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We consider two-dimensional spin-polarized dipolar Fermi gases confined in a double-layer system
and calculate the momentum transfer between the layers as a function of temperature to investigate
the transport properties of the system. We use the Hubbard approximation to describe the corre-
lation effects and the screening between the dipoles within a single layer. The effective inter-layer
interaction between the dipoles across the layers is obtained by the random-phase approximation
(RPA). We calculate the interaction strength and the layer separation distance dependence of the
drag rate, and we show that there is a critical distance below which the system is unstable. In ad-
dition, we calculate the typical behavior of the collective modes related to the density fluctuations.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last two decades, transport properties of two-
dimensional (2D) electron and hole systems have at-
tracted a great deal of interest as a result of the unique
nature of the temperature dependence of resistivity which
shows insulating (metallic) behavior at low (high) den-
sities [1]. In this context, the inter-layer resistivity has
been measured for many systems such as 2D electron sys-
tems in AlGaAs/GaAs double quantum wells [2–5] and
electron-hole bilayer structures [6]. The characteristics of
the inter-layer resistivity are determined by the Coulomb
scattering so the drag measurement is regarded as an effi-
cient probe to study the properties of the intra- and inter-
layer electron-electron interactions in low-density bilayer
systems [7–10].

On the other hand, in another area of physics, stud-
ies on ultracold atoms have provided a huge amount of
information about the unique properties of ultracold sys-
tems which include atomic species with magnetic dipole
moments (e.g. Chromium (Cr) atoms [11–17], Erbium
(Er) atoms [18–21] and Dysprosium (Dy) atoms [21–24])
and polar molecules with electrical dipole moments [25–
34]. Crucially, ultracold gases of fermionic atoms and
molecules with strong dipolar interactions have been real-
ized experimentally [36–39]. Understanding the distinct
nature of these polar atoms and molecules is very impor-
tant because they exhibit novel phases and previously
unexplored regimes [35, 40–43].

In our previous studies [44, 45], three of us imple-
mented a variant of the Coulomb drag phenomenon,
namely ”mutual dipolar drag”, to a model in which a con-
tactless heat transfer occurs through dipolar coupling in
the linear (without an external field) and non-linear (with
an external field) regimes. We investigated the applica-
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bility and efficiency of this sympathetic cooling method
for the cooling of ultracold dipolar gases. We concluded
that even for the most magnetic dipolar atomic gases,
the typical optical lattice length scale is too large a sepa-
ration between the layers for significant drag-like effects
to be observed. Thus, our results indicated that ultra-
cold molecules with three orders of magnitude stronger
dipolar interaction were the only possibility for observing
such effects. While there has been significant progress in
creating ultracold dipolar molecules, these systems are
still much more fragile compared to the ultracold atomic
systems. So far, no experiment has even measured trans-
port properties, let alone interlayer drag in molecular ul-
tracold gas.

However, a remarkable recent experiment observed
sympathetic cooling without contact in a Dy gas. [46]
This experiment overcame the limited strength of atomic
dipolar interaction between the layers not by enhancing
the dipole strength but by making the layers closer to-
gether. The 50 nm separation between the two layers
was obtained using a dual polarization and frequency
scheme. A ten-fold decrease in the separation of the lay-
ers enhances the inter-layer excitation by three orders
of magnitude, leading to the observation of contactless
drag-like effects. This experiment creates new impetus
to probe the interlayer physics of double-layer systems,
complementing the physics observed in bilayer electron
systems.

Momentum transfer between dipolar gasses has pre-
viously been investigated by Matveeva, Recati and
Stringari[47]. Their work establishes that typical experi-
mental lengths and time scales of dipolar gases are suit-
able for the detection of the dipolar coupling between
the two layers, particularly for dipolar molecules. As
the focus of Ref. 47 is on the coupling of the center
of mass motion between the two layers, interactions are
treated within the Hartree approximation, and any dis-
sipative effects resulting from particle-hole excitations in
each layer are ignored. However, as we have investigated
in the case of thermal coupling between the layers these
particle-hole excitations are the dominant mechanism for
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equilibration between the layers and give a local mecha-
nism for momentum transfer independent of the size of
the clouds. While the coupled oscillations of the center
of mass of the clouds are dependent on the geometry of
the clouds, the damping of these oscillations is controlled
by the rate of momentum transfer between the layers by
forming particle-hole excitations.

