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In-plane m agnetodrag in dilute bilayer tw o-dim ensionalsystem s: a Ferm iliquid theory
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Condensed M atter Theory Center,Departm entofPhysics,University ofM aryland,College Park,M aryland 20742-4111
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M otivated by recent experim entalresults reporting anom alous drag resistance behavior in dilute

bilayertwo-dim ensional(2D )holesystem sin thepresenceofam agnetic�eld paralleltothe2D plane,

wehavecarried outa m any-body Ferm iliquid theory calculation ofbilayerm agnetodrag com paring

itto thecorresponding singlelayerm agnetoresistance.In qualitativeagreem entwith experim entwe

�nd relatively sim ilar behaviorin ourcalculated m agnetodrag and m agnetoresistance arising from

thephysicale�ectsofscreening being sim ilarly m odi�ed ("suppressed")by carrierspin polarization

(at"low" �eld)and theconductivity e�ectivem assbeing sim ilarly m odi�ed ("enhanced")by strong

m agneto-orbitalcorrection (at "high" �elds) in both cases. W e critically discuss agreem ent and

disagreem ent between our theory and the experim entalresults,concluding that the m agnetodrag

data are qualitatively consistentwith the Ferm iliquid theory.

PACS Num ber:73.40.-c,73.21.Ac,73.40.K p

M uch attention hasrecently focused on low-density2D
system sin sem iconductorstructures[1{7]where carrier
transport properties m ay be strongly a�ected by inter-
action e�ects. In particular,low tem perature transport
[1,2],m agnetotransport [3,4],drag [5,6],and m agneto-
drag [7]properties have recently been studied in low-
density electron [1,3,6] and hole [2,4,5,7], single-layer
[1{4]and bilayer [5{7]system s,providing a great deal
of detailed quantitative inform ation on the tem pera-
ture,density,and m agnetic�eld dependent2D resistivity
�(T;n;B )and 2D drag-resistivity �D (T;n;B )behavior.
(The externally applied m agnetic �eld being discussed
throughout this work and in the relevant experim ental
references[1{7]isan ‘in-plane’m agnetic �eld B applied
parallelto the 2D layer.) A very recent experim ental
work[7]by Pillarisettyet.al.reportssom estrikingqual-
itativeresem blancebetween the 2D bilayerdrag �D and
the corresponding single-layerresistivity � asa function
oftheapplied parallel�eld B in a low density low disor-
der2D G aAsholesystem .Sincethephysicalm echanism s
underlying � and �D are generally thoughtto be quali-
tatively di�erentatlow tem peratures,the experim ental
observationsofref. 7 take on im portantqualitative sig-
ni�cance.In particular,�in high-m obility 2D system sat
low tem peraturesisentirely dueto scattering by random
chargedim puritycenterswhereas�D atlow tem peratures
arisesentirely from inter-layerelectron-electron scatter-
ing.(Electron-phonon scatteringm akesnegligiblecontri-
butionstoboth �and �D atlow tem perature[1,2].) Since
electron-electron scattering does notdirectly contribute
to � in translationally invariant 2D sem iconductor sys-
tem s,the reported [7]qualitative sim ilarity between the
observed �and �D behaviorsin itsm agnetic�eld depen-
dence presentsa signi�canttheoreticalchallenge. Since
it is m anifestly obvious that electron-im purity scatter-
ing can at best play an unim portant and indirect sec-
ondary role [8]in determ ining the interlayerdrag resis-
tance,the experim entalobservation ofref. 7 raisesvery
seriousfundam entalquestionsregardingourunderstand-

ing ofthenatureoftheground stateofa low-density 2D
carrier system . W e note that electron-electron interac-
tion induced um klapp scattering,which could contribute
tothesingle-layerresistivity (sinceum klapp processesdo
notconservem om entum ),iscom pletely irrelevantin 2D
sem iconductorstructureswherealltheelectronicphysics
occurs essentially at the zone-center � point in the ef-
fective m ass approxim ation sense (and the reallattice
structuredoesnotplay any role).
In view ofthe considerable fundam entalsigni�cance

