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Inplane m agnetodrag in dilute bilayer tw o-din ensional system s: a Ferm i liquid theory
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M otivated by recent experin ental resuls reporting anom alous drag resistance behavior in dilute
bilayertwo-dim ensional (2D ) hole system sin thepresence ofam agnetic eld parallelto the2D plane,
we have carried out a m any-body Fem 1 liquid theory calculation ofbilayer m agnetodrag com paring
it to the corresponding single layerm agnetoresistance. In qualitative agreem ent w ith experin ent we

nd relatively sim ilar behavior n our calculated m agnetodrag and m agnetoresistance arising from
the physicale ects of screening being sim ilarly m odi ed ("suppressed") by carrier spin polarization

(at "ow "
m agneto-orbital correction (at "high"

eld) and the conductivity e ective m ass being sim ilarly m odi ed ("enhanced") by strong
elds) in both cases. W e critically discuss agreem ent and

disagreem ent between our theory and the experim ental results, concliding that the m agnetodrag
data are qualitatively consistent w ith the Fem i liquid theory.

PACS Number : 7340.—, 71321Ac, 7340Kp

M uch attention has recently focused on low -density 2D
system s In sam iconductor structures @{:_7:] where carrier
transport properties m ay be strongly a ected by inter—
action e ects. In particular, low tem perature transport
'EJ,?_Z:], m agnetotransport B,:ff], drag E,:_é], and m agneto—
drag Ej] properties have recently been studied In low-—
density electron [3je] and hoke P41, singledayer
Ej{:ﬁf] and bikayer E{:j] systam s, providing a great deal
of detailed quantitative infom ation on the tem pera—
ture, density, and m agnetic eld dependent 2D resistivity

(T;n;B) and 2D drag-—resistivity p (T;n;B) behavior.
(The extemally applied m agnetic eld being discussed
throughout this work and in the relevant experin ental
references i}'{-’j.] isan “n-plane’ m agnetic eld B applied
parallel to the 2D layer.) A very recent experin ental
work E_‘z]by P illarisetty et. al reports som e striking qual-
Tative resem blance between the 2D bilayer drag p and
the corresponding sihgle-layer resistivity as a function
ofthe applied parallel eld B in a low density low disor-
der2D G aA shole system . Since the physicalm echanian s
underlying and p are generally thought to be quali-
tatively di erent at low tem peratures, the experim ental
observations of ref. 7 take on in portant qualitative sig—
ni cance. In particular, in high-m obility 2D system sat
low tem peratures is entirely due to scattering by random
charged In puriy centerswhereas p at low tem peratures
arises entirely from inter-ayer electron-electron scatter-
ng. € lectron-phonon scatteringm akesnegligble contri-
butionstoboth and p at low tem perature EJ:,:Q'].) Since
electron-electron scattering does not directly contribute
to in translationally invariant 2D sem iconductor sys—
tam s, the reported ij] qualitative sin ilarity between the
observed and p behaviors in itsm agnetic eld depen-
dence presents a signi cant theoretical challenge. Since
it is m anifestly obvious that electron-im purity scatter-
Ing can at best play an unin portant and indirect sec—
ondary rolke E’j’] iIn detem Ining the interlayer drag resis—
tance, the experin ental cbservation of ref. 7 raises very
serious fundam entalquestions regarding our understand—

Ing ofthe nature of the ground state ofa low -density 2D
carrier system . W e note that electron-electron interac—
tion induced um klapp scattering, which could contribute
to the single-ayer resistivity (sihce um klapp processes do
not conserve m om entum ), is com pletely irrelevant in 2D
sem iconductor structures w here all the electronic physics
occurs essentially at the zonecenter point in the ef-
fective m ass approxin ation sense (and the real lattice
structure does not play any rok).

In view of the considerable fiindam ental signi cance
of the issues raised by the experim ental observations, we
present in this Letter a carefiil theoretical calculation of
both ®B)and p B) in a low-densiy 2D carrier system
w ithin the canonicalm any-body Ferm iliquid theory that
hasearlierbeen found to be successfilin providing a rea—
sonable qualitative (and perhapseven sam iquantitative)
description of the approxin ate tem perature and density
dependence of B'_ﬁ] and p [_IQ'] at low tem peratures and
densities in the absence of any applied inplane m agnetic