In this paper, we focus on the transport properties of
2D dipolar Fermi gases in analogy to a similar effect ob-
served in electronic systems. We consider two parallel
layers of 2D spin-polarized dipolar Fermi gases separated
by a distance d, in which there is no inter-layer tunnel-
ing. The mutual dipolar drag (related to the momen-
tum transfer) is calculated as a function of temperature
between the layers of the system in which the particles
interact only with the long-range interactions. In our
investigation of the interaction strength and the layer-
separation distance dependence of the drag rate, we find
an instability in the system that is analogous to one de-
scribed in Ref. 48. We use the Hubbard approximation
to define the correlation effects between dipoles within a
single layer. For the effective interlayer interactions, we
adopt the random-phase approximation (RPA). In addi-
tion, the transport characteristics of the 2D dipolar Fermi
gases indicate a typical behavior of the collective modes
related to the charge-density fluctuations.

In the literature, studies show that there is both en-
ergy and momentum exchange in bilayer Fermi systems
as a result of the Coulomb drag [10]. In contrast to the
bilayer electronic systems, dipolar interaction is the dom-
inant long-range interaction in ultracold systems. Our
previous work [44, 45] indicated that heat transfer de-
pending on the mutual dipolar drag, can be used as an
efficient cooling method for ultracold gases. According
to our mechanism, the layer-separation distance should
be kept constant around the magnitude of the dipolar
length scale of the system. Specifically, the required in-
terlayer distance is consistent with the typical feature
size of the potential in current experiments for ultracold
polar molecules, so this mechanism can be set up with-
out much difficulty. We have shown that the equilibra-
tion time constants between the layers for different polar
molecules are of the order of tens of milliseconds, which
are smaller than typical trap lifetimes. Based on our find-
ings in this study, we believe that it would be of interest
to develop the corresponding model using dynamic op-
tical lattices and investigate the transport properties of
ultracold systems.

The rest of the present paper is organized as follows:
In the next section, we introduce our model in detail
and outline our approach. In Section III, we present the
results of our calculations in various parameter regimes.
Section IV contains the discussion and conclusion of our
work. Appendix A gives details of the derivation of the
dipolar drag rate and Appendix B presents details of the
collective mode dispersions.

II. THE MODEL AND METHOD

In this study, we consider a two-dimensional spin-
polarized dipolar Fermi gas, confined in two parallel lay-
ers separated by a distance d, as shown in Fig. 1. The
system is in thermal equilibrium and there is no tunneling
between the layers. The dipoles are polarized perpendic-
ular to the planes, but the relative direction of this polar-
ization is antiparallel in two layers (see, Fig. 1). [48] The
bare intra-layer (within a single layer) V11 and inter-layer
(across the layers) V12 are given by

V11(r) = V22(r) =
Cdd

4π

1

r3
, (1)

and

V12(r) =
Cdd

4π

r2 − 2d2

(r2 + d2)5/2
, (2)

where the indices 1 and 2 denote different layers and r in-
dicates the in-plane distance between dipoles. Cdd is the
dipole-dipole coupling constant, which is Cdd = µ0µ

2 for
magnetic dipole moments µ, and Cdd = p2/ϵ0 for electric
dipole moments p. Here, µ0 is the vacuum permeabil-
ity, ϵ0 is the permittivity of free space. The inter-layer
interaction V12 is repulsive for small r but attractive for
large r. Attractive interaction may lead to pairing but
it is either absent or extremely weak in the antiparallel
configuration we choose. [49–51]
The Hamiltonian of the system is described by

H =− ℏ2

2m

∑
i

(
∇2

1i +∇2
2i

)
+ U1(r1i) + U2(r2i)

+
1

2

∑
i,j

[
V11(|r⃗1i − r⃗1j |) + V22(|r⃗2i − r⃗2j |)

]
+
∑
i,j

V12(|r⃗2i − r⃗1j |) ,

(3)

where m is the mass of the particles, U1 and U2 are the
box potentials with a certain width that confine the par-
ticles in the direction perpendicular to the layers [52] and
the sums are carried out over the particles in each respec-
tive layer. We assume negligible widths for simplicity as
the finite width effects will only soften the interaction po-
tentials without making qualitative changes in the results
reported here.
We define the following characteristic length scales. (i)

a0 = Cddm/(4πℏ2), which is a measure of the strength
of the dipole-dipole interaction. (ii) The inner dynamics
of the system are determined through the Fermi energy
(EF = ℏ2k2F /2m) by the average distance, k−1

F , between
two fermions within a layer (or the density of a layer

n). Here, kF =
√
4πn is the Fermi wave number for a

spin-polarized system, and n is the 2D density of a single
layer. (iii) The distance d between the layers indicates
the corresponding geometry of the model.
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FIG. 1. Schematic view of the system. We consider two
dipolar Fermi gas layers with equal densities at thermal equi-
librium. Dipoles are oriented perpendicular to the layers but
antiparallel in two layers. Separation distance is d.