oftheissuesraised by theexperim entalobservations,we
presentin thisLettera carefultheoreticalcalculation of
both �(B )and �D (B )in a low-density 2D carriersystem
within thecanonicalm any-bodyFerm iliquid theory that
hasearlierbeen found tobesuccessfulin providingarea-
sonablequalitative(and perhapseven sem i-quantitative)
description ofthe approxim atetem perature and density
dependenceof�[9]and �D [10]atlow tem peraturesand
densitiesin the absence ofany applied in-planem agnetic
�eld.W enotethatthezero-�eld tem peratureand carrier
density dependenceof2D resistivity �(T;n)and 2D drag
resistivity �D (T;n)in the absence ofany externalm ag-

netic �eld are certainly very di�erent as one would ex-
pecton thebasisof�and �D being determ ined by di�er-
entscattering processes:�by screened charged im purity
scattering and �D by interlayerelectron-electron scatter-
ing. For exam ple,� shows [1{4]an approxim ate linear
increase with T at low tem peratures as is expected [9]
forscreened Coulom b im purity scattering and �D shows
[5,8,10]an approxim atequadraticincreasewith T atlow
tem peraturesasisexpected forelectron-electron scatter-
ing. (Sim ilarly the carrierdensity dependence of� and
�D arealso very di�erentatB = 0.) Thequestion there-
fore naturally ariseswhy the in-plane m agnetic �eld de-
pendences of�(B )and �D (B ) reported in ref. [7]show
qualitativesim ilarities.
W etheoreticallyargue,showingconcretecalculated re-

sultwithin the m any body Ferm iliquid theory,thatthe
qualitativem agnetic�eld dependenceof�(B )and �D (B )
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should indeed be sim ilar since the scattering processes
controlling the two properties (electron charged im pu-
rity scattering for� and electron-electron scattering for
�D )areboth screened by thecarriersthem selvesand the
dom inant behavior in both cases arises prim arily from
them agnetic�eld dependenceofelectronicscreening[11]
(through the spin polarization process) and (som ewhat
to a lesser degree) from the m agneto-orbitale�ect [12]
(through the m odi�cations of the 2D conductivity ef-
fective m assand the con�ning quasi-2D wave function).
Thereported qualitativesim ilaritybetween m agnetodrag
and m agnetoresistance thus arises from drag and resis-
tance being dom inated by screened carrier-carrierscat-
tering and screened carrier-im purity scattering respec-
tively.Thefactthatlong-ranged charged im purity poten-
tialis the dom inantsource ofresistive scattering in 2D
sem iconductor structures (and this long-ranged charged

im purity scattering m ustnecessarily be screened by the
carriers)is therefore the key reason forthe broad qual-
itative sim ilarity between �D (B ) and �(B ) reported in
[7].
W estartby writingdown thezero-�eld theoreticalfor-

m ulaefor�[9]and �D [10,8]in them any-body Ferm iliq-
uid RPA-Boltzm ann theory approxim ation widely used
in the literature. The resistivity is given by �� 1 =
ne2h�i=m , where n,m are the 2D carrier density and
the conductivity e�ective m assrespectively whereasthe
transportrelaxation tim e � isgiven by

1

�("k)
=
2�

~

X

k0

nijuei(k � k
0)j2(1� cos�kk0)�("k � "k0);

(1)

with h�ibeing a therm alaverageoverthe carrierenergy
". Here ni isthe density ofcharged im purity centersin
the 2D system (including the interface and the insula-
tor),and uei(q)isthe screened carrier-im purity scatter-
ing strength give by u(q)= vc(q)=�(q),where �(q)isthe
single-layer2D carrierdielectricfunction.(Fordetailson
the derivation and im plicationsofthe form ula for�,see
ref.[9].) Thedrag resistivity isgiven by

�D =
~
2

2�e2n2kB T

Z
q2d2q

(2�)2

Z
d!

