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Motivated by recent experimental indications of preformed electron-hole pairs in νT = 1 quantum
Hall bilayers at relatively large separation, we formulate a Chern-Simons (CS) theory of the coupled
composite electron liquid (CEL) and composite hole liquid (CHL). We show that the effective
action of the CS gauge field fluctuations around the saddle-point leads to stable pairing between
CEL and CHL. We find that the CEL-CHL pairing theory leads to a dominant s-wave channel in
contrast to the dominant p-wave channel found in the CEL-CEL pairing theory. Moreover, the CEL-
CHL pairing is generally stronger than the CEL-CEL pairing across the whole frequency spectrum.
Finally, we discuss possible differences between the two pairing mechanisms that may be probed in
experiments.

Introduction.— Quantum Hall (QH) bilayers exhibit
many phenomena that are absent in the QH monolay-
ers [1, 2]. At the total filling fraction νT = ν+ + ν− = 1
(+/− refer to the upper/lower layer), when the two lay-
ers have almost equal carrier densities and small layer
separation d (characterised by the ratio: d/`, where
` =

√
~/(eB) is the magnetic length), the system ex-

hibits a remarkable exciton condensate (XC) phase [3, 4].
This superfluid phase of excitons was first observed in
a Josephson-like zero-bias peak of the tunneling current
between the two layers [3], and was later confirmed by
a vanishing counterflow Hall resistance [5] and a perfect
Coulomb drag [6].

In the d → 0 limit, the system can be viewed as
a two-component monolayer QH system, which is an
incompressible state described by the Halperin (1, 1, 1)
wavefunction [7]. The enriched physics associated with
the layer degree of freedom is manifested in a broken
symmetry [8] and spontaneous interlayer phase coher-
ence [4, 9, 10]. In the opposite limit of large inter-
layer separation, the two layers can be described by a
compressible state of decoupled composite Fermi liquids
(CFLs) [11]. The intermediate layer separation, where
the possible transition between the two phases occurs is
not entirely understood. There exist many different pos-
sibilities: a potential phase transition [12, 13], a compos-
ite boson (CB) exciton condensate [14], phase coexistence
between CBs and CFs [15], and several interlayer pairing
instabilities [16–24].

More insight into the intermediate region is provided
by two recent experiments [25, 26]. In an interlayer tun-
neling experiment, Eisenstein et. al. [25] report that the
tunneling pseudogap in widely separated layers is sup-
pressed at interlayer distance larger than what is ex-
pected for the transition to the XC phase. In a tem-
perature dependent Coulomb drag and counter-flow ex-
periment on QH bilayers of graphene, Liu et. al. [26]
report that a significant fraction of excitons are present
at temperatures higher than the transition temperature
Tc associated with the formation of the XC phase. The

Figure 1. (a) Schematic of the CEL-CHL bilayer system. The
solid spheres with arrows are the CEs and the void spheres
are CHs. The dashed arrows stand for the gauge fluctuations
ãs. (b) Feynman diagram for the effective interaction between
CEs and CHs mediated by the effective gauge propagator.

main features of these experiments indicate a region of
preformed pairs of electrons and holes which go over a
smooth BCS-BEC-like crossover to the XC phase. The
BCS-BEC crossover picture is also supported by a large
overlap between numerical exact-diagonalization and a
trial BCS wave function for interlayer CF electron-hole
pairs [24].

In this Letter, we formulate a CS theory of a bilayer
of CEL in one layer and CHL in the other as schemati-
cally shown in Fig. 1 (a). Microscopically, the two lay-
ers are coupled by Coulomb interactions of bare parti-
cles. Starting from a large separation limit, within the
random-phase-approximation (RPA) [27, 28], we arrive
at an effective action for the fluctuations of the CS gauge
fields around their mean-field value. The CS gauge fields
mediate the effective interactions between the CFs in the
two layers as shown in Fig. 1 (b). This approach was
previously used for the bilayers where both layers are a
CEL [20–23], and emergence of pairing instabilities be-
tween the two CELs was predicated. We show that in the
CEL-CHL theory the effective interactions also lead to an
interlayer pairing instability (albeit in the CE-CH chan-
nel) and facilitate the formation of interlayer “composite
excitons (CX)". These CXs are thus expected to start
forming at large layer separation and can be thought of
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as the particles that undergo the BCS-BEC crossover as
the layers are brought closer. We also show that the dom-
inant pairing occurs in the s-wave channel of the CXs,
thus theoretically justifies the picture in Ref. [24]. This
is in contrast to the CEL-CEL theory where p-wave pair-
ing instability is favoured [18, 23, 29]. This difference
is rooted in the density-current coupling, which in the
CEL-CEL theory breaks time reversal symmetry (TRS)
to favour a particular p-wave channel. In our CEL-CHL
theory, the density-current coupling has opposite sign in
the two layers and drops out in the Cooper channel, lead-
ing to an effective TRS.

