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We investigate the instability of layer pseudospin paramagnetic (PSP) state to the formation
of pseudospin density wave (PSDW) in two-dimensional (2D) electron bilayers, analogous to the
formation of Overhauser spin density wave (SDW) in a single-layer 2D electron gas (2DEG) with
spin 1/2. Our comprehensive study on phase diagrams, based on the self-consistent Hartree-Fock
(HF) theory, reveals that the PSDW has a lower energy than both PSP and pseudospin ferromagnetic
(PSF) states near the PSP-PSF phase transition boundary. When the two layers are populated by
the same number of electrons, the PSDW momentum Qc ∼ 2kF near the PSP-PSDW boundary,
where kF = (2πn)1/2 is the Fermi momentum characterized by the density in one of the two layers,
and Qc decreases as the system transitions to the PSF regime. Extending the HF study to the
case of unequal layer densities, the PSP phase is unstable to PSDW for small density imbalances,
with momentum Qc ∼ kF,t + kF,b, where kF,t and kF,b are Fermi momenta of top and bottom
layers, respectively. In PSDW regime, the ground state stability, defined by the energy difference
between PSDW and the second lowest-energy state, is one order of magnitude lower than that in
PSF regime, and decreases with increasing layer separation d. Furthermore, incorporating RPA
static screening with the Hubbard-type local field correction leads to disappearance of both SDW
and PSDW phases, and pushes the phase boundaries of paramagnetic to ferromagnetic transitions
to larger rs values. Our study on PSDW in 2D electron bilayers is equally applicable to 2D hole
bilayers. The idea of pursuing PSDW is, in general, relevant across various 2D bilayer systems, not
limited to the parabolic model that we investigate in this paper, and provides a new possibility of
exploring novel coherent phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

A two-dimensional (2D) electron bilayer, abbrevi-
ated as an e-e bilayer in this paper as well, consists
of two parallel 2D electron gas (2DEG) layers (in
the xy-plane) separated by an out-of-plane distance
d. Such an e-e bilayer, compared to a single-layer
2DEG with spin 1/2, gains complexity from an ad-
ditional layer pseudospin, leading to interlayer co-
herence driven by the exchange interaction. This in-
terlayer coherence is associated with a spontaneous
U(1) symmetry breaking in layer pseudospin. Previ-
ous studies [1–5] have investigated homogeneous in-
terlayer coherence in e-e bilayers through the frame-
work of Hartree-Fock (HF) mean-field theory, unrav-
eling both ground-state behaviors and temperature-
dependent phase transitions. Other research [6–8]
on 2D bilayers have focused on various symmetry-
broken phases in the spin sector, which sponta-
neously break SU(2) symmetry. In contrast, the
pseudospin density wave (PSDW) discussed in this
paper pertains to the layer pseudospin sector, with
spontaneous U(1) symmetry breaking.

In a single-layer 2DEG with spin 1/2, the original
Overhauser instability theorem [9, 10] states that the
HF homogeneous paramagnetic state is unstable to
the formation of either charge density wave (CDW)
or spin density wave (SDW) for all electron densi-
ties. In the spiral spin density wave (SSDW) phase,

a specific case of SDW, the HF energy is lowered by
the hybridization of spin-up and spin-down species
near the Fermi surface, with a phase factor periodic
in real space. Figure 1(a) schematically illustrates a
SSDW, in which the spin rotates periodically about
the spin quantization axis ẑ. Analogously, in an e-
e bilayer, the layer pseudospin paramagnetic (PSP)
state is unstable to the PSDW formation. The main
difference between the layer PSDW and the Over-
hauser SDW is the dependency of the Coulomb po-
tential in PSDW on the layer separation d, charac-
terized by the factor e−qd.
It is important to note that Overhauser’s origi-

nal argument for a long-range SDW for arbitrarily
weak interactions can only hold at T = 0 in 1D sys-
tems [11]. In 2D and 3D systems, the Overhauser
SDW relies on the long-range nature of Coulomb
interactions and can be negated by Thomas-Fermi
static screening [12]. Despite these concerns, Over-
hauser SDWs in 2D and 3D electron gases are not
completely ruled out, as rigorous dynamical screen-
ing, which is typically weaker than Thomas-Fermi
static screening, might still rescue them. Addition-
ally, CDWs and SDWs are more likely to occur in
metals or semimetals with complex Fermi surfaces
that satisfy Fermi surface nesting, or in materials
with complex band structures that exhibit weaker
dynamical screening, a topic we will discuss for fu-
ture work in Sec. V.