eld. W enote that the zero— eld tem perature and carrier
density dependence 0of2D resistivity (T;n) and 2D drag
resistivity p (T;n) in the absence of any externalm ag—
netic el are certainly very di erent as one would ex—
pect on thebasisof and p being determ ined by di er—
ent scattering processes: by screened charged im purity
scattering and p by Interlayer electron-electron scatter—
Ing. For example, shows Er_J{'ﬂ:] an approxim ate linear
Increase with T at low tem peratures as is expected E_Si]
for screened Coulomb in purity scattering and p shows
E,Zj':_l(_i] an approxin ate quadratic ncrease w ith T at low
tem peratures as is expected for electron-electron scatter-
ng. (Sin ilarly the carrier densiy dependence of and

p arealsovery di erentatB = 0.) The question there—
fore naturally arises why the inplane m agnetic eld de-
pendences of B ) and p B) reported In ref. [/] show
qualitative sim ilarities.

W e theoretically argue, show Ing concrete calculated re—
sul wihin the m any body Fermm i liquid theory, that the
qualitativem agnetic eld dependenceof B )and p B)
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should Indeed be sim ilar since the scattering processes
controlling the two properties (electron charged in pu-
rity scattering for and electron-electron scattering for
p ) are both screened by the carriers them selves and the
dom inant behavior in both cases arises prim arily from
them agnetic eld dependence ofelectronic screening [11]
(through the spin polarization process) and (som ew hat
to a lesser degree) from the m agneto-orbitale ect [12]
(through the modi cations of the 2D conductiviy ef-
fective m ass and the con ning quasi?2D wave function).
T he reported qualitative sin ilarity betw een m agnetodrag
and m agnetoresistance thus arises from drag and resis—
tance being dom inated by screened carrier-carrier scat—
tering and screened carrier-im purity scattering respec—
tively. T he fact that Iongranged charged In puriy poten—
tial is the dom inant source of resistive scattering in 2D
sam iconductor structures (and this longranged charged
In puriy scattering m ust necessarily be screened by the
carriers) is therefore the key reason for the broad qual-
tative sin flarity between p B) and @) reported in

1.

W e start by w riting dow n the zero— eld theoretical for-
mulae for Pland p [10,8]in them any-body Fem 1 lig—
uid RPA Bolzm ann theory approxin ation widely used
in the literature. The resistivity is given by ! =
ne’h i=m , where n, m are the 2D carrier density and
the conductivity e ective m ass respectively whereas the
transport relaxation tine  is given by

1 2 X ,

= — niJe; k
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w ih h ibeing a them alaverage over the carrier energy
". Here n; is the density of charged in purity centers in
the 2D system (incliding the interface and the mnsula—
tor), and Ue; (@) is the screened carrier-im purity scatter—
ing strength give by u (@) = v° (@)= @), where (q) isthe
sihgle-layer 2D carrier dielectric function. (Fordetailson
the derivation and in plications of the ormula for , see
ref. P].) The drag resistivity is given by
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whereFq,, (@i !) = 135 @ !)Jm 11522 (@), with uf§ =

Vii0,= @!) is the dynamically screened interlayer

Coulomb interaction between layers 1 and 2, and is
the 2D polarizability. W e consider the so-called bal-
anced situation here w ith the sam e carrder density n in
both layers.) Note that the dielectric function (;!) =
1 v@ (') entering Eq. (2) is the two com ponent
dielectric tensor for the bilayer system [13]. For details
on the drag form ula and its in plications, see refs. [8,10].)
Tt is in portant to em phasize that dielectric screening
by the carriers them selves is a key ingredient in deter—
m ning both and p although the static single layer

(scalar) dielectric function () detem Ines through the
screened charged In purity scattering w hereasthe dynam —
icalbilayer (tensor) dielectric finction (g;! ) determm ines

p through the screened interlayer C oulom b interaction.
At Jow carrier densities used in ref. [/], the di erence
betw een static and dynam ic screening is not ofany qual-
ftative signi cance since the e ective plasn a frequency
scale is rather low at low densities. Thereforeboth and

p depend on the carrier dielectric function properties,
which iswhy they have qualitative sin ilarm agnetic eld
dependence as we show and discuss below .

