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Abstract

Understanding the interplay between electronic interactions and disorder-induced localization has

been a longstanding quest in the physics of quantum materials. One of the most convincing demon-

strations of the scaling theory of localization for noninteracting electrons has come from plateau

transitions in the integer quantum Hall effect [1] with short-range disorder [2], wherein the localiza-

tion length diverges as the critical filling factor is approached with a measured scaling exponent close

to the theoretical estimates [3]. In this work, we extend this physics to the fractional quantum Hall ef-

fect [4], a paradigmatic phenomenon arising from a confluence of interaction, disorder, and topology.

We employ high mobility trilayer graphene devices where the transport is dominated by short-range

impurity scattering, and the extent of Landau level mixing can be varied by a perpendicular electric

field [5, 6]. Our principal finding is that the plateau-to-plateau transitions from N + 1/3 to N + 2/5

and from N + 2/5 to N + 3/7 fractional states are governed by a universal scaling exponent, which is

identical to that for the integer plateau transitions and is independent of the perpendicular electric

field. These observations and the values of the critical filling factors are consistent with a description

in terms of Anderson localization-delocalization transitions [7] of weakly interacting electron-flux

bound states called composite Fermions [8–10]. This points to a universal effective physics under-

lying fractional and integer plateau-to-plateau transitions independent of the quasiparticle statistics

of the phases and unaffected by weak Landau level mixing. Besides clarifying the conditions for the

realization of the scaling regime for composite fermions, the work opens the possibility of exploring

a wide variety of plateau transitions realized in graphene, including the fractional anomalous Hall

phases [11] and non-abelian FQH states [12].

The Quantum Hall (QH) effect realizes multiple continuous phase transitions between distinct

insulating topological states (separated by delocalized states) in a two-dimensional electron gas

subject to a perpendicular magnetic field [1]. The magnetic field B quantizes the electronic kinetic

energy into discrete Landau energy levels (LL). Disorder localizes all electronic single-particle

states in the bulk of the material, barring those at a specific critical energy Ec situated near the

center of each disorder-broadened LL. The states at Ec are extended [13–18]. When the Fermi

energy lies between the extended states of the N th and the (N + 1)st LLs, the system is in a topo-

logical phase. The electrical transport is characterized by a plateau in the transverse resistance
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quantized to Rxy = h/(Ne2) accompanied by a vanishingly small longitudinal resistance Rxx ≈ 0.

This is the integer quantum Hall (IQH) regime. As the Fermi energy approaches Ec, the localiza-

tion length ξ characterizing the single-particle states diverges as ξ ∝ |E − Ec|
−γ (in practice, this

divergence is cut-off by the effective sample size or temperature). This, in turn, leads to a peak in

Rxx that accompanies the transition between two successive Rxy plateaus [3, 18–20]. The physics

in such a critical regime results in several unusual phenomena, such as anomalous diffusion [21],

multifractal local density of states [7, 22], and multifractal conductance fluctuations [23, 24].

Low temperatures and high magnetic fields enhance the effective electron-electron interaction,

producing a richer set of the fractional quantum Hall (FQH) phases [25]. Two paradigmatic per-

spectives are in place. First, FQH physics is marked by strong many-body correlations character-

istic to each incompressible phase, with the FQH plateau transitions arising from changes to the

characteristic correlations. This strongly interacting picture may suggest that the critical behav-

ior at the transitions between FQH phases differs markedly from the analogous transitions in the

IQH regime. Second, the FQH transitions can be associated with integer quantum Hall physics

by implementing the composite Fermion (CF) approximation, whereby FQH phases are described

as integer quantum Hall phases of weakly interacting CFs. These composite particles are formed

by attaching an even number of flux quanta to electrons [26]. This results in a one-to-one cor-

respondence between the low energy physics of the IQH and FQH phases (the so-called law of

corresponding states for CFs [9, 27]) and further predicts the Anderson localization in the FQH

regime to be analogous to that in the IQH regime [8, 26, 27], with both phases characterized by the

same set of universal critical exponents [10, 28]. Experimentally deducing the near-critical-point

scaling is highly desirable in elucidating the inter-FQH-plateau critical behavior when facing these

two paradigmatic pictures.

To experimentally determine γ, the finite-size scaling theory suggests examining the divergence

(with respect to temperature T ) of the quantity dRxy/dν versus the Landau level filling factor ν

measured at the critical point ν = νc (corresponding to critical energy Ec) [20, 29]:

(dRxy/dν)ν=νc ∝ T−κ. (1)

Here, ν = nh/eB, B is the magnetic field, n is the areal charge-carrier density, h is the Planck con-

stant, and e is the electronic charge. The scaling exponent κ and the localization length exponent

γ are related by κ = p/2γ [3, 20, 30], where p determines the power-law divergence of the phase

coherence length Lϕ with temperature: Lϕ ∝ T−p/2. Their values are predicted to be γ ≈ 2.3 and
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κ ≈ 0.42 for all IQH and FQH transitions [9, 15, 20, 29, 31].