Finally, we show that when the full frequency de-
pendence of the effective interactions is taken into ac-
count, the s-wave CEL-CHL pair is more tightly bound
than the p-wave CEL-CEL pair, thus favouring a BCS-
BEC crossover picture in this theory. Furthermore,
when the two layers have slightly mismatched densities,
i.e. νT = ( 1

2 − δ) + (1
2 + δ), the two theories have differ-

ent pair-breaking mechanisms, which also favours larger
pair binding energies in the CEL-CHL theory. These can
be possibly used in experiments to further confirm BCS-
BEC crossover of CXs.
CS Theory.— For the CEL-CHL CS theory, we first

need to consider the theory of holes in the lowest Landau
level (LLL). For our purpose, we consider the Lagrangian
theory of holes in the LLL formulated in Ref. [30] (after
setting ~ = c = e = 1):

Lhole =h† (i∂t −At + µh)h− 1

2mh
h† (i∇−A)

2
h

− V (h) +
1

2π
At∇ ∧A,

(1)

with the Coulomb interaction potential

V (h) =
1

2

∫
d2y h†h

1

|x− y|
h†h, (2)

where h is the hole field, e is the elementary charge, A is
the external vector potential, µh is the hole chemical po-
tential, and mh is the hole effective mass. Importantly,
the hole field has opposite charge in the external gauge
field A compared to the electron field. The CS term as-
sociated with the external field in the Lagrangian incor-
porates the effects of the filled LLL. Functional variation
of the action with respect to the external field A yields

ne + nh =
B

2π
, (3)

(je)i + (jh)i =
εij
2π
Ej , (4)

where εij is the Levi-Civita symbol. The first equation
means that electrons plus holes fill the LLL. The second
equation is the Hall conductivity. While, at the level
of the Hamiltonian, the hole theory in the LLL can be
obtained by a simple particle-hole transformation on the

electron theory, in the Lagrangian incorporation of the
extra CS term above puts important physical constraints.
This extra CS term does not change the Hamiltonian [31].

We transform the holes h into composite holes (CHs) χ
by attaching two magnetic flux quanta to each [see Fig. 1
(a)]. In the Lagrangian, this is achieved by including the
dynamical gauge field a [30]:

LCH =χ† (i∂t + at −At + µχ)χ− V (χ)

− 1

2mχ
χ† (i∇ + a−A)

2
χ+

1

2π
At∇ ∧A− 1

4π
at∇ ∧ a,

(5)

where the interaction potential is the same as above since
the density of holes and CHs is the same. The equation of
motion of the dynamical gauge field stems from the sec-
ond CS term and reads: ∇∧a = 4πχ†χ; which again has
opposite sign compared to the case of the CF field ψ and
its associated dynamical gauge field: ∇ ∧ a = −4πψ†ψ.
The Halperin-Lee-Read theory and hence the CF La-
grangian break the particle-hole symmetry [11]. The
CHL theory described by the above Lagrangian cannot
be obtained by a simple particle-hole transformation of
the CEL Lagrangian. Instead, as argued in Ref. [30], this
CHL at ν = 1/2 is a topologically distinct state to the
CEL at ν = 1/2. Pairing between these two topologically
distinct CFLs is our main motivation.

For our bilayer system, we take CFs as the degrees
of freedom in one layer and CHs in the other; and ac-
cordingly denote ψ+/− = ψ/χ. The total Euclidean La-
grangian is [32]

L =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (∂τ + iasτ + siAτ − µs)ψs

+
1

2ms
ψ†s (i∇ + as + sA)

2
ψs +

si

4π
asτ∇ ∧ as

+ V (as)

]
+

i

2π
Aτ∇ ∧A + V+−(a+, a−),

(6)

with the interactions

V (as) =
1

2

∫
d2y

(4π)2
∇ ∧ as

1

|x− y|
∇ ∧ as, (7)

V+−(a+, a−) =

∫
d2y

(4π)2
∇ ∧ a+ 1√

|x− y|2 + d2
∇ ∧ a−.

(8)

In the expressions for the interactions above we already
enforce the equations of motion for the dynamical gauge
fields.
Effective Interaction.—The Lagrangian in Eq. (6) pos-

sesses the mean-field solution as = −sA. We denote fluc-
tuations in the dynamical gauge fields around this saddle-
point as ãs. Furthermore, in the Coulomb gauge, the spa-
tial part can be written as ã(q, iωm) = ã1(q, iωm)ẑ ∧ q̂,
where ωm = 2πmT is a bosonic Matsubara frequency.
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Within the RPA, the effective action for the CS gauge
field fluctuations up to second order is [20–23, 32]

Seff =
T

2

∑
ωm

∫
d2q

(2π)2

∑
µν,ss′

ãsµ(q, iωm)D−1µν,ss′(q, iωm)ãs
′

ν (−q,−iωm),

(9)

where D(q, iωm) is the gauge propagator and µ, ν are
temporal and spatial coordinates denoted by 0 and 1 re-
spectively. We are interested in the low-energy, long-
wavelength modes, i.e. the regime ωm

εF
� q2

k2F
� 1 and

qd � 1. The most singular terms in the gauge propaga-
tor are then [32]

D11,ss(q, iωm) ≈ − 1

χq3

(
m+m−
2π(4π)2

q +
m+m−kF

(2π)3
|ωm|
q

)
,

D11,s(−s)(q, iωm) ≈ 1

χq3
m+m−
2π(4π)2

q,

(10)

where χ = m+m−kF
2(2π)4

|ωm|
q3 +

(
m++m−
192π4 + 2dm+m−

(4π)4

)
. These

are interpreted as current-current correlations. Impor-
tantly, the intra- and interlayer terms are equally singu-
lar.

After summing over the spatio-temporal indices, the
CS gauge field mediates an effective interaction within
the CEL/CHL, and between the CEL and the CHL, given
by their respective matrix elements [23, 32]

V eff
ss′ (k,k

′, q, iωm) = −ss′ (q̂ ∧ k)(q̂ ∧ k′)

2msms′

×
[
q2
(
m+ +m−
6πm+m−

+
d

4π

)
+
|ωm|
q

kF
π

]−1
.