A. Effective Interactions

We use the Hubbard approximation to obtain an effec-
tive intra-layer interaction in Fourier space without any
cut-off parameter. We assume the dipoles have charge
±e which are at z = ±Ldip/2 where Ldip is the physical
size of the dipole. Then, the bare intra-layer interaction
is given by

Vii(q) =
e2

ϵ0q
[1− exp(−qLdip)]

=
Cdd

L2
dipq

[1− exp(−qLdip)]

=
Cdd

Ldip
− Cdd

2
q +O(Ldip) (4)

= V0 −
Cdd

2
q. (5)

Here, i indicates one of the layers and V0 is the cut-off
parameter related to the width of layers [53–55]. Note
that the V0 diverges as we take Ldip → 0.
The only place where Vii occurs in this work is in

the screening of the intra-layer interaction, as Veff,ii =
Vii(q)[1 − G(q)] where G(q) is the intra-layer local field
factor. We use the Hubbard approximation of the local
field factor [57, 58], G(q) ≈ Vii(

√
q2 + k2F )/Vii(q), which

gives

V
(H)
ii (q) =

Cdd

2

[√
q2 + k2F − q

]
. (6)

In the above, we took the Laurent expansion form of
Vii(q) in powers of Ldip. This effective interaction

V
(H)
ii (q) contains the intra-layer correlation effects to a

certain extent and it has been widely used in electronic
systems [58]. It also renders the inter-layer interactions
free from the parameter Ldip. It is possible to go beyond
the Hubbard approximation by including higher order
correlation effects [59].

The inter-layer interactions are treated within the
random-phase approximation (RPA) hence the Fourier

transform is given by

V12(q) = −Cdd

2
q exp(−qd) . (7)

As the separation d between the layers should not be
too close to avoid tunneling this should be a reasonable
approximation.
If the finite width effects of the layers need to be consid-

ered, one has to integrate out the confinement wavefunc-
tion in the z-direction before taking the two-dimensional
Fourier transform of the intra- and inter-layer interac-
tions given in Eqs. (1) and (2), respectively. This proce-
dure will bring out form factors Fij(q, L) to modify the
interactions given in Eqs. (6) and (7) where L is the well
width. Such modifications have been taken into account
in the case of harmonic confinement. [55, 56] It would
be interesting to consider the dimensionality effects on
the drag rate by tuning the harmonic confinement in dif-
ferent directions to produce cigar and pancake shaped
Fermi vapors. In our case, finite width effects should
only make qualitative changes. The Coulomb drag rate
in double quantum well systems has been shown to be
qualitatively similar for different layer widths. [60]

B. Mutual Dipolar Drag

In a double-layer system, when an external disturbance
is applied to one of the layers, a particle current flows
through the “active” layer with a current density. As a
result of the inter-layer interaction across the layers, an
induced disturbance appears in the “passive” layer. This
is the mutual dipolar drag effect and it can be quantified
by the drag rate τ−1

D . The drag rate can be described
as the net average rate of momentum transferred to each
particle in the passive layer, per unit drift momentum
per particle in the active layer[8]

τ−1
D =

(∂p2/∂t)

p1
, (8)

where the overbar indicates an ensemble average and
pi is the momentum per particle in the corresponding
layer. To investigate the transport properties of the sys-
tem, we derive the drag rate between the layers, given
by Rojo [9] when the inter-layer interaction is treated
perturbatively [6]. In Appendix A, the corresponding
derivation is presented, according to this calculation the
momentum transfer is given by

τ−1
D =

ℏ2

8m1n2kBTπ2

∫ ∞

0

dq q3 |W12|2

×
∫ ∞

0

dω
Imχ1(q, ω)Imχ2(q, ω)

sinh2(ℏω/2kBT )
.

(9)

Here, the dynamically screened effective interaction is
indicated by W12 = V12/ε(q, ω, T ) where ε(q, ω, T ) is
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the temperature-dependent total screening (dielectric)
function obtained from the random phase approximation
(RPA) [8] as

ε(q, ω, T ) = [
1− V

(H)
11 (q)χ(q, ω, T )

] [
1− V

(H)
22 (q)χ(q, ω, T )

]
− [V12(q)]

2
χ(q, ω, T )χ(q, ω, T ) ,

(10)

where χ(q, ω, T ) is the temperature-dependent non-
interacting density-density dynamical response function
of a single layer. In this study, we focus on a symmet-
ric system in which the densities of the layers are equal
n1 = n2).

