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We studied the tunnel transport between the edge of a Pfaffian fractional quantum Hall state and that of an integer
quantum Hall state. Based on the duality argument between the strong and weak tunnelings, we found that an Andreev-
like reflection appeared in the strong tunneling regime. We calculated the charge conductance in the weak and strong
tunneling regimes for the low-voltage limit. In the weak tunneling limit, dI / dV was proportional to V1/ν with bias
voltage V and ν = 1/2. By contrast, in the strong tunneling limit, dI / dV was expressed by (e2/h)2ν/(1 + ν) with a
correction term. We expect that this condition can be realized experimentally at the point contact between a fractional
quantum Hall state with ν = 5/2 and an integer quantum Hall state with ν = 3.

The fractional quantum Hall (FQH) effect is a phenomenon
in which Hall conductivity takes fractionally quantized val-
ues.1–3) The fractional values are characterized by the filling
factor ν, which is the ratio of the number of fluxes to the num-
ber of electrons. Among these, the most fundamental is the
FQH effect, whose filling factor is of the form ν = 1/(2k + 1)
with an odd-denominator. For this state, a trial wave func-
tion was introduced by Laughlin,4) which was constructed at
a single Landau level. The above states are limited to odd-
denominator filling factors by the restriction of preserving
the antisymmetry of the fermions. However, Moore and Read
proposed a wave function for FQH states with even denom-
inators and succeeded in describing a wider variety of FQH
states.5) This Pfaffian FQH state is associated with the corre-
lation function of the two-dimensional Ising conformal field
theory. It is suggested that this state exists at the N = 1 Lan-
dau level with ν = 5/2.6, 7)

At the edge of the FQH states, there is a gapless state ow-
ing to the Chern–Simons field defined in the bulk effective
field theory.8) This gapless state can be described as a Lut-
tinger fluid by the bosonization technique, and quantum trans-
port phenomena have been analyzed using edge states. Charge
transport can be analyzed by using point contact.9–16) There
are two types of processes: quasiparticle tunneling through
the bulk of a fractional quantum Hall liquid (FQHL) and elec-
tron tunneling between the two counter-propagating edges of
the two FQHLs. These two processes are related through the
duality both in the Laughlin and Pfaffian states.9, 11, 17) In ad-
dition, a point contact between the Laughlin FQH state and
an integer quantum Hall (IQH) system was theoretically pro-
posed.18) This system also exhibits Andreev-like reflections in
the strong coupling limit. Andreev-like reflections in this con-
figuration are analogous to Andreev reflections in supercon-
ducting junctions,19, 20) where k+1 quasiparticles of fractional
charge e∗ = νe = e/(2k + 1) are injected on the FQH side and
k quasiholes with fractional charge are returned as reflections;
thus, the process is (k + 1)e∗ − k(−e∗) = (2k + 1)e∗ = e, which
is the amount of transmission to the IQH side. The theoretical
proposal of this Andreev-like reflection process was recently
examined experimentally.21)

Recent studies have focused on anyon interferences and

collisions in the Laughlin FQH state.,22–24) while the ν = 5/2
FQH system has also been observed in the measurements of
transport phenomena at point contacts and fractional charge
by shot noise.14, 15) To extend the experiments performed in
the Laughlin FQH state to the ν = 5/2 FQH state, it is essen-
tial to clarify the fundamental transport phenomena. More-
over, quasiparticle excitations in the Pfaffian FQH state ex-
hibit non-Abelian statistics, and thus attracted considerable
attention from the viewpoint of quantum computation.25–27)

Extracting this non-Abelian statistics via transport phenom-
ena can potentially facilitate the development of physics.

In this letter, we extend the Andreev-like reflections to the
Pfaffian FQH state and discuss their transport phenomena. As
a result, we confirmed the existence of two reflection pro-
cesses in the strongly-coupled limit: a normal reflection be-
tween quasiparticles and electrons with 2e∗ = ν(1)e and an
Andreev-like reflection by quasiparticles with e∗ = ν(1)e/2.
Here, ν(1) = 1/2 is the filling factor at the N = 1 Landau level
and in the following ν(1) is simply denoted by ν.