2�

F1(q;!)F2(q;!)

sinh2(�!=2)
; (2)

where F1;2(q;!)= jusc
12
(q;!)jIm � 11;22(q;!),with usc

12
=

vc
1122

=�(q;!) is the dynam ically screened interlayer
Coulom b interaction between layers 1 and 2,and � is
the 2D polarizability. (W e consider the so-called bal-
anced situation here with the sam e carrierdensity n in
both layers.) Note thatthe dielectric function �(q;!)=
1 � v(q)�(q;!) entering Eq. (2) is the two com ponent
dielectric tensorforthe bilayersystem [13].(Fordetails
on thedragform ulaand itsim plications,seerefs.[8,10].)
Itisim portantto em phasize thatdielectric screening

by the carriers them selves is a key ingredient in deter-
m ining both � and �D although the static single layer

(scalar)dielectricfunction �(q)determ ines�through the
screenedchargedim purityscatteringwhereasthedynam -
icalbilayer(tensor)dielectricfunction �(q;!)determ ines
�D through thescreened interlayerCoulom b interaction.
At low carrier densities used in ref. [7],the di�erence
between staticand dynam icscreening isnotofany qual-
itative signi�cance since the e�ective plasm a frequency
scaleisratherlow atlow densities.Thereforeboth �and
�D depend on the carrierdielectric function properties,
which iswhy they havequalitativesim ilarm agnetic�eld
dependence asweshow and discussbelow.
W e have carried out a thoroughly nontrivialgeneral-

ization oftheabovetheoriesfor�and �D tothe�nitein-
plane m agnetic �eld situation �(B ),�D (B ).Detailswill
beprovided elsewhere[14],butherewem ention them ain
physicale�ectsoftheapplied �eld for�and �D .Theap-
plied �eld has two com pletely di�erent physicale�ects
through its coupling to carrier spin (\m agneto-spin")
[11]and orbital(\m agneto-orbital")dynam ics[12].The
m agneto-spin e�ectarisesfrom �eld-induced carrierspin
polarization due to the Zeem an coupling,and saturates
ata density dependentsaturation �eld Bs when thecar-
riersystem isfully spin polarized (i.e.the m agneto-spin
e�ectexistsonly forB � Bs). The m agneto-orbitalef-
fect[12]arisesfrom the orbitalcoupling ofthe in-plane
m agnetic �eld to the transverse dim ension due to the
quasi-2D natureofthe2D layerand them agneto-orbital
e�ectisthereforem onotonically increasing with increas-
ingm agnetic�eld sincethisorbitalcouplingisim portant
only when them agneticlength l= (c~=eB )1=2 issm aller
than thequasi-2D width ofthe2D system .Thusoneim -
portantqualitative di�erence between the m agneto-spin
and theorbitale�ectisthatthespin e�ectisessentiallya
\weak-�eld" e�ectlasting only upto the saturation �eld
B s whereas the m agneto-orbitale�ect increases m ono-
tonically with increasing �eld.
Them agneto-spin m echanism itselfhastwodistinctef-

fects: Suppression ofscreening due to spin polarization
[11]asthespin degeneracydecreasesfrom 2(atB = 0)to
1 (atB � Bs)and theincreaseofthee�ective2D Ferm i
surface asthe value ofthe 2D Ferm iwave vectorkF in-
creasesby a factorof