W e have carried out a thoroughly nontrivial general-
ization ofthe above theories for and p tothe nite in-
plane m agnetic eld situation ®B), p B ). Detailswill
be provided elsew here [14], but herewem ention them ain
physicale ectsofthe applied eld for and p . The ap-
plied eld has two complktely di erent physical e ects
through its coupling to carrier spin (\m agneto-spin")
[l1] and orbital (\m agneto-orbital") dynam ics [12]. The
m agneto-spin e ect arises from eld-induced carrier spin
polarization due to the Zeam an coupling, and saturates
at a density dependent saturation eld By when the car-
rier system is fully spin polarized (ie. the m agneto-soin
e ect exists only for B B). The m agneto-orbial ef-
fect [12] ardses from the orbial coupling of the in-plane
magnetic eld to the transverse dim ension due to the
quasi?D nature ofthe 2D layer and the m agneto-orbial
e ect is therefore m onotonically increasing w ith increas—
Ingm agnetic eld since this orbital coupling is im portant
only when the m agnetic length 1= (c~=eB )'=? is am aller
than the quasi2D w idth ofthe 2D system . Thusone in —
portant qualitative di erence between the m agneto-spin
and the orbitale ect isthatthe soin e ect isessentially a
\weak— eld" e ect lasting only upto the saturation eld
B whereas the m agneto-orbial e ect Increases m ono—
tonically w ith increasing eld.

T hem agneto-spin m echanisn itrselfhastwo distinct ef-
fects: Suppression of screening due to spin polarization
[L1]asthe soin degeneracy decreases from 2 (@tB = 0) to
1 @B Bs) and the Increase ofthee ective 2D Fem i
surface as the value of the 2D Fermm iwave vector kp in—
creases by a factor of 2with B ncreasing from zero to
B due to the lifting of the soin degeneracy. Sin ilarly,
the m agneto-orbialm echanian also has two distinct ef-
fects: T he increase of the transport e ective m ass In the
direction perpendicular to the magnetic eld direction
and the eld-induced intersubband scattering am ong the
quasi?D subband | both of these are only operational
at relatively high eldswhen 1< a where a is the aver-
age transverse w idth of the carrier wave function. It is
In portant to realize that three ofthese our eld induced
e ects (spinh polarization Induced screening suppression,
and both of the m agneto-orbitale ects) always produce
positive m agnetoresistance w hereas the Fem i surface ef-
fect which is signi cant only at high carrier densities
w here 2kp grr s 9rr being the screening wave vector)
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FIG.1l. Calculated (@) m agnetoresistance ®B,) and (©)

m agnetodrag p By) forholk density p= 2:15 10°a ? at
various tem peratures as a finction of parallel eld By .

always produces a negative m agnetoresistance. For the
holedoped low -d%lE:lty sam ples ofref. [7], the Fem isur-
face (le. k¢ ! 2kp asB ! Bg) e ect is negligblk
since the systam is In the strong screening oy 2kg
Iim it.

The combiation and the interplay of m agneto-spin
and m agneto-orbiale ects are quite com plex and sensi-
tive to the param eter (n;T ;B ) details, but a faw general
comm ents can stillbem ade: (1) At low carrier densities
[7] of Interest to us, the static and dynam ic screening
operationalrespectively in (B ) and p (B ) behave sin i~
larly, and therefore the spin-polarization induced screen—
Inge ectisqualitatively sinilarfor B)and p B); @)
sihce eld-induced m agneto-spn e ect operates only for
B Bs, both B) and p B) manifest a cusp-type
structure at B = B where spins are com plktely po—
larized; (3) the m axinum theoretically allowed m agne—
toresistance @B )= (0) and m agnetodrag p B)=p (©)
corrections arising from the spin polarization induced
m agneto-screening m echanisn are factorsof4 and 16 re—
spectively since screening itself could be suppressed at
m ost by a factor of 2 due to soin polarization e ect (and
Egs. 1 and 2 respectively for and p come wih the
second and the fourth pow er of the spin degeneracy); 4)
them ain m agneto-orbitale ect for the relatively narrow
PG aA s quantum well system s (w idth 150A) used In
ref. [7] is the enhanced conductirity m ass at higherm ag—
netic eld values | the condition 1  150A necessary
for strong m agneto-orbialcorrection is satis ed forB
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FIG.2. Calculated (@) m agnetoresistance @®By) and ()
m agnetodrag p By) at a temperature T = 100 m K for dif-
ferent density p=12,1.5,1.75, 215 10'°an ? as a function
ofparallel eld By .

4 T whereas the spin polarization saturation eld By for
the low hole densities used in ref. [/] is B 3 6
T ; thus the m agneto-spin e ects dom inate for B upto
3 6T whereasthem agneto-orbitale ects dom inate at
higher elds; (5) them agneto-orbitale ectsare \sin ilar"
In both casessinceboth and p areproportionalto the

eld-dependent e ective m ass (which increases quadrat-
ically wih the applied eld). W e mention that these

ve features are In excellent qualitative agreem ent w ith
experin ental resuls [7].