In this paper, we expand on previous homoge-
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FIG. 1. Schematic figures of spiral spin density wave (SSDW), pseudospin density wave (PSDW) and spin and
pseudospin density wave (S-PSDW). (a) SSDW in a single-layer 2DEG, spin-up and spin-down electrons hybridize
with a periodic phase factor. (b) PSDW in a spinless e-e bilayer of equal layer densities. The layer pseudospin
(orange arrows) points in the xy-plane and rotates periodically about ẑ axis. (c) S-PSDW in a spinful e-e bilayer,
which specifically shows the case that intralayer SDW and interlayer PSDW have the same periodicity, which is not
necessarily the case. S-PSDW has an independent spin SU(2) rotational symmetry in each layer.

neous HF theory [1–5] to provide a comprehen-
sive study on the PSDW instability in 2D elec-
tron bilayers. Our main focus is the case of equal
layer densities where there are two main compet-
ing phases: the PSP, where the pseudospin is un-
polarized and incoherent, and the pseudospin ferro-
magnet (PSF) where the pseudospin is polarized and
oriented within the xy-plane. In Ref. [3], the PSP
(PSF) is referred to as S1 (S2) respectively. In the
phase diagram calculated by the self-consistent HF
theory, we find a regime where the PSDW state has
a lower energy than both PSP and PSF states. The
PSDW is stable near the PSP-PSF phase bound-
ary calculated by previous homogeneous HF theory
[3], across all layer separations d and electron den-
sities characterized by rs, occupying a larger region
within the PSP domain than in the PSF domain.
In addition, as d increases, the PSDW regime for
a given d spans a broader rs range. The stability
of PSDW state, characterized by its energy differ-
ence to the second lowest-energy state in the con-
sidered ground-state ansatz, is notably less robust
(an order of magnitude smaller) than that in the
PSF regime at large rs values, and the PSDW sta-
bility decreases with increasing d. The PSDW mo-
mentum Qc is approximately 2kF near the PSDW-
PSP boundary, decreases towards the PSDW-PSF
boundary and drops to zero quickly when approach-
ing the PSF phase. This property is analogous to
the Overhauser SDW momentum QSDW

c as a func-
tion of rs, which begins around 2kF at low rs values
and decreases with increasing rs. Furthermore, the
RPA static screening, self-consistently included in
our HF calculations, eliminates all coherent phases,
including the spin ferromagnetic and SDW phases
(the d = 0 limit of our bilayer model), as well as
PSF and PSDW phases for all d values, leaving
only the spin and pseudospin paramagnetic phase
in the phase diagram. After adding Hubbard-type
local field corrections, however, the spin ferromag-

netic and PSF phases re-appear, though their phase
boundaries shift to higher rs values.

Extending to the case of unequal layer densi-
ties, the fate of PSDW is similar to that of equal
layer densities: PSDW phase occupies the regime
near the phase boundary of pseudospin incoher-
ent (S′

1 in Ref. [3]) and pseudospin coherent (Sξ

in Ref. [3]) phases, with momentum Qc ∼ kF,t +
kF,b near the pseudospin-incoherent-PSDW bound-
ary and decreases towards the pseudospin-coherent-
PSDW boundary. For a fixed d, the PSDW only
occurs for a small density imbalance since the in-
tralayer exchange interaction tends to polarize all
electrons to one of the layers if either layer imbal-
ance m or average inter-electron distance r̄s is large.

The detection of PSDW proposed in this paper is
likely achievable through magneto-transport experi-
ments [13], which are adept at assessing Fermi sur-
face properties, such as the number of different orbits
and their contours [14, 15]. Compared to the inco-
herent state (PSP), interlayer coherent states (PSF
and PSDW) are distinguishable from Shubnikov–de
Haas (SdH) oscillations, through the variation of the
number of Fermi surfaces with electron density. The
minigap (gap) induced by interlayer coherence in
PSDW (PSF) manifests as anomalies in zero-field
conductivity [16, 17] measured as a function of elec-
tron concentration, owing to van Hove singularities
at band edges. Optical absorption techniques can
quantify the minigap or gap size [18, 19]. Further
differentiation between PSF and PSDW requires de-
tailed SdH oscillation analyses relative to electron
doping levels, which provides insights into the Fermi
surface geometry. Unlike the isotropic Fermi surface
of PSF, PSDW features a non-isotropic Fermi sur-
face due to broken translational and rotational sym-
metries. These analyses remain valid despite non-
negligible interlayer tunneling [20]. Anti-crossing
band structures similar to PSDW have been studied
in double quantum wells subject to in-plane mag-
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netic fields [21–25] and in electron inversion layers
on tilted Si surfaces [16, 17, 20, 26, 27], as well
as in the 2DEG with broken translational symme-
try [28]. Therefore, the experimental detection of
PSDW is anticipated to be similar to these well-
studied systems. Additionally, the band structures
featuring minigaps and detailed Fermi surfaces can
be directly imaged using angle-resolved photoemis-
sion spectroscopy (ARPES).