III. RESULTS

In our presentations below, we shall use the following
dimensionless quantities: Q = q/kF , Ω = ℏω/EF , D =
dkF , t = kBT/EF , µ̃ = µ/EF , χ̃ = (πℏ2/m)χ, and λ =
a0kF .
The intra-layer interaction for the Hubbard approxi-

mation is

V(H)
11 (Q) = V(H)

22 (Q) =
( m

πℏ2
)
2λ
[√

Q2 + 1−Q
]
,

(11)
and the inter-layer interaction is given by

V12(Q) = −
( m

πℏ2
)
2λQ exp (−DQ) . (12)

In terms of these parameters, the dimensionless drag rate
is obtained as

τ̃−1
D =

1

πt

∫ ∞

0

dQ Q3

∫ ∞

0

dΩ|W̃12|2
[Imχ̃(Q,Ω)]2

sinh2(Ω/2t)
(13)

where τ̃−1
D =

ℏτ−1
D

EF
and W̃12 = (πℏ2/m)V12/ε(Q,Ω) ,

A. Analytic Calculations

We analytically investigate the drag rate dependence
on λ and D in the limit of zero temperature (T → 0)
while the effective intra-layer interaction is obtained by
using the Hubbard approximation. For small values of
the temperature, we use the small Ω expansion of χ (be-
cause the integral is cut off by the sinh2 term for Ω ≫ t),
which for the spin-polarized case is

Imχ(Q,Ω) ≈ m2ω

4πℏ3qkF
=

m

8πℏ2
Ω

Q
, (14a)

Reχ(Q,Ω) ≈ − m

2πℏ2
. (14b)

Also, in this case we can use the static limit of ε,

ε(Q,Ω = 0) ≈ (1 + λṼ
(H)
11 (Q))2 − λ2Ṽ 2

12(Q), (15)

where the dimensionless intra-layer and inter-layer inter-

actions are Ṽ
(H)
11 (Q) =

(
πℏ2

mλ

)
V(H)

11 (Q) = V
√

Q2 + 1−Q

and Ṽ12(Q) =
(

πℏ2

mλ

)
V12(Q) = Q exp (−QD), respec-

tively. Henceforth, for convenience we will drop the su-

perscript (H) in Ṽ
(H)
11 .

Putting all these into the expression for the scaled drag
gives

Γ̃D =
τ−1
D ℏEF

(kBT 2)

=
1

πt3

∫ ∞

0

dΩ
Ω2

sinh2(Ω/2t)

×
∫ ∞

0

dQ Q
λ2Ṽ 2

12(Q)[
(1 + λṼ11(Q))2 − λ2Ṽ 2

12(Q)
]2 .

(16)

Note that the second (Q) integral is independent of the
temperature t. Using the relation∫ ∞

0

ts

sinh2(t)
dt =

Γ(s+ 1)

2s−1
ζ(s) for Re[s] > 1 (17)

in the first (Ω) integral in Eq. (16) gives∫ ∞

0

dΩ
Ω2

sinh2(Ω/2t)
= 8t3

∫ ∞

0

dx
x2

sinh2(x)

= 8t3ζ(2) =
4π2t3

3
.

(18)

Thus, Eq. (16) becomes

Γ̃D =
4π

3
λ2

∫ ∞

0

dQ Q3 exp(−2QD)

× 1[
(1 + λ(

√
Q2 + 1−Q)2 − λ2Q2 exp(−2QD)

]
To simplify this expression, we introduce a new variable
y = DQ so that

Γ̃D =
4πλ2

3D4

∫ ∞

0

dy y3 exp(−2y)

× 1[(
1 + λ

D

{√
y2 +D2 − y

})2
− λ2

D2 y2 exp(−2y)

]2 .
(19)

Since this expression is temperature independent, it im-
plies that τ−1 = Γ̃D(kBT )

2/(ℏEF ) grows quadratically
with temperature for small t.
For the weak coupling limit (λ/D ≪ 1), the denomi-

nator can be replaced by 1 (no screening) in which case

Γ̃D ≈ 4πλ2

3D4

∫ ∞

0

dy y3 exp(−2y) =
πλ2

2D4
. (20)
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On the other hand, for the strong coupling limit (λ/D ≫
1), we can rewrite the integral as

Γ̃D =
4π

3λ2

∫ ∞

0

dy y3 exp(−2y)[(
D

λ
+
√
y2 +D2 − y

)2

− y2 exp(−2y)

]2 .
(21)

Note that in terms of physical length scales, λ/D = a0/d.
For large λ, the integral in Eq. (21) approaches a con-

stant and therefore Γ̃D ∝ λ−2. For sufficiently large λ,
as D (the scaled inter-layer distance) is decreased, at a
critical value Dc(λ) the denominator of the integrand in
Eq. (21) vanishes at some value of y, causing the inte-
gral to diverge. This corresponds to the development of
a density wave instability in the coupled system, which
is analogous to the instability described in Ref. [48] for
bilayers of antiparallel dipoles as shown in Fig. 5 in that
reference. At large λ, Dc(λ → ∞) ≈ 1.077. For D < Dc,
the system is no longer homogeneous, and therefore our
model is not expected to describe the drag rate accu-
rately.