Experimental investigations of scaling in the IQH regime have reported κ varying between

0.16 ≤ κ ≤ 0.81 (Supplementary Information, Section S8). This wide variation has been attributed

to varying disorder correlation lengths with a universal critical behavior seen only in samples with

short-range disorder [32, 33]. Similar experimental investigations of scaling laws at transitions

between FQH phases are scarce [34–36]. A recent experimental study on extremely high-mobility

2D electron gas confined to GaAs quantum wells found the value of κ in the FQH regime to be

non-universal, this observation being attributable to long-range disorder correlation [36].

These recent studies [9, 10, 36] motivated us to experimentally revisit the scaling of FQH

transitions in a platform where the nature of disorder scattering can be controlled. We leverage

the fact that the electrical transport properties of high-mobility graphene devices are dominated by

short-range impurity scattering, noting that those of low-mobility graphene devices are controlled

by both short-ranged and long-ranged scattering potentials [37]. Thus, high-mobility graphene

devices represent a natural candidate to investigate the universality of scaling exponents. Choosing

Bernal-stacked trilayer graphene (TLG) as our system of study allows the additional flexibility to

probe the effect of band-mixing on the scaling properties of IQH and FQH states by tuning the

Landau level spectra using an external displacement field D [5, 6, 38]. The D-field breaks the

mirror reflection symmetry of the lattice, and the resulting hybridization of the monolayer-like and

bilayer-like bands can lead to changes in interaction strength and symmetries in the QH phases [6]

and the emergence of degenerate groups of LLs [5]. Choosing Bernal-stacked trilayer graphene

(TLG) as our system of study allows the additional flexibility to probe the effect of band-mixing

on the scaling properties of IQH and FQH states.

This Article experimentally validates the universal scaling law governing IQH and FQH tran-

sitions. We extract the values of κ near criticality, ν = νc, using three distinct approaches: (i)

analyzing the critical divergence of dRxy/dν, (ii) probing the critical divergence of the inverse of

the width of Rxx, and (iii) performing a scaling analysis of Rxy near the critical point. The results

consistently show that for all IQH and FQH plateau-to-plateau transitions (PT), closely aligned

with the predictions of the scaling theory [3].

Our study provides the first definite evidence of the Anderson localization in the FQH regime.

The stability of the critical exponents as the perpendicular displacement field is varied suggests

that weak Landau level mixing does not perturb the values of these critical exponents. Comparison

between graphene devices of varying mobility shows that as long as long-range impurity scattering
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can be suppressed, the universality of scaling parameters perseveres, independent of the quantum

Hall bulk phases involved. In this limit, the universality found underscores the applicability of the

CF approximation.

RESULTS

Standard dry transfer technique is used for the fabrication of dual graphite-gated hexagonal-

boron-nitride (hBN) encapsulated TLG devices [Fig. 1(a)] (for details, see Supplementary Infor-

mation, section S1) [39]. Fig. 1(b) shows measurements of the longitudinal resistance Rxx and

the transverse conductance Gxy versus the Landau level filling factor ν; the measurements were

performed at B = 13 T, T = 20 mK and D = 0 V/nm. We identify several major odd denominator

FQH states (ν = 1/3, 2/5, 3/7 and their hole-conjugates) by prominent dips in Rxx and correspond-

ing plateaus in Gxy; this is the first observation of these relatively well-developed FQH states in

TLG. Although ill-formed, indications of ν = n + 1/5 and n + 2/7 states are also seen. Several of

these FQH states are resolved at B = 4.5 T, attesting to the high quality of the device in terms of ex-

cellent homogeneity of number density and suppression of long-range scattering (Supplementary

Information, Section S6).

The band structure of TLG for D = 0 V/nm is formed of monolayer-like and bilayer-like

Landau levels (Fig. 1(c)) – these are protected from mixing by the lattice mirror-symmetry [40].

The calculated LLs as a function of B and energy E are shown in Fig. 1(d), where blue (red) lines

mark the LLs originating from the monolayer-like (bilayer-like) LLs. The NM = 0 monolayer-

like LLs cross the bilayer-like LLs at B ≈ 6 T. For B > 8 T, the ν = 2 and ν = 3 arise from

the spin-split NM = 0− ↑ and NM = 0− ↓ bands of the monolayer-like LLs. Here, (+,−) refer

to the two valleys and (↑, ↓) refer to electronic spins. We confine our study to 8 T< B < 10 T

to avoid Landau level-mixing at lower–B and phase transitions between competing FQH states at

higher–B [41–43].