Fig. 1. (Color online) Schematic image of the scattering process: m incom-
ing electrons and n incoming quasiparticles are scattered into q and p out-
going electrons and quasiparticles, respectively, through electron tunneling.
Quasiparticles (4)-(7) are applied according to the number of n and p. The
elementary charge is e∗ = e/4.

We consider a ν = 1/2 Pfaffian FQHL / integer quantum
Hall liquid (IQHL) junction with a point contact at x = 0, as
shown in Fig. 1. The low-energy excitations of the FQH effect
side are the modes that localized near the edges because the
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bulk quantum Hall state has an energy gap. The edge states
of the Pfaffian state are described by conformal field theory
with a central charge c = 1 + 1

2 .5) The c = 1/2 part of the
edge modes belongs to the same universality class as the crit-
ical point of the two-dimensional Ising model. The primary
fields are the real fermion χ, spin operatorσ, and unit operator
1.28, 29) These modes are related to the pair breaking and h/2e
quantum vortex excitations in the bulk.5, 30) The c = 1 part de-
scribes the Laughlin-type excitations, which correspond to the
free boson theory.8, 31, 32) We denote this bosonic field by ϕc.
On the other hand, we treat the IQHL as a one-dimensional
chiral Fermi liquid that appears on the edge state of a ν = 1
IQHL, for which the bosonized theory is also applicable. By
writing the latter bosonic field as ϕ f , the edge theory can be
written as5)

H =
∫

dx
[
−

i3
2
χ∂xχ +

3

4π
(∂xϕc)2 +

3

4π

(
∂xϕ f

)2
]
, (1)

where the fields ϕc and ϕ f satisfy the commutation relations[
ϕI(x), ϕJ(x′)

]
= iπδIJsgn(x − x′) (2)

with I, J = c, f . For simplicity, we assume that the velocities
of the edge modes are equal to 3. On the edge of the Pfaffian
state side, the electron annihilation operator is given by5)

ψec = χeiϕc/
√
ν. (3)

Here, the lowest Landau level contribution is neglected. In the
Pfaffian FQH state, there are four types of charged quasipar-
ticles, characterized by the following operators5, 17, 33)

ψνe,1 = 1ei
√
νϕc , (4)

ψνe,χ = χei
√
νϕc , (5)

ψνe/2,σ = σei
√
νϕc/2, (6)

ψ3νe/2,σ = σei3
√
νϕc/2. (7)

Each exponential is assumed to be normal ordered. Equa-
tion (4) corresponds to the Laughlin-type quasiparticles while
the rest of the operators are specific to the Pfaffian state. As
indicated by the indices of the above operators, the charges
of these quasiparticles are νe, νe, νe/2, and 3νe/2, respec-
tively. On the IQHL side, the electron operator is expressed
as ψe f = eiϕ f . Then, the electron tunneling at x = 0 is given
by the Hamiltonian

HT =

∫
dx tδ(x)

(
ψ†ecψe f + h.c.

)
=

∫
dx Γδ(x)χ cos

(
1
√
ν
ϕc − ϕ f

)
.

(8)

This model has two fixed points: one is a stable fixed point
at Γ = 0 (weak coupling limit) and the other is an unstable
fixed point at Γ = ∞ (strong coupling limit). The first case
is trivial, because it corresponds to two decoupled systems.
For analyzing the second fixed point, the duality symmetry is
useful, and for the edge theory of the ν = 1/(2k + 1) Laughlin
states this symmetry is well known.9, 34)

We consider the scattering process shown in Fig. 1. In
the incoming state, we have m electrons on the Fermi liquid
side with total charge me and n quasiparticles on the Pfaf-
fian FQHL side with total charge ne∗. The outgoing state has

q electrons with charge qe and p quasiparticles with charge
pe∗. The probability amplitude for such process is propor-
tional to18) 〈

ηout
p ei

√
ν

2 pϕout
c eiqϕout

f ηin
n e−i

√
ν

2 nϕin
c e−imϕin

f ,
〉

(9)

where the η operators are σ, χ, or 1 in the c = 1
2 part, which

is determined by p and n based on (4)-(7).

