. R. Cooper, Advances in Physics 57, 539 (2008) [6] R. B. Laughlin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1395 (1983) [7] F. D. M. Haldane, Phys. Rev. Lett. 51, 605 (1983) [8] R. E. Prange and S. M. Girvin, The Quantum Hall Effect, Springer press (1986) [9] D. Yoshokia, The Quantum Hall Effect, Springer-Verlag, New York, (1998) [10] R. B. Laughlin, Ann. Phys. 191, 163 (1989) [11] D. F. Schroeter, E. Kapit, R. Thomale and M. Greiter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 097202 (2007) [12] R. Thomale, E. Kapit, D. F. Schroeter, and M. Greiter, Phys. Rev. B 80, 104406 (2009) [13] A. Auerbach, Interacting Electrons and Quantum Magnetism, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1994 [14] I. Affleck, T. Kennedy, E. H. Lieb and H. Tasaki, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 59, 799 (1987)

[15] H. Yao and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 247203 (2007) [16] In this case, we define sublattices by letting all points of the form { n + √ 3im } be in A and { (n + 1/2) + √ 3i(m + 1/2) } be in B. We replace G (z) by GT (z) = (−1)^{x+y/√3} (z ∈ A) , (−1)(z ∈ B), and π/2 → π/ √ 3 in the exponentials.

[17] M. Greiter and R. Thomale, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 207203 (2009) [18] I. Bloch, J. Dalibard and W. Zwerger, Rev. Mod. Phys.

80, 885 (2008) [19] Gvozdikov, Phys. Rev. B, 75, 115106 (2007). [20] E. J. Mueller, Phys. Rev. A 70, 041603 (2004) [21] I. B. Spielman, Phys. Rev. A 79 063613 (2009) [22] Y.-J. Lin, R. L. Compton, K. Jiménez-García, J. V.

Porto, and I. B. Spielman, Nature 426, 628 (2009). [23] S. Tung, V. Schweikhard and E. A. Cornell, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 97 240402 (2006) [24] R. A. Williams et al, Opt. Express 16, 16977 (2008) [25] R. A. Williams, S. Al-Assam and C. J. Foot, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 104, 050404 (2010) [26] M. Hafezi, A. S. Sorensen, E. Demler and M. D. Lukin, Phys. Rev. A 76, 023613 (2007) [27] S. Melinte et al, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 036802 (2004) [28] M. C. Geisler et al, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 256801 (2004) [29] T. Feil, K. Výborný, L. Smrčka, C. Gerl and W.

Wegscheider, Phys. Rev. B 75, 075303 (2007) [30] S. Hugger, T. Heinzel and T. Thurn-Albrecht, App. Phys.

Lett. 93, 102110 (2008) [31] A. M. Perelomov, Theoret. Math. Phys. 6, 156 (1971) [32] If f diverges faster than e^{π|z|2/2}/z^2, the the sum will not be absolutely convergent; we thus can’t reorder terms from the Taylor series over n with those from the sum on z, invalidating the cancellation order by order in z.

[33] M. Kohmoto, Phys. Rev. B 39, 11943 (1989) [34] B. I. Halperin, Helv. Phys. Acta 56, 75 (1983) [35] F. F. Assaad and S. Biskamp, Phys. Rev. B 51, 1605 (1995) [36] F. D. M. Haldane and E. H. Rezayi, PRB 31, 2529 (1985) [37] M. Abramowitz and I. A. Stegun, Handbook of Mathematical Functions, National Bureau of Standards, Washington, DC (1972) [38] L. Jiang et al, Nat. Phys. 4, 482 (2008) [39] C.Zhang, V. W. Scarola, S. Tewari and S. Das Sarma, PNAS 104, 18415 (2007) [40] R. O. Umucalilar and E. J. Mueller, arXiv:1002.4099v1 [41] S. Fölling, A. Widera, T. Muller, F. Gerbier and I. Bloch, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 060403 (2006) [42] N. Gemelke, X. Zhang, C.-L. Hung and C. Chin, Nature 460, 995 (2009) [43] R. O. Umucalilar, H. Zhai and M. Oktel, Phys. Rev. Lett.

100, 070402 (2008)