CRITICAL EXPONENTS NEAR FQH PLATEAU-TO-PLATEAU TRANSITIONS

Fig. 2(a) shows the T -dependence of Rxy between the IQH states ν = −2 and ν = −1. Similar

data for transition between the FQH states ν = 2 + 2/3 and ν = 2 + 3/5 are shown in Fig. 2(b).

The critical points νc of the plateau-to-plateau transition (identified as the crossing point of the Rxy
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curves at different T ) are indicated in the plots. The exponent κ evaluated from the peak value

of dRxy/dν versus T near criticality (Figs. 2(c-d)) using Eqn. 1 in both cases is κ = 0.41 ± 0.01.

Analysis of the T -dependence of the inverse of the half-width of Rxx as ν is varied between two

consecutive FQH plateaus also yield κ = 0.41 ± 0.02 (Supplementary Information, section S2).

Having extracted κ from power-law fits, we now demonstrate the scaling properties of Rxy in

the vicinity of νc. We use the following form [3]:

Rxy(ν,T ) = Rxy(νc) f [α(ν − νc)] (2)

with

α ∝ T−1/(zγ) (3)

Here, z is the dynamical critical exponent characterizing the critical slowing down near a phase

transition [2, 44], f (0) = 1, and f ′(0) , 0. From Eq. 2 and Eq. 3, it follows that dRxy/dνν=νc ∝

T−1/(zγ). A comparison of this expression with Eq. 1 gives κ = 1/(zγ) [3]. This gives us a second,

independent method of estimating κ. Figure 2(e) shows Rxy/Rxy(νc) at various temperatures as a

function of α|ν − νc| for the ν = 2 + 1/3 to 2 + 2/5 transition. α(T ) is optimized to collapse the

various constant-temperature data onto a single curve (the upper branch of which is for ν < νc,

and the lower branch is for ν > νc). From the plot of α versus T (inset of Fig. 2(e)) we obtain

κ = 0.40 ± 0.03.

Fig. 3(a) compiles our findings. These results indicate a κ value of 0.41 ± 0.03 uniformly

observed across all probed transitions between IQH and FQH states (compare with Fig. S8 of

Supplementary Information). This consistency in scaling spans various transition types, including

transitions from one IQH state to another, transitions among different FQH states, and transitions

between an IQH state and a neighboring FQH state. Such consistency underscores the universal

applicability of this scaling principle. This universality of κ using three independent methods

marks the first experimental confirmation of a uniform scaling law across FQH transitions in any

material. It is the central result of this Article.

The physics of the FQH effect of electrons at a filling factor ν can be mapped onto that of IQH

of CF at a filling factor νCF , with ν = νCF/(2νCF ± 1) [26]. It follows that the critical points for the

FQH PT occur at [9, 45]:

νc =
(νCF + 0.5)

2(νCF + 0.5) ∓ 1
. (4)

The experimentally obtained values of νc, extracted either from the crossing point of the Rxy

isotherms or the maxima of Rxx, match exceptionally well with the theoretical predictions (Fig. 3(b))
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(Supplementary Information, table S1). To our knowledge, this is the first experimental verifica-

tion of the Eqn. 4, which relates the critical points for FQH of electrons with those of IQH of CF.

Furthermore, it seems to validates the employment of a weakly interacting CF picture even far

away from the center of the plateaus [9].

Robustness of the critical exponents against LL mixing. A non-zero vertical displacement

field D gives rise to a complex phase diagram in TLG, with the Landau levels inter-crossing mul-

tiple times, resulting in significant LL mixing as either D or B is varied [5, 46–49]. LL-mixing

can change the effective interaction between the electrons [43]; however, as shown in Fig. 3(c), we

find that it does not affect the universality of κ significantly. This vital result suggests that as long

as the CFs are weakly interacting (as indicated by the presence of the Jain sequence of states), the

critical behavior of the localization-delocalization transition remains unaltered.

DISCUSSION

We are now in a position to compare the universality of κ seen in the FQH PT in our high-

mobility TLG with non-universality of the same measured in the high-mobility 2D electronic gas

confined to GaAs quantum wells [36]. The large spread in κ values seen in the data in GaAs

quantum wells can be attributed to two main reasons [36]. The first is the formation of numerous

developing FQH phases between ν = 1/3 and 2/5, which limits the temperature range over which

one observes the decrease of ∆ with T (∆ being the width of Rxx). Note that in Fig. 1(b), there

are two incipient FQH phases, ν = 3 + 1/5 and 3 + 2/7 visible in the Rxx trace, between the more

robust phases ν = 3 and ν = 3+1/3. The incipient phases are weak enough to not affect the scaling

of the transition region in Rxy even at the lowest temperature employed here. As a result, we find

κ = 0.42 ± 0.01 (Fig. 3(a)).