The long-range and anisotropic character of the dipo-
lar interaction results in some fundamental instabilities
toward pattern formation. Recently, roton instability in
bosonic dipolar gases has been found to cause supersolid
states, which are stabilized by quantum fluctuations [61–
63]. The instability arising in our calculation has two
fundamental differences from the roton instability. It re-
quires two separated layers, similar to the two-component
gas experiments, and it would be stabilized by the Pauli
pressure due to the fermionic statistics of the system.
Thus, the mechanism is closer to a spin-wave instability
rather than a roton instability.

When D is fixed, the low temperature scaled drag rate
Γ̃ initially increases when λ is increased from zero because
the effect of screening is small, and therefore increasing λ
increases the coupling between the layers, and hence the
momentum transfer rate. When λ ≈ D, the screening of
the inter-layer interaction starts to dominate, and further
increasing λ decreases the inter-layer coupling and hence
the momentum transfer rate.

B. Numerical Calculations

The dimensionless drag rate between the layers is nu-
merically calculated as a function of temperature t =
kBT/EF for weak (λ/D ≪ 1) and strong (λ/D ≫ 1)
coupling limits of the system by using dynamic and static
screening separately.

We obtain the drag rate as a function of temper-
ature for different values of interaction strength λ =
0.5, 1, 2, 4, 8 and 16 as shown in Fig 2. We use the Hub-
bard approximation to obtain the intra-layer interactions
in the system. As we increase the interaction strength λ,
the amount of transferred momentum increases as ex-
pected (see Fig. 2). In this figure, the dimensionless dis-
tance is constant at D = dkF = 1. While this value of

D is less than Dc(λ → ∞) ≈ 1.08, for all these values of
λ used, D > Dc(λ) [see Fig. 1A in Ref. 48], indicating
that the system is in the homogenous liquid regime. In
addition, as a result of plasmon enhancement, the differ-
ence between the drag rates obtained from the dynamical
(shown by the red solid line in Fig. 2) and static (indi-
cated by the blue dashed line in Fig. 2) screening also
increases as the value of the dipolar coupling increases.
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0
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0.6

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
0
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1.5
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0
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0.015
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t = (kBT )=EF

0
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1.5

2

6 = a0kF = 2 6 = a0kF = 4

6 = a0kF = 166 = a0kF = 8
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 2. (color online) The dimensionless drag rate τ−1
D

is plotted as a function of temperature t = kBT/EF

for different values of the interaction strength λ =
0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 4.0, 8.0 and 16.0 when the layer separation dis-
tance is kept constant at D = dkF = 1. In each graph, the
momentum transfer is calculated by using the dynamical (red
solid line) and static screening (blue dashed line) separately.
Here, the effective intra-layer interaction is obtained by using
the Hubbard approximation.

To understand the layer separation distance depen-
dence, we also obtained the dimensionless drag rate as a
function of temperature when the dimensionless distance
between the layers is kept constant at D = dkF = 2, as
shown in Fig. 3. The momentum transfer rates are cal-
culated for both dynamic and static screening cases. In
all of these plots, the system is in a homogenous liquid
state (D = 2 > Dc). Comparing Figs. 2 and 3 one sees,
as expected, that the drag rate decreases as the distance
between the layers increases. Figs. 2 and 3 also show
that as λ increases, the peak in the drag rate as a func-
tion of temperature is pushed to a higher temperature,
and the magnitude of drag at this peak increases with λ.
The phase-space argument [2] for the bilayer fermionic

systems indicates that there is a quadratic temperature
dependence (τ−1

D ∝ T 2) at very low temperatures. We
present the temperature dependence of the drag rate
scaled by T 2 for various coupling limits, as shown in
Fig. 4. In this figure, at weak coupling limits (i.e., λ =



6

0 0.5 1 1.5
0

1

2

3

4
(7h
=
!

1
D

)=
E

F
#10-3

0 1 2 3
0

0.003

0.006

0.009

0 1 2 3
t = (kBT )=EF

0

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0 1 2 3 4 5
0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

(a)6 = a0kF = 1

(c)6 = a0kF = 4 (d)6 = a0kF = 8

(b)6 = a0kF = 2

FIG. 3. (color online) The dimensionless drag rate is obtained
as a function of temperature for various coupling strengths
(λ = 1, 2, 4, 8). In all of the plots, the static and dynamic
screening for the system are considered separately (indicated
by blue-dashed lines and green-solid lines, respectively). Here,
the dimensionless layer separation distance is constant at D =
dkF = 2.

0.5, 1, 2, 4), the drag rate increases quadratically with the
interaction strength λ as consistent with Eq. (20). How-
ever, when the coupling strength is further increased, the
low-temperature drag rate decreases, as shown in Fig. 4
(see λ = 4, 8 and 16).