(11)

The dominant contribution in the interlayer Cooper
channel Vc(k, q, iωm) = V eff

+−(k,−k − q, q, iωm) +
V eff
−+(k,−k − q, q, iωm) is attractive. Thus,to this point,

the pairing instability in the CEL-CHL theory is similar
to the one obtained for the CEL-CEL pairing theory [20–
23]. Our starting theory in Eq. (6) differs from the CEL-
CEL theory, not only via the additional CS term of the
external gauge field, but also regarding the charges of the
CFs. However in the mean-field solution, the attached
flux cancels the external field for the electrons and holes
alike. The remaining fluctuations near the mean-field
take both positive and negative values. Thus,the elec-
trons and holes experience like charges in their respec-
tive CS gauge field fluctuations and resultant like charge
currents. Since the dominant pairing contributions stem
from the current-current coupling, to this level, there is
yet no difference between CEL-CEL and CEL-CHL pair-
ing. Further analysis shows that this attraction can be
associated with the out-of-phase interlayer current fluc-
tuations b−1 =

ã+1 −ã
−
1√

2
[32]. As we will see below, the dif-

ference between the two theories appears in the density-

current coupling of the CS gauge fields, which leads to
different pairing symmetries.
Pairing Symmetry.— Within Eliashberg theory [33],

the inverse Green’s function in the Nambu space spanned
by (ψ+(k), ψ−(k), ψ†+(−k), ψ†−(−k))ᵀ is

G−1(k, iεn) =

(
(iεnZ

s
n − ξsk)δss′ φ̂n(k)

φ̂n(k)† (iεnZ
s
n + ξsk)δss′

)
,

(12)

with Zsn the quasiparticle residue, φ̂n(k) the anomalous
self-energy, ξsk = k2

2ms
− µs, and εn = 2π(n + 1)T a

fermionic Matsubara frequency. Zsn and φ̂n(k) get correc-
tions from the exchange and Cooper channel interaction
respectively. Going beyond the dominant current-current
terms, these are written as [23, 32]

Vex(k, q, iωm) = −1

2

∑
µν,ss′

(
1 −i q̂∧kms′

i q̂∧kms

(q̂∧k)2
msms′

)
µν

Dµν,ss′(q, iωm) [δs,+δs′,+ + δs,−δs′,−] ,

(13)

and

Vc(k, q, iωm) =
1

2

∑
µν,ss′

(
1 i q̂∧kms′

i q̂∧kms
− (q̂∧k)2
msms′

)
µν

Dµν,ss′(q, iωm) [δs,+δs′,− + δs,−δs′,+] .

(14)

The interlayer density-current interactions determine
whether the ±l pair angular momentum states are degen-
erate as they are the only terms sensitive to the direction
of the inserted flux quanta [23, 32]. Their contribution
to the Cooper channel

i

2
q̂ ∧ k

[
D10,+−(q, iωm) +D01,−+(q, iωm)

m+

+
D10,−+(q, iωm) +D01,+−(q, iωm)

m−

] (15)

vanishes in the low-energy regime because the density-
current couplings have opposite signs in the two lay-
ers [32]. The density-current term originates from the
CS term because it couples the spatial and the tempo-
ral components of the gauge field. Since the CEL and
the CHL have the same charge with respect to their re-
spective gauge fluctuations, they have the same charge
current in response to the gauge fluctuations. However,
since the CEL and the CHL have mean-field charge densi-
ties of opposite sign, the density-current correlators in the
two layers have equal and opposite contributions which
cancel to restore an effective TRS. This effective TRS
ultimately leads to the degenerate ±l pairing channels.
This is in contrast to the CEL-CEL theory. In the CEL-
CEL pairing scenario, since the charge-density as well as
the charge currents in the two identical CFLs have the
same sign, they add up to break the TRS [23].
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Having shown that ±l channels are degenerate in the
CEL-CHL pairing, we next analyse the relative strength
of different |l| channels. For this purpose, we make the
effective mass approximation m+ = m− = m∗ which
stands on good theoretical [30] and experimental [34]
footing. We expect our main results to be unchanged by
small variations in the effective masses. Under this ap-
proximation, Eq. (15) vanishes for any momentum and
frequency [32]. To assess the stability of the pairing we
consider the effective coupling constants

λZ,m =

∫
d2q

(2π)2
δ(ξk+q)Vex(k, q, iωm),

λ
(l)
φ,m =

∫
d2q

(2π)2
δ(ξk+q)Vc(k, q, iωm)

(
1 +

q

kF
eil(θq−θk)

)l
,

(16)

where θq is the polar angle of q, and we assumed that
the pairing happens only at the Fermi surface, i.e. |k| =
kF . In the limit of zero frequency and long-wavelengths,
the effective couplings are approximated by their singular
terms [23, 32]

λZ,0 ≈
m∗

kF

∫ 2kF

0

dq

(2π)2

 k2F
16π3q2χ0

+

k2F
12π3m∗χ0

− k2Fχ
′

16π3χ2
0

q

 ,

λ
(l)
φ,0 ≈

m∗

kF

∫ 2kF

0

dq

(2π)2

− k2F
16π3q2χ0

+

dk2F
16π3χ0

+
k2Fχ

′

16π3χ2
0

q

 ,

(17)

with χ0 = m∗

96π4 + 2d(m∗)2

(4π)4 and χ′ = 1
144π4 − 2(m∗)2d2

(4π)4 .
Because the leading term in the anomalous self-energy
is negative the CEL-CHL pairing is stable. This attrac-
tive interaction is mediated via the out-of-phase current
fluctuations. The next order term corresponds to the
repulsive in-phase current-current interactions [23, 32].