The second reason for the deviation of the scaling exponent from 0.42 in GaAs quantum wells

is related to the type of disorder present in the sample [36]. Universality in κ is observed only when

effective disorder potential is short-ranged [33] (as in our graphite-gated high-mobility graphene

devices) whereas, in GaAs/AlGaAs systems, long-range interaction from the impurities leads

to long-range disorder potential fluctuations [36]. We fabricated graphene devices without the

graphite gate electrodes to probe the effect of long-range interactions on κ. The graphene channel

was no longer screened from long-range Coulomb fluctuations arising from the SiO2 substrate.

In these devices, the value of κ varied widely between 0.45 − 0.64 (Supplementary Information,
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section S4), supporting the conclusions of Ref [36].

To summarize, the critical behavior associated with transitions between FQH plateaus is under-

lined by strongly correlated, strongly interacting phases of electronic matter. It is not immediately

evident that the scaling involved should match the scaling behavior in IQH transitions. Our univer-

sal scaling, effective to transitions between Abelian FQH states and identical to the scaling found

for IQH phases, validates the Composite Fermion approximation. Specifically, we have demon-

strated the scaling of the conductance (with a scaling exponent κ = 0.41 ± 0.02) in the IQH and

FQH states in Bernal-stacked ABA trilayer graphene. This scaling holds for all plateau-to-plateau

transitions between two consecutive IQH states, between two FQH states, and even between IQH

and the adjoining FQH state, underlining the universal character of the scaling. To our knowledge,

ours is the first definite observation of Anderson localization-delocalization transition over a series

of fractional QH states.

Furthermore, we observe the universality of κ (both in IQH and FQH regimes) even when an

external displacement field hybridizes the Landau levels of Bernal-stacked TLG. We find devia-

tions from universality in the value of κ only in devices where long-range scattering dominates,

in agreement with Ref. [36]. Further theoretical studies are required to understand the observed

similarities between the transitions in integer and fractional quantum Hall states, to explore the

validity of the weakly interacting CF description in the plateau transition regions, and to develop

effective descriptions of the role of disorder on anyonic matter. Our study raises the question of

whether the universality observed in this context applies to transitions between closely related

bulk phases, such as fractional Chern insulators [11], and phases potentially characterized by non-

Abelian topological order [50–52] that go beyond the conventional CF description.

METHODS

Device fabrication and measurement

Device of dual graphite gated ABA trilayer graphene (TLG) heterostructures were fabricated

using a dry transfer technique (for details, see Supplementary materials S1). Raman spectroscopy

and optical contrast were used to determine the number of layers and stacking sequence. The

devices were patterned using electron beam lithography, followed by reactive ion etching and

thermal deposition of Cr/Pd/Au contacts. Measurements were done in a cryogen-free refrigerator
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(with a base temperature of 20 mK) at low frequency using standard low-frequency measurement

techniques. Dual electrostatic gates were used to simultaneously tune the areal number density

n = [(CtgVtg + CbgVbg)/e + no] and the displacement field D = [(CbgVbg − CtgVtg)/2ϵo + Do] across

the device. Here Cbg(Ctg) is the back gate (top gate) capacitance, and Vbg(Vtg) is the back gate (top

gate) voltage. The values of Ctg and Cbg are determined from quantum Hall measurements. no and

Do are the residual number density and electric field due to unavoidable impurities in the channel.
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FIG. 1. FQH in Bernal-stacked TLG (a) Device schematics of TLG encapsulated between two hBN and

few-layer graphite flakes. (b) Line plots of Gxy (left-axis; solid green line) and Rxx (right-axis; solid blue

line) versus ν measured at B = 13 T, T = 20 mK, and D = 0 V/nm. The dashed vertical lines mark the

FQH states formed at corresponding ν, and the arrows indicate corresponding plateaus in Gxy (c) Calculated

band structure of Bernal stacked trilayer graphene for D = 0 V/nm. The four LLs of the NM = 0 band are

indicated schematically. (d) Calculated Landau levels as a function of energy E and B for D = 0 V/nm. The

blue lines are the monolayer-like LLs, while the red lines are the bilayer-like LLs. The solid and dotted lines

indicate the LLs from K and K′-valley, respectively. The solid-green line is the spin-degenerate NM = 0− ↑

and NM = 0− ↓ monolayer-like LLs that host the FQH states probed in this Article.
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FIG. 2. Scaling near ν = νc. Plot of Rxy versus ν for transition between the (a) IQH states ν = −2 and

ν = −1 (the critical point νc = −1.51), and (b) the FQH states 2+ 2/3 and 2+ 3/5 (νc = 2.625). (c) Log-log

plot of |dRxy/dν| versus T for the PT ν = −2 and ν = −1 at νc. The dashed line is the fit to the data points

using Eqn. 1. (d) Same as in (c) for the PT between FQH states 2 + 2/3 and 2 + 3/5. (e) Scaling analysis of