p
2 with B increasing from zero to

B s due to the lifting ofthe spin degeneracy. Sim ilarly,
the m agneto-orbitalm echanism also hastwo distinctef-
fects:Theincreaseofthetransporte�ectivem assin the
direction perpendicular to the m agnetic �eld direction
and the�eld-induced intersubband scattering am ong the
quasi-2D subband | both ofthese are only operational
atrelatively high �eldswhen l< a where a isthe aver-
age transverse width ofthe carrierwave function. It is
im portantto realizethatthreeofthesefour�eld induced
e�ects(spin polarization induced screening suppression,
and both ofthe m agneto-orbitale�ects)alwaysproduce
positivem agnetoresistancewhereastheFerm isurfaceef-
fect (which is signi�cant only at high carrier densities
where2kF � qT F ,qT F being thescreening wavevector)
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FIG .1. Calculated (a) m agnetoresistance �(B k) and (b)

m agnetodrag �D (B k)forholedensity p = 2:15� 10
10
cm

� 2
at

varioustem peraturesasa function ofparallel�eld B k.

alwaysproduces a negative m agnetoresistance. For the
hole-doped low-density sam plesofref.[7],theFerm isur-
face (i.e. kF !

p
2kF as B ! B s) e�ect is negligible

since the system is in the strong screening qT F � 2kF
lim it.
The com bination and the interplay of m agneto-spin

and m agneto-orbitale�ectsarequitecom plex and sensi-
tiveto theparam eter(n;T;B )details,buta few general
com m entscan stillbe m ade:(1)Atlow carrierdensities
[7]ofinterest to us, the static and dynam ic screening
operationalrespectively in �(B )and �D (B )behavesim i-
larly,and thereforethespin-polarization induced screen-
ing e�ectisqualitatively sim ilarfor�(B )and �D (B );(2)
since �eld-induced m agneto-spin e�ectoperatesonly for
B � Bs, both �(B ) and �D (B ) m anifest a cusp-type
structure at B = B s where spins are com pletely po-
larized;(3) the m axim um theoretically allowed m agne-
toresistance �(B )=�(0) and m agnetodrag �D (B )=�D (o)
corrections arising from the spin polarization induced
m agneto-screeningm echanism arefactorsof4 and 16 re-
spectively since screening itselfcould be suppressed at
m ostby a factorof2 dueto spin polarization e�ect(and
Eqs. 1 and 2 respectively for � and �D com e with the
second and thefourth powerofthespin degeneracy);(4)
them ain m agneto-orbitale�ectfortherelatively narrow
p-G aAsquantum wellsystem s(width � 150�A)used in
ref.[7]istheenhanced conductivity m assathigherm ag-
netic �eld values| the condition l� 150�A necessary
forstrongm agneto-orbitalcorrection issatis�ed forB �
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FIG .2. Calculated (a) m agnetoresistance �(B k) and (b)

m agnetodrag �D (B k)ata tem perature T = 100 m K for dif-

ferentdensity p = 1.2,1.5,1.75,2.15� 1010cm � 2 asa function

ofparallel�eld B k.

4 T whereasthespin polarization saturation �eld Bs for
the low hole densities used in ref. [7]is B s � 3 � 6
T;thus the m agneto-spin e�ects dom inate for B upto
3� 6 T whereasthem agneto-orbitale�ectsdom inateat
higher�elds;(5)them agneto-orbitale�ectsare\sim ilar"
in both casessinceboth �and �D areproportionalto the
�eld-dependente�ective m ass(which increasesquadrat-
ically with the applied �eld). W e m ention that these
�ve featuresare in excellentqualitative agreem entwith
experim entalresults[7].
In Figs. 1 { 4 we show our calculated results for �

and �D within the RPA-Boltzm ann Ferm iliquid theory.
O ur theory incorporates allrealistic e�ects [9-11]with
the charged im purity density (ni) determ ining � as the
only unknown freeparam eter.O urresultsin Figs.1 and
2,where�(B )and �D (B )areshown fordi�erenttem per-
aturesand di�erentdensities,respectively,bearexcellent
qualitativeresem blanceto thecorresponding experim en-
talresultsin ref. [7]. W e are notclaim ing quantitative
agreem entwith experim entby any m eanssince ourthe-
ory is necessarily approxim ate at the low carrierdensi-
ties used in ref. [7]since no exact description ofcorre-
lation e�ectsatlow densitiesexistsforinteracting quan-
tum Coulom b system ofinterest here. The qualitative
agreem ent between theory and experim ent is,however,
obviously apparenteven on a casualcom parison between
our Figs. 1 and 2 and the corresponding Figs. 1 and
2 in ref. [7]. In particular,both theory and experim ent
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FIG .3. Calculated (a)�(B )and (b)�D (B )includingonly
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m anifestqualitatively sim ilar,butby no m eansidentical,
behaviorsin �(B )and �D (B ),arising,asargued above,
from the m agneto-spin and m agneto-orbitale�ects.
It is worthwhile to theoretically consider the orbital

and thespin e�ectsseparately.(Experim entallythiscan-
not,ofcourse,be done butone could getsom e approx-
im ate idea about the relative behavior ofthe m agneto-
spin and the m agneto-orbitale�ectsin �(B )and �D (B )
by concentrating on the ‘low’B (< B s) and the ‘high’
B (> B s)regim es,respectively.) In Fig. 3 we show the
calculated �(B )and �D (B )including only the m agneto-
spin or only the m agneto-orbitale�ects. Again the im -
portance ofthe ‘low-�eld’m agneto-spin and the ‘high-
�eld’m agneto-orbitale�ects on both �(B ) and �D (B )
arem anifestly obviousin ourtheoreticalresults.
Finally in Fig. 4 we present som e clear-cut theoreti-

calpredictionsforthetem peraturedependenceofbilayer
m agnetodrag �D (B ;n;T)in the presenceofthein-plane
m agnetic �eld B . In particular,we �tthe tem perature-
dependence of�D ata �xed low density to approxim ate
power law behaviors: �D (T) � T� with the m agnetic
�eld dependentexponents�(B )indicating the natureof
the tem perature dependence ofm agnetodrag atvarious
m agnetic�eld values.Thestrikingtheoreticalprediction,
which stands out in Fig. 4,is that � m anifests a very
strong m agnetic �eld dependence with �(B ) decreasing
from a low-�eld value ofabout 2.3 (for B < Bs) to a
high-�eld value ofabout 1.8 (for B > Bs). This sharp
drop in the tem perature exponentofm agneto-drag is a
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FIG .4. � vs. B k for hole density p = 2:15 � 10
10
cm

� 2
,

where the exponent �(B k) is deduced from the linear �t of

calculated m agnetodrag,�D (B k;T)= cT
�
.

directconsequenceofthestrongsuppression in m agneto-
screening arising from the carrier spin polarization in-
duced by the in-plane m agnetic �eld. (Note that these
exponentsare ‘e�ective’exponents and notexactexpo-
nents.) O ur approxim ate analysis ofthe experim ental
data [7]indicatethatourtheoreticalresultsfor�shown
in Fig. 4 are in excellent qualitative (and reasonable
quantitative) agreem ent with ref. [7],where � changes
from around 2.5 forB � 0 to about1.3 forlargeB
W econcludeby em phasizingthatourFerm iliquid the-

orybased detailedcalculationsarein excellentqualitative
agreem ent with the experim entally observed m agneto-
drag data [7],and therefore m ore exotic non-Ferm iliq-
uid theory [15]descriptions(which cannottypically pro-
duce quantitative results as shown in our Figs. 1| 4)
seem unnecessary. The ‘sm oking gun’breakdown ofthe
Ferm iliquid description ofbilayerdragexperim entwould
be the observation ofa drag resistance which rem ains
�nite as T ! 0 since within the Ferm i liquid theory
�D (T = 0) = 0. Allexisting experim entaldata seem
to be consistent with the Ferm iliquid conclusion that
�D (T ! 0)! 0.
Thisworkissupported bytheUS-O NR,theNSF-ECS,

the ARO ,the ARDA,and the LPS.
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