The terms distinguishing the different pairing channels
enter only at q0 order:

λ
(l)
φ,0 − λ

(0)
φ,0 ≈

m∗

kF

∫ 2kF

0

dq

(2π)2
4l2

128π3χ0
. (18)

It is immediately clear from this that the favoured pair-
ing happens in the s-wave channel. This can be ex-
plained by the fact that the Cooper channel interactions
are isotropic. Using analytic expressions for the propaga-
tors [22, 23] and numerically performing the integrals in
Eq. (16) [32], we obtain the effective couplings [see Fig. 2
(a)]. It is obvious that l = 0 is the strongest pairing
channel for all frequencies.
CEL-CHL vs. CEL-CEL Pairing.— Next, we com-

pare the relative stability of the pairs in the two the-
ories, i.e. s-wave CEL-CHL pairs (CXs) to the CEL-
CEL Cooper pairs. In Fig. 2 (b), we therefore consider
the difference between the leading CEL-CHL coupling

λ
CEL−CHL(0)
φ,m and the three strongest CEL-CEL cou-

plings λCEL−CEL(l=0,1,2)
φ,m . The CEL-CHL s-wave channel

dominates at all frequencies. Thus,after performing the
Matsubara frequency sum, the CEL-CHL pairing the-
ory leads to CXs that are more tightly bound than the
Cooper pairs in the CEL-CEL theory. This suggests that
CXs are more likely to preform in a large region before
the exciton condensation [25, 26]. Thus, this theory has
stronger tendency to undergo BCS-BEC crossover than
the CEL-CEL theory. The CEL-CEL theory possibly
has stronger tendency towards a first order phase transi-
tion [35, 36]. However, the contrary opinions also exist for
the CEL-CEL theory [19]. We mention in passing that at
zero-frequency the coupling constants for the dominant
l = 1 CEL-CEL pairing channel are degenerate with the
l = 0 channel of CXs.

We also compare the response of the two theories to a
slight density mismatch in the two layers, while keeping
the total filling factor fixed, i.e. when the filling fac-
tors are νT = (1/2 − δ) + (1/2 + δ). Since each bare
particle is attached to two fluxes, in each layer the ex-
ternal field is not exactly cancelled by the flux when it is
moved away from half filling of the LLL. This remnant
field is often interpreted to lead to a new set of Landau
levels to explain the fractionalization (“Λ-levels" of the
composite fermions)[37]. Apart from the Λ-levels, the
density imbalance also changes the Fermi wave vector
of the CFL (kF =

√
4πn) [11]. In the following discus-

sion, we assume that density imbalance is small enough
that the individual layer is still away from a fractional
state. Thus, we can ignore the effect of Λ-levels and
in the isolated CFL, the change in the kF remains the
only effect of density imbalance. In the CEL-CEL the-
ory, while one of the layers is depleted, the density in the
other layer increases, as a result kF also decreases in one
layer and increases in the other layer. This leads to pair-
breaking phenomena similar to the Pauli-pair breaking
in conventional superconductors, where the difference in
the energy of the two opposite spin electrons that form
the pairs leads to eventual suppression of the supercon-
ductivity when the magnetisation energy overcomes the
condensation energy [38, 39].

In contrast, in the CEL-CHL theory, the layer with the
increased electron density is described by the CHL [30].
Thus, the CH and CE densities are equal [32]. As a re-
sult, the density imbalance of bare particle leads to iden-
tical depletion of the two layers in the CF description.
Thus, Pauli-like pair breaking phenomena are absent in
this theory. However, since kF decreases with the density
depletion, the effective coupling constants λ(l)φ,m usually
decrease for small frequencies [see Fig. 2 (c)]. This can
lead to a different mechanism for the suppression of CX
formation with respect to the density imbalance. Notice
in the CEL-CEL theory, this mechanism is also present
along with the the Pauli pair breaking. Thus,the CXs are
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Figure 2. (a) Effective couplings λ(l)
φ,m as functions of the frequency. The integrals in Eq. (16) diverge for small q both for

zero and finite frequencies. This is cured by introducing the cutoff qc = 10−5kF . We set kF d = 1. (b) Difference between the
effective couplings for CEL-CEL and CEL-CHL pairing ∆λ

(l)
φ,m = λ

CEL−CHL(0)
φ,m − λ

CEL−CEL(l)
φ,m , with kF d = 1. (c) Effective

coupling λ(0)
φ,m when varying the Fermi wavevector kF and keeping distance d, effective mass m∗, and frequency ωm constant

parametrised by α = 2m∗ωmd
2.

also more robust to small density imbalances compared to
the CEL-CEL Cooper pairs. Thus, detailed experimen-
tal study with density-imbalanced states can be used to
further verify CX formation.
Conclusions.— We have studied the pairing of CEL

and CHL in the quantum Hall bilayer at νT = 1
2 + 1

2 by
analysing fluctuations in the CS gauge field around the
mean-field solution within the RPA. These fluctuations
mediate interactions between the CEL and the CHL. In
the interlayer Cooper channel, these interactions are at-
tractive and lead to a stable CEL-CHL pairing with l = 0
symmetry due to an effective TRS. This yields a micro-
scopic understanding for numerical results [24], where an
s-wave CEL-CHL pairing trial wavefunction was found
to have the best overlap with exact diagonalization re-
sults. The CXs in our theory are formed in the large
layer separation limit, which appears to be in agreement
with the experimental findings of preformed pairs before
the transition to the XC [25, 26]. However, the pairs
in our theory are pairs of CEs and CHs, which must
be contrasted with the pairs of bare electrons and holes.
It is the latter that condense to form an XC in closely
separated bilayers. We leave this relation between the
condensate of CXs and the bare excitons, along with the
theory of the full BCS-BEC crossover regime for future
investigations.
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Appendix A: CEL-CHL CS Theory