Rxy for the PT transition between ν = 2 + 1/3 and ν = 2 + 2/5. The inset is a plot of T versus α in a log-log

scale (open circles); a linear fit to the data (dotted line) yields κ = 0.40 ± 0.03. (For an error analysis, see

Supplementary Information Section S7.)
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

S1. DEVICE FABRICATION, SCHEMATICS AND CHARACTERIZATION

VSiO2

Vbg

Vtg

(a) (b) Rxx(Ω)
0      5     8

FIG. S1. (a) Schematic of the device. Two gates Vbg and Vtg (with 30 nm thick hBN flakes as gate dielectrics

and thin graphite as gate contacts) are used to tune the number density and displacement field across the

flake. A silicon back-gate (with SiO2 as the gate dielectric) is used to dope the graphene contacts of the

device to prevent the formation of p-n junctions. (b) Landau level fan diagram for TLG measured at 7 K.

Color map shows the Rxx in log scale.

Bernal-stacked trilayer graphene (TLG), hBN, and graphite flakes are mechanically exfoliated

on Si substrates with a 300 nm thick top SiO2 layer. TLG flakes are first identified through color

contrast under an optical microscope and further confirmed using Raman spectroscopy [53, 54].

The standard dry pickup and transfer technique is used to fabricate the heterostructure. The flakes

are picked up sequentially using polycarbonate (PC) film at T = 120◦ C in the following or-

der: graphite/hBN/TLG/hBN/graphite. The entire stack, along with the PC film, is transferred

on Si/SiO2 substrate at 180◦ C followed by cleaning in chloroform, acetone, and IPA solution to

remove the PC residue. The heterostructure is then annealed in vacuum at 300◦ C for 4 hours.

We employ electron beam lithography for defining the contacts on the heterostructure. This is

followed by etching with a mixture of CHF3 and O2 gases and metal deposition with Cr/Pd/Au

(3 nm/12 nm/55 nm) to create 1-D contacts [55, 56].

Avoiding the formation of p-n junctions is absolutely essential if the devices are to be operated
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FIG. S2. Calculating κ from width of Rxx. Log-log plots of the inverse of the half-width of longitudinal

magnetoresistance Rxx versus T for PT between ν = 2 + 2/3 and ν = 2 + 3/5.

at high displacement fields [49, 57, 58]. We achieve this by doping the graphene contacts (that

extend out of both the graphite gates) to high number density. A schematic of the device is shown

in Fig. S1(a). Two common kinds of TLG flakes are typically obtained during mechanical exfoli-

ation: ABA (or Bernal-stacked) and ABC. ABC, being a metastable stacking [59, 60], generally

converts into ABA stacking during fabrication. These two phases are easily distinguishable by Ra-

man spectroscopy and transport measurements – displacement field opens up a band gap in ABC

TLG [61–63]. In contrast, a band gap does not open in ABA TLG.

Fig. S1(b) shows the Landau level fan diagram of the sample measured at 7 K. It matches pretty

well with the simulated LL plot shown in Fig. 1(d) of the main manuscript with clear indications of

monolayer-like Landau levels (LL) around a number density 5×1015 m−2 that cross the bilayer-like

LLs confirming the system to be ABA trilayer graphene [38, 64].

S2. ESTIMATION OF κ FROM THE TEMPERATURE DEPENDENCE OF THE WIDTH OF Rxx.

At the critical point of the quantum Hall plateau-to-plateau transitions (PT), both dRxy/dν and

the inverse of the half-width of Rxx versus ν plot diverge according to power law T−κ [3]. In the

main manuscript, we estimated the value of κ by evaluating dRxy/dν close to the critical point.

Here, we focus on the analysis of the width ∆ of Rxx (FWHM of Rxx transition peak) versus ν
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[30, 34]. At the critical point, ∆−1 diverges like T−κ. The dependence of ∆−1 on T for the transition

between ν = 2 + 2/3 and ν = 2 + 3/5 is shown in Fig. S2. The slope of linear fits to data yields

κ = 0.43 ± 0.016.

S3. CRITICAL BEHAVIOR OF PLATEAU-TO-PLATEAU TRANSITIONS

In table S1, we compare our experimentally obtained values of νc with the theoretically pre-

dicted values [9, 65]:

νc =
(n + 0.5)

2 (n + 0.5) ± 1
; (S1)

where n is the LL index of composite Fermions.