The upturn and peak in the scaled drag rates in Fig. 4
is due to the presence of acoustic plasmon modes, which
enhance the effective inter-layer interaction when they
are thermally excited. For weak coupling, the plasmons
have lower energy and therefore can be excited at lower
temperatures. As λ increases, the plasmon energies in-
crease which results in a higher temperature in the up-
turn and peak of the drag rate. After the peak, Landau
damping reduces the effect of the plasmon enhancement,
causing a decrease in the scaled drag rate.

C. Collective Modes

In addition, we investigate the collective behavior of
the system at zero temperature to better understand
their effects on mutual dipolar drag. In our calcula-
tions, we use the real part of the polarization function
Reχ(Q,Ω, T = 0) [8] at zero temperature because at this
limit the imaginary part vanishes, Imχ(Q,Ω, T = 0) = 0,
outside the particle-hole continuum.

The dispersion for the collective modes is given by the
zeros of ε(q, ω) which in the case of the equal bilayers is
given by

[1− V11(q)χ(q, ω)]
2 − [V12(q)χ(q, ω)]

2 = 0 , (22)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
kBT=EF

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

(=
!

1
D
7h
E

F
)=

(k
B
T
)2

D=dkF=2

FIG. 4. (color online) Temperature dependence of the drag
rate scaled by T−2 for different values of the interaction
strengths while the layer separation distance is constant at
D = dkF = 2. The solid (blue), dotted (black), dashed (red),
dashed-dotted (pink), solid with square (yellow), and starred-
solid (green) lines are obtained using the dynamical screening
for λ = 0.5, 1, 2, 4, 8 and 16, respectively. Here, the Hubbard
approximation is adopted for the effective intra-layer interac-

tions, V
(H)
11 . Note that the T → 0 scaled drag rate increases

as λ increases until λ ≈ D, and then it decreases as λ is fur-
ther increased, for reasons discussed in the text.

and it yields the solutions

χ±(Q,Ω) =
1

V11 ± V12
. (23)

Solving the above equation for Ω at T = 0 gives the
collective mode dispersions (see Appendix B)

Ω =
Q(Ṽ± + 1)

Ṽ±

√
Q2 +

4Ṽ 2
±

2Ṽ± + 1
, (24)

where Ṽ± = λ(Ṽ11 ± Ṽ12). This relation between Ω and
Q indicates that there are two separate collective modes
above the particle-hole continuum which is degenerate at
small Q and starts to be distinguished from each other
as Q increases.

We also verify these results numerically and obtain the
collective modes of the system at zero temperature as
shown in Fig. 5. We show that for small values of q, the
modes are well-defined and linear. As we increase the q
values, the collective modes split and then they disappear
as a result of Landau damping when they merge with the
particle-hole continuum.
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FIG. 5. (color online) The dimensionless frequency Ω at zero
temperature is plotted as a function of q/kF when the layer
separation distance is kept constant at dkF = 2. The plas-
mon dispersions are shown for four different values of the
interaction strength (a) λ = 1, (b) λ = 2, (c) λ = 4, and
(d) λ = 8. In each graph, the solid line represents the upper
bound of the particle-hole continuum. In the area under this
line, the collective modes enter the particle-hole continuum
and Landau damping starts. The collective modes related to
the charge-density oscillations in the layers of the system are
demonstrated by the dashed lines in each figure. The zoomed-
in view of the collective modes is demonstrated in the (a′),
(b′), (c′), and (d′) graphs for the corresponding values of the
interaction strength λ.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We investigate the transport properties of a bilayer
2D dipolar system of polarized fermions by calculating
the drag rate τ−1

D as a function of temperature. To de-
scribe the correlation effects and screening within a single
layer, we use the Hubbard approximation for the effec-
tive intra-layer interaction. The random-phase approxi-
mation (RPA) is adopted to obtain effective inter-layer
interactions in the system. We assume that there is no
tunneling between the layers.

For sufficiently large λ, there is a critical scaled sepa-
ration distance Dc(λ) below which the system becomes
unstable against the simultaneous formation of density
waves in both layers. This instability is caused by
an enhancement in the effective inter-layer interactions.
At a given λ, when the separation between the layers
D ≫ Dc(λ), the drag rate increases as D−4 as the sep-
aration is decreased. However, as D approaches Dc, the

enhanced effective inter-layer interaction causes the drag
rate to increase faster than D−4. This can be seen by
comparing the panels with the same λ in Figs. 2 and 3,
where D = 1 and D = 2, respectively. For λ = 1 and
2 and Dc ≪ 1 and therefore the drag rate increases by
approximately a factor of 24 = 16 when D is decreased
from 2 to 1. On the other hand for λ = 4 and 8, when
Dc is close to 1, the drag rate increases by more than a
factor of 16 when D decreases from 2 to 1. This suggests
that the distance dependence of drag can be utilized ex-
perimentally to determine if a bilayer system is close to
a density wave instability.