Weak Coupling Limit
First, we consider the weak coupling limit. In this case, the

interface of the junction behaves as a hard wall. Because fields
ϕc and ϕ f are decoupled, Eq. (9) is also decoupled as〈

ei
√
ν

2 pϕout
c e−i

√
ν

2 nϕin
c

〉
c

〈
eiqϕout

f e−imϕin
f
〉

f

〈
ηout

p ηin
n

〉
Ising

. (10)

For this to be nonzero, the condition

p = n, q = m (11)

and

ηout
p = η

in
n (12)

must hold. These results correspond to perfect reflections.
Perturbative calculations in the weak coupling regime were

reported in Ref. 33 and the references therein. Similar to
Refs. 18 and 33, it is useful to introduce another basis:(

ϕ1
ϕ2

)
=

(
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

)(
ϕc

ϕ f

)
, tan θ =

1 +
√
ν

1 −
√
ν
. (13)

Based on this new basis, the tunnel Hamiltonian can be rewrit-
ten as

HT =

∫
dx Γδ(x)χ cos

1
√
ν′

(ϕ1 − ϕ2), (14)

where

ν′ =
2ν

1 + ν
. (15)

The scaling law for Γ can be expressed as33)

Γ(Λ)
Γ(Λ0)

=

(
Λ

Λ0

)1/ν′−1/2

, (16)

where Λ0 and Λ are the bare and renormalized cut-off values,
respectively. At a high bias eV > kBT , the renormalized cut-
off is proportional to V . The nonlinear I–V characteristics are

I ∝ Γ(Λ)2V ∝ V1/ν+1 (17)

and the V-dependence of the differential conductance is

dI
dV
∝ V1/ν. (18)

Strong Coupling Limit
Next, we consider the strong coupling limit. This case

corresponds to the weak coupling limit in the dual descrip-
tion;9, 11, 18, 33, 35–37) in other words, this is the case of the model
with a tunneling Hamiltonian with coupling Γ̃ = 0:

H̃T =

∫
dx Γ̃δ(x)σ cos

√
ν′

2

(
ϕ̃1 − ϕ̃2

)
. (19)

Here, ϕ̃1 and ϕ̃2 are the dual fields ϕ1 and ϕ2, respectively.
The probability amplitude Eq. (9) is decoupled in terms of
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the dual field, giving〈
ei
√
ν

2 pϕ̃out
c e−i

√
ν

2 nϕ̃in
c

〉 〈
eiqϕ̃out

f e−imϕ̃in
f
〉 〈
ηout

p ηin
n

〉
Ising

. (20)

Similar to the edge theory of the Laughlin state,18) the dual
and original fields are related to the incoming quasiparticles
as

ϕ̃in
1 = ϕ

in
1 , ϕ̃in

2 = ϕ
in
2 (21)

and for outgoing quasiparticles as

ϕ̃out
1 = ϕ

out
2 , ϕ̃out

2 = ϕ
out
1 . (22)

Using these relations and Eq. (13), the amplitude Eq. (20) can
be rewritten as〈

e
i
(
−p

√
ν

2 sin 2θ+q cos 2θ
)
ϕout

c e−i
√
ν

2 nϕin
c

〉
c〈

e
i
(
p
√
ν

2 cos 2θ+q sin 2θ
)
ϕout

f e−imϕin
f

〉
f

〈
ηout

p ηin
n

〉
Ising

.

(23)

Then, we find that in the cases

−p
√
ν

2
sin 2θ + q cos 2θ =

√
ν

2
n

p
√
ν

2
cos 2θ + q sin 2θ = m

(24)

and

ηout
p = η

in
n , (25)

the amplitude is nonzero. Our aim is to calculate the selection
matrix M:18) (

q
p

)
= M

(
m
n

)

=


1 − ν
1 + ν

ν

1 + ν
4

1 + ν
−

1 − ν
1 + ν


(
m
n

)
.