ν1 ν2 ν
xy
c νxx

c νc (predicted)

ν = 7
3 ν = 12

5 2.375 ± 0.002 2.371 ± 0.003 2.375

ν = 12
5 ν = 17

7 – 2.417 ± 0.003 2.417

ν = 18
7 ν = 13

5 – 2.586 ± 0.002 2.583

ν = 13
5 ν = 8

3 2.625 ±0.003 2.624 ± 0.002 2.625

ν = 10
3 ν = 17

5 3.377 ± 0.002 3.371 ± 0.003 3.375

ν = 17
5 ν = 24

7 3.416 ± 0.003 3.417 ± 0.003 3.417

ν = 25
7 ν = 18

5 – 3.588 ± 0.002 3.583

ν = 18
5 ν = 11

3 – 3.624 ± 0.004 3.625

TABLE S1. Experimentally determined values of νc for high-mobility Bernal-stacked trilayer graphene

devices for plateau-to-plateau transition between filling factors ν1 and ν2. νxy
c (νxx

c ) is the value of the critical

filling factor obtained from the crossing points of Rxy (maxima of Rxx). Also tabulated are the theoretical

predictions for νc [9, 65].

S4. SCALING EXPONENTS IN LOW-MOBILITY DEVICES

To compare the effect of long-range and short-range potential disorders [33] on the scaling

exponents, we fabricated hBN-encapsulated graphene heterostructures without the back graphite

electrode. The number density across these devices is tuned using a Si/SiO2 gate. Despite being

hBN encapsulated, effects of Coulomb impurities present at the SiO2 surface containing dangling

16



0 . 1 1 1 0

2

4
6
8

1 0

1 2 3 4 5 64

8

1 2

1 6

2 0

2 4

dR
xy/

dν
| ν

=ν
c

T  ( K )

( × 1 . 7 )

κ= 0 . 6 3  ±  0 . 0 0 6

( × 0 . 1 )κ= 0 . 5 0  ±  0 . 0 0 9

κ= 0 . 4 4  ±  0 . 0 1

 ν  = 5  t o  6
 ν  = 4  t o  5
 ν  = 1  t o  2

× 103

R x
y (k

Ω
)

ν

0 . 0 2  K 9  K

( a ) ( b )

FIG. S3. Scaling exponents in low mobility graphene device.(a) Plots of Rxy versus filling factor at

different temperatures. (b) Plots of dRxy/dν at the critical point ν = νC versus temperature (log-log scale)

for various plateau-to-plateau transitions. The values of κ extracted from the plots are mentioned in the plot.

bonds are not screened. These lead to long-range potential fluctuations across the device [37, 66].

Fig. S3 shows the variation of dRxy/dν at ν = νc as a function of temperature for one such device

for different plateau-to-plateau transitions. We observe a large spread in values of the scaling

exponent κ, as opposed to the case of high-mobility devices discussed in the main manuscript,

where the values of κ were tightly clustered around the theoretically predicted value of 0.42. Our

analysis supports the recent observations where the presence of long-range interactions made the

scaling exponent non-universal [36].

S5. SECOND DERIVATIVE OF Rxy WITH TEMPERATURE.

As discussed in the main manuscript, a single parameter scaling function can be written down

for the resistance tensor for plateau-to-plateau transitions [3, 67, 68]:

Rxy(ν,T ) = Rxy(νc) f [T−κ(ν − νc)] (S2)

This immediately leads to
dRxy

dν
∝ T−κ (S3)

and
d2Rxy

dν2 ∝ T−2κ (S4)

Fig. S4 (a) and (b) show plots of d2Rxy/dν2 as a function of temperature for two different plateau-

to-plateau transitions. Fig. S4 (c) shows the variation of the d2Rxy/dν2 at ν = νc with temperature
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in log-log scale. The slope yields 2κ ≈ 0.83, a value matching very closely with the prediction of

Eqn. S4.
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FIG. S4. Second derivative of Rxy with temperature. Plots of d2Rxy/dν2 vs ν at different temperatures for

plateau-to-plateau transitions between between (a) ν = −1 and ν = −2 and (b) ν = −3 and ν = −4. (c) Log-

log plot of d2Rxy/dν2 vs T for three different PT (open circles). The dotted lines are the linear fits to the

data.

S6. FRACTIONAL QUANTUM HALL STATES AT B = 4.5 T.

Fig. S5 plots the longitudinal resistance Rxx as a function of filling factor ν. We can see the

emergence of FQH states at ν = n + 1/3 and ν = n + 2/3 at B = 4.5 T.

2 3 4 5
0

5 0
1 0 0
1 5 0
2 0 0

R x
x (Ω

)

ν

 4 . 5  T

7
3 8

3

1 0
 3 1 1

 3
1 3
 3 1 4

 3
1 6
 3

1 7
 3

FIG. S5. Fractional Quantum Hall states at B = 4.5 T. Plot of Rxx versus ν measured at B = 4.5 T and

T = 20 mK. The major FQH that begin to form are marked by arrows.
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FIG. S6. Scaling analysis for transition between ν = 2 + 2/3 and ν = 2 + 3/5. (a) Plot of the error in

scaling versus x. (b-f) Scaling plot for different values of x (the values of x are marked inside the plot).

S7. DETAILS OF SCALING ANALYSIS.