We set ~ = c = e = 1. The Schrödinger Lagrangian density for a spin-polarised electron field c in a background
gauge field A is [30]

Lel = c† (i∂t +At + µe) c−
1

2me
c† (i∇ + A)

2
c− V (c), (A1)

where the Coulomb interaction term is

V (c) =
1

2

∫
d2y c†c

1

|x− y|
c†c. (A2)

In the CEL picture, we take the CE field ψ as the underlying degree of freedom. The transformed Lagrangian is [40]

LCEL = ψ† (i∂t + at +At + µψ)ψ − 1

2mψ
ψ† (i∇ + a + A)

2
ψ − V (ψ) +

1

4π
at∇ ∧ a, (A3)

where a is the dynamical gauge field. The CS term yields the equation of motion ∇ ∧ a = −4πψ†ψ, which is the
attachment of the two flux quanta to the CEs.

The νT = 1 charge-balanced bilayer CEL Lagrangian is

LCEL-CEL =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (i∂t + ast +At + µψ)ψs −

1

2mψ
ψ†s (i∇ + as + A)

2
ψs − V (ψs) +

1

4π
ast∇ ∧ as

]
− V+−(ψ+, ψ−).

(A4)

The Coulomb interaction between layers separated by a distance d is

V+−(ψ+, ψ−) =

∫
d2y ψ†+ψ+

1√
|x− y|2 + d2

ψ†−ψ−. (A5)

Both intra- and interlayer interactions can also be written in terms of the spatial parts of the dynamical gauge fields
by enforcing their equations of motion

V (as) =
1

2

1

(4π)2

∫
d2y∇ ∧ as

1

|x− y|
∇ ∧ as, (A6)

V+−(a+, a−) =
1

(4π)2

∫
d2y∇ ∧ a+ 1√

|x− y|2 + d2
∇ ∧ a−. (A7)

We now want to describe the − layer in terms of CHs. The non-interacting part is the same as in Eq. (5) and was
derived in Ref. [30]. The intralayer interaction is the same as before. The interlayer interaction, however, obtains
a minus sign when expressed in terms of the CE and CH fields, which cancels when expressing it in terms of the
dynamical gauge fields:

V+−(ψ+, ψ−) =

∫
d2y ψ†+ψ+

−1√
|x− y|2 + d2

ψ†−ψ−,

V+−(a+, a−) =
1

(4π)2

∫
d2y∇ ∧ a+ 1√

|x− y|2 + d2
∇ ∧ a−.

(A8)

Hence, the total CEL-CHL Lagrangian is

LCEL-CHL =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (i∂t + ast + sAt + µs)ψs −

1

2ms
ψ†s (i∇ + as + sA)

2
ψs − V (as) +

s

4π
ast∇ ∧ as

]
− V+−(a+, a−) +

1

2π
At∇ ∧A.

(A9)

In finite-temperature imaginary-time formalism, the above Lagrangian becomes (τ = it, ∂t = i∂τ , dt = −idτ, At =
−iAτ )

LCEL-CHL =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (∂τ + iasτ + siAτ − µs)ψs +

1

2ms
ψ†s (i∇ + as + sA)

2
ψs + V (as) +

si

4π
asτ∇ ∧ as

]
+ V+−(a+, a−) +

i

2π
Aτ∇ ∧A.

(A10)
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Appendix B: Saddle-Point Approximation and Effective Action

The CEL-CHL Lagrangian possesses a mean-field solution as = −sA exactly analogous to the one for the monolayer
CEL where the external flux is cancelled out. Going beyond this, we want to take fluctuations ãs = as+ s×A around
the saddle-point into account. The Lagrangian in terms of the fluctuations becomes

LCEL-CHL =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (∂τ + iãsτ − µs)ψs +

1

2ms
ψ†s (i∇ + ãs)

2
ψs + V (ãs) +

si

4π
ãsτ∇ ∧ ãs

]
+ V+−(ã+, ã−), (B1)

where we could replace the dynamical gauge field in the interaction terms with its fluctuations because only terms
quadratic in the fluctuations will contribute in the effective action (c.f. Eq. (9)); similarly, only quadratic terms
from the CS terms were kept. We write our fields now as functions of momenta q and bosonic/fermionic Matsubara
frequencies ωm = 2mπT/εn = 2(n + 1)πT . Assuming the Coulomb gauge ∇ ∧ ãs = 0, we can reduce the spatial
components of the fluctuations of the dynamical gauge field to its transverse part ã1:

ã1(q, iωm) = q̂ ∧ ã(q, iωm), ã(q, iωm) = ã1(q, iωm)ẑ ∧ q̂. (B2)

We will denote the imaginary time component with the index 0 from now on.
The Lagrangian in momentum-frequency space is

LCEL-CHL =
∑

s=+/−

[
− ψ†s(q, iεn)iεψs(q, iεn) + ψ†s(k + q, iεn + iωm)iãs0(q, iωm)ψs(k, iεn)