In Figs. 1 { 4 we show our calculated results for
and p wihin the RPA -Boltzm ann Fem i liquid theory.
O ur theory nncorporates all realistic e ects [P-11] with
the charged In purity density (ni) determ ining as the
only unknown free param eter. O ur results in Figs. 1 and
2,where B)and p B) areshown fordi erent tem per-
aturesand di erent densities, regoectively, bear excellent
qualitative resem blance to the corresponding experin en—
tal results in ref. [7]. W e are not clain ing quantitative
agreem ent w ith experin ent by any m eans since our the-
ory is necessarily approxin ate at the low carrier densi-
ties used In ref. [7] since no exact description of corre—
lation e ects at low densities exists for Interacting quan-—
tum Coulomb system of interest here. The qualitative
agreem ent between theory and experin ent is, however,
obviously apparent even on a casualcom parison betw een
our Figs. 1 and 2 and the corresponding Figs. 1 and
2 in ref. [7]. In particular, both theory and experin ent
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FIG .3. Calculated @) ®B)and ) p B) hclidingonly

them agneto-spin oronly them agneto-orbiale ectsforahole
density p= 215 10"°am % atT = 100mK .

m anifest qualitatively sim ilar, but by no m eans identical,
behaviorsin (B) and p B ), arising, as argued above,
from the m agneto-goin and m agneto-orbitale ects.

t is worthwhile to theoretically consider the orbital
and the spin e ects separately. E xperim entally this can—
not, of course, be done but one could get som e approx—
In ate idea about the relative behavior of the m agneto-
soin and the m agneto-orbiale ectsin B) and p B)
by concentrating on the ow’ B (< Bg) and the high’
B ¢ Bj) regin es, respectively.) In Fig. 3 we show the
calculated B ) and p B ) including only the m agneto—
soin or only the m agneto-orbitale ects. Again the in —
portance of the Jow— eld’ m agneto-spin and the high-

eld’ m agneto-orbitale ects on both ®B) and p B)
are m anifestly obvious in our theoretical resuls.

Fially In Fig. 4 we present som e clkarcut theoreti-
calpredictions for the tem perature dependence ofbilayer
m agnetodrag p B ;n;T) In the presence of the in-plane
magnetic eld B . In particular, we t the tem perature—
dependence of p ata xed low density to approxim ate
power law behaviors: p (T) T wih the magnetic

eld dependent exponents B ) indicating the nature of
the tem perature dependence of m agnetodrag at various
m agnetic eld values. T he striking theoreticalprediction,
which stands out n Fig. 4, is that m anifests a very
strong m agnetic eld dependence wih (B ) decreasing
from a low— eld value of about 23 (for B < Bg) to a
high- eld value of about 1.8 (for B > Bg). This sharp
drop in the tem perature exponent of m agneto-drag is a

0 2 4

| I R R
6 8 1012
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FIG.4. vs. By orhok density p= 215 10°an 2,
where the exponent @B ) is deduced from the linear t of
calculated m agnetodrag, p By;T )= cT

direct consequence ofthe strong suppression In m agneto—
screening arising from the carrier soin polarization in—
duced by the Inplane m agnetic eld. Note that these
exponents are ¥ ective’ exponents and not exact expo—
nents.) Our approxin ate analysis of the experim ental
data [7] indicate that our theoretical results for shown
In Fig. 4 are in excellent qualitative (and reasonable
quantitative) agreem ent w ith ref. [/], where changes
from around 2.5 for B 0 to about 1.3 for large B

W e conclude by em phasizing that ourFem i liquid the—
ory based detailed calculationsare In excellent qualitative
agream ent w ith the experim entally observed m agneto-—
drag data [7], and therefore m ore exotic non-Fem i lig—
uid theory [L5] descriptions (which cannot typically pro—
duce quantitative resuls as shown in our Figs. l| 4)
seem unnecessary. The Ym oking gun’ breakdown of the
Fem iliquid description ofbilayer drag experim ent would
be the ocbservation of a drag resistance which rem ains

nite as T ! 0 shce within the Fem i liquid theory

p T = 0) = 0. Al existing experin ental data seem
to be consistent wih the Fem i liquid conclusion that

p T! 0)! O.
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