In this section, we describe the process followed to extract the value of κ. As discussed in the

main manuscript, we use the following scaling equation [3]:

Rxy(ν,T ) = Rxy(νc) f [α(ν − νc)] (S5)

with

α ∝ T−x (S6)

Fig. S6(b-f) shows Rxy/Rxy(νc) at various temperatures as a function of α|ν− νc| for the ν = 2+ 2/3

to 2+3/5 transition. The plots are for different values of x. The red line corresponds to T = 1.3 K,

and the blue line corresponds to T = 0.5 K. For a perfect scaling, these two plots should collapse.

However, it is challenging to visually determine the value of x that achieves the best scaling. To

address this, the variance between the two plots is calculated as an ’error’ metric for the scaling

accuracy. We identify κ with the value of x that minimizes this error. In this specific instance, the

optimum value is κ = 0.42, as shown in Fig. S6(a).
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S8. VALUES OF κ FROM PREVIOUS STUDIES
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FIG. S7. A compilation of the values of κ from previous studies [2, 69–80], represented by open symbols.

The results of the current study are represented with filled squares and circles. Details of the data and the

corresponding references are compiled in table S2 and table S3.
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TABLE S2: A compilation of the values of κ obtained in 2D ma-

terials other than graphene by different groups.

PPT κ Material Reference

1→2/3 0.77±0.02 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2/3 0.63±0.07 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2/3 0.56±0.02 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2/3 0.68±0.05 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.36±0.04 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.56±0.05 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.81±0.04 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.44±0.02 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.53±0.07 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.43±0.10 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.62±0.03 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.28±0.06 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.53±0.06 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.43±0.1 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

2→3 0.51±0.03 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

3→4 0.51±0.03 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

3→4 0.45±0.05 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

3→4 0.45±0.05 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

3→4 0.52±0.03 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

3→4 0.63±0.03 AlxGa(1−x)As − Al0:33Ga0:67As [70]

1→2 0.42±0.04 In0.53Ga0.47As/InP [69]

2→3,

3→4

0.42±0.04 In0.53Ga0.47As/InP [69]

2→3 0.72±0.05 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]

4→5 0.25 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]

3→4 0.15 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]

5→6 0.9 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]
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2→3,3→4 0.62 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]

1→2,2→3

3→4

0.2 to 0.43 GaAs/AlGaAs [81]

6→5 0.71 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

7→6 0.72 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

6→5 0.74 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

7→6 0.77 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

8→10 0.75±0.05 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

1→2 0.66±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

1→2 0.6±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

1→2 0.62±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

6→5 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0%Al) [33]

5→4 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0%Al) [33]

4→3 0.57 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0%Al) [33]

6→5 0.57 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.21%Al) [33]

5→4 0.56 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.21%Al) [33]

4→3 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.21%Al) [33]

6→5 0.49 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

5→4 0.5 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

4→3 0.49 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

6→5 0.43 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

5→4 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

3→2 0.41 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.33%Al) [33]

6→5 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

5→4 0.41 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

3→2 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

6→5 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]
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5→4 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

3→2 0.41 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

6→5 0.41 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

5→4 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

3→2 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(0.85%Al) [33]

6→5 0.43 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.4%Al) [33]

5→4 0.43 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.4%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.4%Al) [33]

3→2 0.42 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.4%Al) [33]

6→5 0.49 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.9%Al) [33]

5→4 0.49 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.9%Al) [33]

4→3 0.5 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.9%Al) [33]

3→2 0.51 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(1.9%Al) [33]

6→5 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(2.6%Al) [33]

5→4 0.6 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(2.6%Al) [33]

4→3 0.59 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(2.6%Al) [33]

3→2 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(2.6%Al) [33]

4→3 0.58 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As(4.1%Al) [33]

3→2 0.57 AlxGa1−xAs − Al0.33Ga0.67As (4.1%Al) [33]

4→3 0.42±0.01 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.67±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.55±0.04 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.54±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.23±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.66±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.60±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

4→3 0.54±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]
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3→2 0.41±0.01 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.44±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.46±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.34±0.01 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.44±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.42±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.43±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

3→2 0.16±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [30]

2/3→3/5 0.09 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

3/5→4/7 0.46 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

4/7→5/9 0.39 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

6/11→5/9 0.41 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

7/13→8/15 0.29 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

7/15→6/13 0.19 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

6/13→5/11 0.48 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

5/11→4/9 0.44 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

4/9→3/7 0.37 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

3/7→2/5 0.15 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

2/5→1/3 0.14 GaAs quantum wells (50nm) [36]

2/3→3/5 0.20 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

3/5→4/7 0.17 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

4/7→5/9 0.20 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

5/9→6/11 0.63 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

6/11→7/13 0.54 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

7/15→8/17 0.32 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

6/13→7/15 0.41 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

6/13→5/11 0.54 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

5/11→4/9 0.41 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

4/9→3/7 0.26 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]
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3/7→2/5 0.17 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