+
1

2ms
ψ†s(q, iεn)q2ψs(q, iεn)− 1

ms
ψ†s(k + q, iεn + iωm)ãs1(q, iωm)q̂ ∧ kψs(k, iεn)

− 1

2ms
ψ†s(k + q − q′, iεn + iωm − iω′m)ãs1(q, iωm)ãs1(−q′,−iω′m)q̂ · q̂′ψs(k, iεn)

− 1

2

1

(4π)2
q2ãs1(q, iωm)Vss(q)ã

s
1(−q,−iωm)− s

4π
qãs0(q, iωm)ãs1(−q,−iωm)

]
− 1

(4π)2
q2ã+1 (q, iωm)V+−(q)ã−1 (−q,−iωm),

(B3)

with the intralayer interaction V++(q) = V−−(q) = 2π
q , and the interlayer interaction V+−(q) = V−+(q) = 2πe−qd

q .
The Green’s functions for the fermionic fields are

Gs(q, iεn) =
1

iεn − εs(q)
, (B4)

with εs(q) = q2

2ms
. The bare inverse gauge field propagator is

D
(0)
µν,ss′(q, iωm)−1 =

(
0 − sq

4π δss′

− sq
4π δss′ −

q2Vss′ (q)
(4π)2

)
µν

. (B5)

The remaining terms in the Lagrangian generate vertices between the fermionic fields and the dynamical gauge field.
They yield the the one-loop corrections

Π00,ss′(q, iωm) = 〈as0(q, iωm)as
′

0 (−q,−iωm)〉 = Πs
00(q, iωm)δss′ , (B6)

Π11,ss′(q, iωm) = 〈as1(q, iωm)as
′

1 (−q,−iωm)〉 = Πs
11(q, iωm)δss′ . (B7)

Since the vertices are exactly the same as in the CEL-CEL case, the polarisation diagrams are the same as in
Refs. [22, 23]. We calculate the full inverse gauge propagator within the RPA [27, 28]:

Dµν,ss′(q, iωm)−1 = D
(0)
µν,ss′(q, iωm)−1 −Πµν,ss′(q, iωm) (B8)

=


−Π+

00(q, iωm) − q
4π 0 0

− q
4π −Π+

11(q, iωm)− q2

(4π)2V++(q) 0 − q2

(4π)2V+−(q)

0 0 −Π−00(q, iωm) q
4π

0 − q2

(4π)2V−+(q) q
4π −Π−11(q, iωm)− q2

(4π)2V−−(q)


µν,ss′

.

(B9)
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Appendix C: Low-Energy Long-Wavelength Approximation Propagator

Ultimately, we will be interested in the long-wavelength and low-energy modes of the system. These will be in the
regime ωm

εF
� q2

k2F
� 1 and qd� 1. We can then approximate the polarisation diagrams as [22, 23]

Πs
00(q, iωm) ≈ −ms

2π
, Πs

11(q, iωm) ≈ χsdq2 −
ms

2π

ω2
m

q2
+
kF
2π

|ωm|
q

, (C1)

where χsd = 1
24πms

is the diamagnetic susceptibility.
We calculate the propagator matrix as D(q, iωm) = 1

det[D(q,iωm)−1]adj
[
D(q, iωm)−1

]
. The determinant term is

det
[
D(q, iωm)−1

]
=

(
q2

(4π)2
−Π+

00(q, iωm)

[
Π+

11(q, iωm) +
q2

(4π)2
V++(q)

])
×
(

q2

(4π)2
−Π−00(q, iωm)

[
Π−11(q, iωm) +

q2

(4π)2
V++(q)

])
−Π+

00(q, iωm)Π−00(q, iωm)
q4

(4π)4
V+−(q)2

≈ m+m−kF
2(2π)4

|ωm|+ q3
(
m+ +m−

192π4
+

2dm+m−
(4π)4

)
+ q4

(
1

144π4
− 2m+m−d

2

(4π)4

)
= χq3 + χ′q4,

(C2)

where we defined

χ =
m+m−kF

2(2π)4
|ωm|
q3

+

(
m+ +m−

192π4
+

2dm+m−
(4π)4

)
, χ′ =

1

144π4
− 2m+m−d

2

(4π)4
. (C3)

The propagators in the different layer sectors are then

D++(q, iωm) ≈ 1

det [D(q, iωm)−1]

q3
(

2π
(4π)4 +

1+
m−
m+

24π(4π)2 + m−d
(4π)3

)
+ |ωm|m−kF16π3 −

(
q2 m−

(4π)3 + q3 1
48π3 + |ωm|m−kF16π3

)
−
(
q2 m−

(4π)3 + q3 1
48π3 + |ωm|m−kF16π3

)
−
(
q m+m−
2π(4π)2 + q2 m+

24π3 + |ωm|
q

m+m−kF
(2π)3

)
 ,

(C4)

D+−(q, iωm) = D−+(q, iωm)ᵀ ≈ 1

det [D(q, iωm)−1]

(
−q3 1

2(4π)3 q2 m−
(4π)3 − q

3 m−d
(4π)3

−q2 m+

(4π)3 + q3 m+d
(4π)3

m+m−
2π(4π)2

(
q − q2d+ q3 d

2

2

)) , (C5)

D−−(q, iωm) ≈ 1

det [D(q, iωm)−1]

q3
(

2π
(4π)4 +

1+
m+
m−

24π(4π)2 + m+d
(4π)3

)
+ |ωm|m+kF

16π3 q2 m+

(4π)3 + q3 1
48π3 + |ωm|m+kF

16π3

q2 m+

(4π)3 + q3 1
48π3 + |ωm|m+kF

16π3 −
(
q m+m−
2π(4π)2 + q2 m−

24π3 + |ωm|
q

m+m−kF
(2π)3

)
 .