In addition, the collective behavior of the system is
studied at zero temperature where the imaginary part of
the polarization function is equal to zero, Imχ(Q,Ω, T =
0) = 0, outside the particle-hole continuum. The modes
are well-defined and linear for small q. Our analytic and
numerical calculations show that the collective modes
split for increasing q values up to a point and then
they disappear as a result of Landau damping when they
merge with the particle-hole continuum.

We believe that this model is applicable to studying
the momentum transfer between the ultracold gases con-
fined in parallel layers. For studies on ultracold gases, the
crucial point of this transport method will be the adjust-
ment of the layer separation distance. Our calculations
show that for weak coupling limit λ/D = a0/d ≪ 1, in-
stability will not occur in the system. In addition, for
an effective momentum transfer, the layers must be po-
sitioned a few a0’s apart from each other because the
drag rate decays rapidly with increasing layer separation
distance. For magnetic atomic species, a0’s are of the
order of tens of nanometers; for example, the calculated
values of a0 for Cr, Er, and Dy are 2.4 nm, 10.5 nm, and
20.8 nm, respectively. The a0’s for these species are much
smaller than the typical trapping features in ultracold
atom experiments. However, the recent experiment by
Lu et al. [46] demonstrated a 50 nm interlayer separation
by a superresolution technique.

While the experiment of Ref. [46] provides an impe-
tus for us to consider the bilayer geometry, direct com-
parison of the experiment with our results is impossible
due to fundamental differences. The experiment features
bosonic atoms in the BEC state, which has a completely
different elementary excitation spectrum from the Fermi
liquid considered here. Furthermore, the experiment has
a prominent trap in the plane of the layers, thus most of
the bilayer coupling is through the center of mass modes
of the condensates. We hope that this work stimulates
more interest in experimentally obtaining bilayer Fermi
systems. We believe the superresolution trapping tech-
nique applied to a fermionic ultracold dipolar gas would
be able to probe the physics described in this paper. An-
other possibility would be the use of ultracold dipolar
molecules for which a0’s of the order of 10−6 m, are eas-
ily obtained experimentally.
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[35] K. Góral, L. Santos, and M. Lewenstein, Phys. Rev. Lett.
88, 170406 (2002).

[36] K. Aikawa, S. Baier, A. Frisch, M. Mark,
C.Ravensbergen, and F. Ferlaino, Science 345, 1484
(2014).

[37] M. Lu, N.Q. Burdick, and B.L. Lev, Phys. Rev. Lett.
108, 215301 (2012).

[38] J.W. Park, S. A. Will, and M. W. Zwierlein, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 114, 205302 (2015).

[39] S. Baier, D. Petter, J.H. Becher, A. Patscheider, G. Na-
tale, L. Chomaz, M.J. Mark, and F. Ferlaino Phys. Rev.
Lett. 121, 093602 (2018).

[40] N. R. Cooper and G. V. Shlyapnikov, Phys. Rev. Lett.
103, 155302 (2009).

[41] B. Capogrosso-Sansone, C. Trefzger, M. Lewenstein, P.
Zoller, G. Pupillo, Phys. Rev.Lett. 104, 125301 (2010).

[42] L. Pollet, J. D. Picon, H. P. Büchler, and M. Troyer,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 125302 (2010).
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Appendix A: Derivation of Drag Rate

Following Rojo [9] we calculate the rate of change in
momentum of the dipoles in the second layer as a result
of the scattering from dipoles in the first layer as

dP2

dt
=

∫
dq

(2π)2
(ℏq) |U(q)|2

∫
dk1

(2π)2

∫
dk2

(2π)2
δ(ϵk1

+ ϵk2
− ϵk1+q − ϵk2−q)

× [fk1(1− fk1+q)f
0
k2
(1− f0

k2−q)− fk1+q(1− fk1)f
0
k2−q(1− f0

k2
)] .

(A1)

Eq. (A1) utilizes the Born approximation. The δ-function
enforces energy conservation during the scattering, the
(ℏq) |U(q)|2 gives the Born approximation momentum
transfer rate, and the various forms of the fki

-function
arise from the probabilities of transitions from occupied
states to empty ones. Here, fk1

is the distribution func-
tion in layer 1 (the active layer), which is assumed to be
drifted from the equilibrium distribution f0 by a small
velocity v1; i.e., fk1

= f0
k1−mv1

ℏ
.

To simplify the above expression, we make use of the
following relations.