2/5→1/3 0.20 GaAs quantum wells (30nm) [36]

2/3→3/5 0.13 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

3/5→4/7 0.18 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

4/7→5/9 0.39 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

5/9→6/11 0.12 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

5/11→4/9 0.45 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

4/9→3/7 0.36 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

3/7→2/5 0.18 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

2/5→1/3 0.16 GaAs quantum wells (40nm) [36]

2→1 0.42 GaAs/AlGaAs [84]

3→2 0.72±0.2 GaAs/AlGaAs [84]

4→3 0.72±0.2 GaAs/AlGaAs [84]

3→2 0.68±0.04 GaAs/AlGaAs [85]

4→3 0.72±0.05 GaAs/AlGaAs [85]

5→4 0.67±0.06 GaAs/AlGaAs [85]

4→3 0.5 ±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [86]

5→4 0.5±0.03 GaAs/AlGaAs [86]

4→3 0.62 ±0.04 GaAs/AlGaAs [87]

4→3 0.59±0.04 GaAs/AlGaAs [87]

2→1 0.66±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

2→1 0.60±0.0 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

2→1 0.62±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [83]

2→1 0.64 ±0.09 GaAs/AlGaAs [88]

3→2 0.66 - 0.77 GaAs/AlGaAs [89]

6→5 0.72(0.74) GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

7→6 0.72(0.80) GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

8→7 0.75 ±0.05 GaAs/AlGaAs [82]

1→0 0.79 GaAs/AlGaAs [90]
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3→2 0.54 GaAs/AlGaAs [90]

4→3 0.42 GaAs/AlGaAs [91]

4→3 0.58 GaAs/AlGaAs [91]

3→2 0.52±0.01 GaAs/AlGaAs [92]

4→3 0.52±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [92]

5→4 0.53±0.02 GaAs/AlGaAs [92]

1→2 0.45±0.04 HgTe Quantum wells (5.9 nm) [93]

2→3 0.40±0.02 HgTe Quantum wells (5.9 nm) [93]
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TABLE S3: Values of κ obtained in graphene from previous stud-

ies. The results of our present study are also included.

PPT κ Material Reference

2→ 6 0.23±0.02 Graphene on SiO2 [94]

-2→ -6 0.23±0.02 Graphene on SiO2 [94]

-10→ -6 0.23±0.02 Graphene on SiO2 [94]

10→ 6 0.23±0.02 Graphene on SiO2 [94]

-2→ 2 0.23±0.02 Graphene on SiO2 [94]

6→ 10 0.40±0.04 Graphene on SiO2 [71]

2→ 6 0.40±0.04 Graphene on SiO2 [71]

-2→ -6 0.40±0.03 Graphene on SiO2 [71]

-6→ -10 0.40±0.03 Graphene on SiO2 [71]

6→ 10 0.41±0.03 Graphene on SiO2 [71]

-2→ 2 0.16±0.05 Graphene on SiO2 Corbino geometry [74]

-2→ 0 0.58 ± 0.03 Graphene on SiO2 (hall bar) [95]

-2→ 2 0.21±0.01 Graphene (pnp junction) [75]

2→ 6 0.36±0.01 Graphene (pnp junction) [75]

6→ 10 0.35±0.01 Graphene (pnp junction) [75]

16→ 12 0.27±0.01 Encapsulated BLG [78]

12→ 8 0.32±0.01 Encapsulated BLG [78]

16→ 12 0.30±0.01 Encapsulated BLG [78]

12→ 8 0.32±0.01 Encapsulated BLG [78]

-8→ -4 0.30±0.02 Encapsulated BLG [78]

-8→ -4 0.29±0.02 Encapsulated BLG [78]

-16→-12 0.32±0.02 Encapsulated BLG [78]

-4→-3 0.41±0.006 Current study (high mobility) current study

-2→-1 0.40±0.005 Current study (high mobility) current study

2→7/3 0.42±0.004 Current study (high mobility) current study

7/3→12/5 0.38±0.02 Current study (high mobility) current study

10/3→17/5 0.39±0.03 Current study (high mobility) current study
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13/5→8/3 0.42±0.01 Current study (high mobility) current study

3→10/3 0.42±0.009 Current study (high mobility) current study

17/5→24/7 0.44±0.02 Current study (high mobility) current study

1→2 0.41±0.007 Current study (high mobility) current study

1→2 0.63±0.006 Current study (low mobility) current study

2→3 0.49±0.01 Current study (low mobility) current study

3→4 0.42±0.009 Current study (low mobility) current study

4→5 0.44±0.01 Current study (low mobility) current study

5→6 0.50±0.009 Current study (low mobility) current study
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