(C6)

Appendix D: Block-Diagonal Form of the Propagator

Upon making the effective mass approximation m+ = m− = m∗, which results in Π+
µν = Π−µν = Πµν , there exists a

different basis for the CS gauge fields in which the propagator becomes block-diagonal. We define

b+0 =
1√
2

(ã+0 − ã
−
0 ), b+1 =

1√
2

(ã+1 + ã−1 ),

b−0 =
1√
2

(ã+0 + ã−0 ), b−1 =
1√
2

(ã+1 − ã
−
1 ).

The inverse propagator in this basis becomes

D(q, iωm)−1 =

(
D+(q, iωm)−1 0

0 D−(q, iωm)−1

)
, (D1)
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with

D+(q, iωm)−1 =

(
−Π00(q, iωm) − q

4π

− q
4π −Π11(q, iωm)− q2

(4π)2V++(q)− q2

(4π)2V+−(q)

)
, (D2)

D−(q, iωm)−1 =

(
−Π00(q, iωm) − q

4π

− q
4π −Π11(q, iωm)− q2

(4π)2V++(q) + q2

(4π)2V+−(q)

)
. (D3)

We can invert these as

D±(q, iωm) = − 1

det[D±(q, iωm)−1]

(
Π11(q, iωm) + q2

(4π)2V++(q)± q2

(4π)2V+−(q) − q
4π

− q
4π Π00(q, iωm)

)
, (D4)

with

det[D±(q, iωm)−1] = Π00(q, iωm)

[
Π11(q, iωm) +

q2

(4π)2
V++(q)± q2

(4π)2
V+−(q)

]
− q2

(4π)2
. (D5)

Up to the − sign in the off-diagonal terms, these are exactly the in-phase/out-of-phase propagators derived in Ref. [23].
However, we have used a different basis and hence when transforming back into the CE-CH basis, the full propagator
and the physical results will have crucial differences.

Appendix E: Effective Interaction

The effective CS propagator mediates an interaction between the CEs and CHs. We define

V =
1

2

∑
ss′

ψ†s(k + q, iεn + iωm)ψ†s′(k
′ − q, iε′n − iωm)V eff

ss′ (k,k
′, q, iωm)ψs′(k

′, iε′n)ψs(k, iεn), (E1)

and hence

V eff
ss′ (k,k

′, q, iωm) =
∑
µν

Mµν,ss′(k,k
′, q)Dµν,ss′(q, iωm), (E2)

with

Mµν,ss′(k,k
′, q) =

1

2

(
1 −i q̂∧k

′

ms′

i q̂∧kms

(q̂∧k)(q̂∧k′)
msms′

)
. (E3)

If we only consider the most singular terms in q, which are D11,ss′(q, iωm), the effective interaction takes the form

V eff
ss′ (k,k

′, q, iωm) = −ss′ (q̂ ∧ k)(q̂ ∧ k′)

2msms′

[
q2
(
m+ +m−
6πm+m−

+
d

4π

)
+
|ωm|
q

kF
π

]−1
. (E4)

Appendix F: Effective Couplings

Just as in the main text we will adopt the effective mass approximation from now on: m+ = m− = m∗.
Within Eliashberg theory [23, 33], the effective couplings for the quasiparticle residue Zn and the anomalous self-

energy φ̂n(k) are defined as

λZ,m =

∫
d2q

(2π)2
δ(ξk+q)Vex(k, q, iωm),

λ
(l)
φ,m =

∫
d2q

(2π)2
δ(ξk+q)Vc(k, q, iωm)

(
1 +

q

kF
eil(θq−θk)

)l
,

(F1)
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with the exchange and Cooper channel interactions

Vex(k, q, iωm) = V eff
++(k,k + q, q, iωm) + V eff

−−(k,k + q, q, iωm)

= −1

2

∑
µν,ss′

(
1 −i q̂∧kms′

i q̂∧kms

(q̂∧k)2
msms′

)
µν

Dµν,ss′(q, iωm) [δs,+δs′,+ + δs,−δs′,−] ,
(F2)

Vc(k, q, iωm) = V eff
+−(k,−k − q, q, iωm) + V eff

−+(k,−k − q, q, iωm)

=
1

2

∑
µν,ss′

(
1 i q̂∧kms′

i q̂∧kms
− (q̂∧k)2
msms′

)
µν

Dµν,ss′(q, iωm) [δs,+δs′,− + δs,−δs′,+] .
(F3)

Assuming that the gap is much larger than the Fermi energy, the pairing happens only on the Fermi surface. We
can then perform the angular integration in Eq. (F1) and obtain [23]

λZ,m =
1

(2π)2
m∗

kF

∫ kF

0

dq

[
− 1√

1−
(
q
kF

)2(D00,++(q, iωm) +D00,−−(q, iωm)
)

− k2F
m∗2

√
1−

(
q

kF

)2(
D11,++(q, iωm) +D11,−−(q, iωm)

)]
,

(F4)

and

λ
(l)
φ,m =

1

(2π)2
m∗

kF

∫ kF

0

dq

[
1√

1−
(
q
kF

)2 cos

(
2l arcsin

q

kF

)(
D00,+−(q, iωm) +D00,−+(q, iωm)

)

− k2F
m∗2

√
1−

(
q

kF

)2

cos

(
2l arcsin

q

kF

)(
D11,+−(q, iωm) +D11,−+(q, iωm)

)]
.