(i) Detailed balance condition for fermion systems:

ΩFF
.
= f0

k1
(1− f0

k1+q)f
0
k2
(1− f0

k2−q)

= f0
k1+q(1− f0

k1
)f0

k2−q(1− f0
k2
) .

(A2)

(ii) Linearization of fk1
and fk1+q with respect to v1:

fk = f0
k−mv1

ℏ
≈ f0

k − ∂f0
k

∂ϵk
ℏk · v1

≡ f0
k − 1

kBT
f0
k(1− f0

k)ℏk · v1

(A3)

We can rewrite the last term in Eq. (A1) by substi-
tuting in the linearized expressions for fk, ignoring the
nonlinear v1 terms and using the detailed balance condi-
tion, Eq. (A2), to give

fk1(1− fk1+q)f
0
k2
(1− f0

k2−q)

− fk1+q(1− fk1)f
0
k2−q(1− f0

k2
))

=
1

kBT
ℏ (q · v1) ΩFF

=
1

kBT
ℏ (q · v1)

{
f0
k1
(1− f0

k1+q)f
0
k2
(1− f0

k2−q)
}
,

(A4)

The rate of the momentum change becomes

dP2

dt
=

v1

2kBT

∫
dq

(2π)2
(ℏq)2 |U(q)|2

∫
dk1

(2π)2

∫
dk2

(2π)2
{
f0
k1
(1− f0

k1+q)f
0
k2
(1− f0

k2−q)
}
δ(ϵk1

+ ϵk2
− ϵk1+q − ϵk2−q) .

(A5)

At this point, we use the following relations,

δ(ϵk1 + ϵk2 − ϵk1+q − ϵk2−q) =

ℏ
∫ ∞

−∞
dω δ(ℏω − ϵk1 + ϵk1+q)δ(ℏω + ϵk2 − ϵk2−q),

(A6)

f0(ϵk)
[
1− f0(ϵk + ℏω)

]
=

[
f0(ϵk)− f0(ϵk + ℏω)

]
[1− exp(−ℏω/kBT )]

(A7)
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nB(ℏω)nB(−ℏω) = − 1

4 sinh2(ℏω/2kBT )
. (A8)

We also introduce the polarization function χ0(q, ω)

∫
dk1

(2π)2
(f0

k1
− f0

k1+q) δ(ℏω − ϵk1
+ ϵk1+q) =

1

π
Im

∫
dk1

(2π)2
f0
k1

− f0
k1+q

(ℏω − ϵk1 + ϵk1+q − iη)
≡ Imχ0

1(q, ω) . (A9)

Using equations (A6)-(A9) into Eq. (A5) and perform- ing some variable changes yields

dP2

dt
=

v1ℏ2

8π2kBT

∫
dq q3 |U(q)|2∫

dω
Imχ0

1(q, ω)Imχ0
2(q, ω)

sinh2(ℏω/2kBT )

(A10)

Finally, introducing the momentum per particle in the
second layer, p2 = P2/n2 and writing the momentum per
particle in the first layer as p1 = m1v1, we obtain the
rate of momentum transfer between the layers as

τ−1
D =

ℏ2

8m1n2kBTπ2

∫
dq q3 |U(q)|2

∫
dω

Imχ0
1(q, ω)Imχ0

2(q, ω)

sinh2(ℏω/2kBT )
. (A11)

Appendix B: Collective mode dispersions

To find the collective mode dispersions at T = 0, we
solve

χ±(Q,Ω) =
1

V11 ± V12
, (B1)

using the dimensionless quantities χ̃, Ṽ11 and Ṽ12. We
look for collective modes above the particle hole contin-
uum, so that

2χ̃(Q,Ω) = −1 +
1

Q

[√
a2+ − 1−

√
a2− − 1

]
(B2a)

a± =
1

2

(
Ω

Q
±Q

)
. (B2b)

Thus, the collective modes are given by√
a2+ − 1−

√
a2− − 1 = Q

[
1 +

1

λ(Ṽ11 ± Ṽ12)

]
. (B3)

Let us define the right hand side of Eq. (B3) as

P±
def.
= Q

(
1 +

1

Ṽ±

)
= Q

(
Ṽ± + 1

Ṽ±

)
. (B4)

where Ṽ± = λ(Ṽ11±Ṽ12). Squaring both sides of Eq. (B3)
and defining

η =
1

4

(
Ω2

Q2
+Q2

)
− 1 (B5)

gives

−2

√
η2 − Ω2

4
= P 2

± − 2η. (B6)

After some manipulations, we obtain

Ω = P±Q

√
1 +

4

P 2
± −Q2

(B7)

Substituting the expression for P± in Eq. (B4) into this
gives the collective mode dispersions

Ω =
Q(Ṽ± + 1)

Ṽ±

√
Q2 +

4Ṽ 2
±

2Ṽ± + 1
. (B8)
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