(26)

To ensure the relationship between the transmission and re-
flection probabilities of the electrons, let a large number m of
the electrons and zero quasiparticles be incident states in the
presence of an external voltage. The reflection and transmis-
sion probabilities for electrons are given as

Re =
q
m
= M11 =

1 − ν
1 + ν

(27)

Te =
(νe/2)p

em
=
ν

2
M21 =

2ν
1 + ν

(28)

and similarly for quasiparticles as

Rνe/2 =
p
n
= M22 = −

1 − ν
1 + ν

(29)

Tνe/2 =
eq

(νe/2)n
=

2
ν

M12 =
2

1 + ν
. (30)

It should be noted that both relationships Te = 1 − Re and
Tνe/2 = 1 − Rνe/2 hold. Thus, the two-terminal conductance
can be calculated as

G =
e2

h
Te = ν

e2

h
Tνe/2 =

e2

h
2ν

1 + ν
. (31)

At ν = 1
2 we find that there are two elementary processes:

(a) a normal reflection of two 2e∗ quasiparticles and an elec-

tron and (b) an Andreev-like reflection of 3 quasiparticles
with a total charge 3e∗ in the initial and final states with one
transmitted electron and one quasihole, as shown in Fig. 2.
The latter process is analogous to an Andreev reflection at
a normal-metal–superconductor (N–S) interface.19, 20) Our se-
lection rules derived from the dual theory are different from
those considered in Ref. 11 and 17. For the Andreev reflection
in the N–S junction, the energy gap of the S side is essential.
In our case, we can consider the energy gap for the quasipar-
ticle excitation as infinite on the IQHL side.

Fig. 2. (Color online) Two elementary processes at ν = 1/2: (a) normal re-
flection and (b) Andreev-like reflection. The FQHL behaves as normal-metal.
The elementary charge is e∗ = e/4.

Next, we consider the correction for Γ̃ in the strong cou-
pling regime. By counting the conformal dimension, we ob-
tain the renormalization group equation for Γ̃ as

dΓ̃
dl
=

[
1 −

(
ν′

4
+

1
16

)]
Γ̃. (32)

Then, the correction of the current is proportional to

Γ̃(Λ0)2Λ2
[(
ν′

4 +
1
16

)
−1

]
V. (33)

At a high bias eV > kBT , the renormalized cut-off Λ can be
V . It can be assumed that the Landauer formula (31) holds
in such a large-voltage regime. Therefore, we can consider a
1
V -expansion in the strong coupling regime, where Γ̃ is small.
The V-dependence of the differential conductance is given by

dI
dV
=

e2

h

(
2ν

1 + ν

)
− λV−α, (34)

where

α =
15
8
−

ν

1 + ν
, (35)

and λ is a constant proportional to Γ̃(Λ0)2. The behavior of
the differential conductance in both the weak and strong tun-
neling regimes is illustrated in Fig. 3.

Finally, to compare the above model with experimental
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Fig. 3. (Color online) Schematic behavior of the normalized differential
conductance as a function of the bias voltage V .

conditions, we extend it for the system with FQHL with
ν = 5/2 and IQHL with ν = 3, as shown in Fig. 4. The
FQHL with ν = 5/2 can be regarded as a system in which
ν = 2 = 1 + 1 and ν = 1/2 coexist.33) The usual coupling
occurs between each ν = 2 liquid, and in this study the extra
ν = 1/2 and ν = 1 liquids occur. Thus, the differential con-
ductance value increases owing to the ν = 2 coupling term.

Fig. 4. (Color online) Schematic illustration of the coupling in a feasible
model.

In this study, we considered the Pfaffian FQHL–IQHL
junction. In the strong coupling limit, the selection rule shows
a normal reflection for quasiparticles with charge 2e∗ = νe
and an Andreev-like reflection for elementary quasiparticles
with charge e∗ = νe/2. The current–voltage characteristics
were calculated in the weak and strong coupling regimes. In
the weak tunneling limit, dI / dV is proportional to V1/ν. By
contrast, in the strong tunneling limit, dI / dV is expressed by
(e2/h)2ν/(1 + ν) with the correction term −λV−α.
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