(F5)

Contrary to the CEL-CEL case in Ref. [23], for the CEL-CHL there are no odd-l terms in Eq. (F5) because

D10,+−(q, iωm) +D01,−+(q, iωm) +D10,−+(q, iωm) +D01,+−(q, iωm) = 0. (F6)

This immediately tells us that the pairing channels ±l are degenerate.

Appendix G: Low-Energy Long-Wavelength Approximation Effective Couplings

The pairing stability can be assessed by looking at the effective couplings at ωm = 0, where the low-energy long-
wavelength approximation ωm

εF
� q2

k2F
� 1 and qd � 1 is valid. We use the approximate forms of the propagator

entries from App. C to write the effective couplings as

λZ,0 =
1

(2π)2
m∗

kF

∫ 2kF

0

dq

[
k2F

16π3q2χ
+

k2F
12π3m∗χ −

k2Fχ
′

16π3χ2

q

− 2χ′′

χ
− k2Fχ

′

12π3m∗χ2
+

k2Fχ
′2

16π3χ3
− 1

128π3χ
+O(q)

]
,

(G1)

and

λ
(l)
φ,0 =

1

(2π)2
m∗

kF

∫ 2kF

0

dq

[
− k2F

16π3q2χ
+

dk2F
16π3χ +

k2Fχ
′

16π3χ2

q

−
d2k2F
32π3 + −4l2−1

128π3

χ
− dk2Fχ

′

16π3χ2
− k2Fχ

′2

16π3χ3
− 1

64π3χ
+O(q)

]
,

(G2)
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with

χ′′ =
5

6(4π)3
+

m∗d

(4π)3
. (G3)

For ωm = 0, χ goes to χ0 = m∗

96π4 + 2d(m∗)2

(4π)4 .

Appendix H: Numerical Integration Effective Couplings

The integrals in Eqs. (G1, G2) suffer from divergences as q → 0. In Ref. [23] it was shown that it is reasonable to
introduce a cutoff qc = 10−5kF . To perform the integrals numerically, we use the exact expressions for the polarisation
diagrams Π00(q, iωm),Π11(q, iωm) calculated in Ref. [22]:

Π00(q, iωm) = F1(q, iωm) + F1(q,−iωm),

F1(q, iωm) = 2m∗f1

(
2q

kF
,
iωm
εF
− q2

k2F

)
,

f1(y, z) =
z

2πy2

(
1−

(
1− y2

z2

) 1
2

)
,

(H1)

and

Π11(q, iωm) = F2(q, iωm) + F2(q,−iωm) +
εF
2π
,

F2(q, iωm) = 4εF f2

(
2q

kF
,
iωm
εF
− q2

k2F

)
,

f2(y, z) =
z

4πy2

(
1− 2z2

3y2

(
1−

(
1− y2

z2

) 3
2

))
.

(H2)

The two polarisation functions are real, unless analytically continued.

Figure H.1. The two polarisation diagrams Π00(q, iωm) and Π11(q, iωm).

Now we are able to perform the integrals in Eqs. (F4, F5). The frequency spectra are in Fig. H.2 below. The
behaviour of the anomalous self-energy λ(l)φ,0 as a function of the layer separation is in absolute values for the l = 0
channel and in relative values for l = 1, 2 in Fig. H.3. We see that the pairing strength decreases with increasing layer
separation and that the ordering of the different channels remains unchanged.

Appendix I: Density Imbalance

As can be seen from the Lagrangian in Eq. (6), the effective magnetic fields in the two layers are (taking the charge
into account)

B+
eff = B − 4πn+, (I1)
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Figure H.2. The quasiparticle residue λZ,m and the anomalous self-energy λ(l)
φ,m for kF d = 1 and cutoff qc = 10−5.

Figure H.3. The anomalous self-energy λ(0)
φ,0 and the relative anomalous self-energy λ(0)

φ,0 − λ
(l)
φ,0 with cutoff qc = 10−5.

B−eff = −B + 4πn−. (I2)

Using the relation n+ + n− = B
2π , we notice that the CEs and CHs experience exactly the same effective magnetic

field [30].
Introducing a charge imbalance νT = (1/2−δ)+(1/2+δ) between the two layers, we obtain the coupled Lagrangian

near the mean-field solution

LCEL-CHL =
∑

s=+/−

[
ψ†s (∂τ + iãsτ + isdAτ − µs)ψs +

1

2ms
ψ†s (i∇ + ãs + sdA)

2
ψs + V (ãs) +

si

4π
ãsτ∇ ∧ ãs

]
+ V+−(ã+, ã−),

(I3)

where dAτ denotes the remnant external field that is not cancelled by the flux attachment. This remnant field makes
Beff in the two layers non-zero and pointing in opposite directions. This is true regardless of whether we describe
the layers in terms of CEs or CHs. The additional effect from the density imbalance in the CEL-CHL Lagrangian
appears from the last term above. However, since it is linear in the gauge fluctuations, it does not effect the theory
and we can omit it from the Lagrangian. Thus, so far the charge imbalance has the same effect in the CEL-CEL as
in the CEL-CHL. However, in the CEL-CHL theory, we should use CEs for the ν = 1/2 − δ layer and CHs for the
ν = 1/2 + δ layer [30]. This means that the Fermi surface shrinks in each of the two layers by the same amount. This
is not the case in the CEL-CEL where the Fermi surface shrinks in one layer and expands in the other.
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