This paper is organized as follows. Section IIA
introduces the HF Hamiltonian and self-consistent
equations that breaks both translational and rota-
tional symmetries, assuming equal electron popula-
tions in the two layers. Section II B examines the
Overhauser SDW by setting the interlayer distance,
d, to zero in the previously discussed model. The
HF phase diagram, parameterized by rs and d, is
presented in Sec. II C. To assist in future experi-
ments, Sec. III extends the analysis of PSDW and
provides the HF phase diagram to scenarios of un-
equal layer densities. Section IV investigates the im-
pact of screening on spin and pseudospin coherences,
in which both the primitive RPA static screening
and the ones corrected by Hubbard-type local field
factors are self-consistently taken into account in the
HF calculations. Lastly in Sec. V, we comment on
the impact of a finite interlayer tunneling on PSDW,
as well as the relevance of PSDW to other complex
2D systems, for example graphene- and TMD-based
2D materials with valley degree of freedom. Addi-
tional discussions on the spinful bilayer model are
included in Appendix B.

Although our study utilizes the 2D bilayer of
parabolic electron gases as an example to conduct
calculations, the findings on PSDW instability is
general, extending beyond this specific electronic
structure, and equally applicable to 2D hole systems.

II. PSEUDOSPIN DENSITY WAVE
INSTABILITY

In this section, we discuss the PSDW instabil-
ity in an e-e bilayer of equal layer densities. We
focus on the spinless PSDW model, which is justi-
fied by the decoupling of spin and pseudospin sec-
tors in our model. This decoupling allows us to dis-
cuss pseudospin phases independently of spin, espe-
cially in the low density regime that spin is polarized.
The spinless PSDW model is schematically shown in
Fig. 1(b). The SU(2) symmetric Overhauser SDW
theory in a single-layer 2DEG, depicted in Fig. 1(a),
is recovered in the d = 0 limit of this model.

A. The model

Consider a Hamiltonian H with two-fold degrees
of freedom denoted by s and s̄, the translational and
rotational symmetries are broken by the single mo-
mentum Q,

H =
∑
k

ℏ2|k+Q/2|2

2m∗ c†
s,k+Q

2

cs,k+Q
2

(1)

+
∑
k

ℏ2|k−Q/2|2

2m∗ c†
s̄,k−Q

2

cs̄,k−Q
2

+
1

2A

∑
k,k′,q

V 0
q c

†
s,k+Q

2 +q
c†
s,k′+Q

2 −q
cs,k′+Q

2
cs,k+Q

2

+
1

2A

∑
k,k′,q

V 0
q c

†
s̄,k−Q

2 +q
c†
s̄,k′−Q

2 −q
cs̄,k′−Q

2
cs̄,k−Q

2

+
1

A

∑
k,k′,q

V d
q c

†
s,k+Q

2 +q
c†
s̄,k′−Q

2 −q
cs̄,k′−Q

2
cs,k+Q

2
.

Without loss of generality, Q = Qx̂ is chosen to
be in the x-axis. For layer pseudospins, s = t and
s̄ = b. m∗ is the effective mass, A is the sample area
and ϵb is the dielectric constant of the surrounding
dielectric environment. V d

q = 2πe2e−qd/ϵbq is the
interlayer-separation-dependent Coulomb potential:
d = 0 for intralayer interactions and d ̸= 0 for inter-
layer interactions. The HF Hamiltonian H(k) with
basis spinor (cs,k+Q/2, cs̄,k−Q/2)

T is

H(k) =

(
εs,k+Q/2 −∆k

−∆∗
k εs̄,k−Q/2

)
, (2)

and its quasiparticle eigenenergies and eigenvectors
are

ε±,k =
1

2
(εs,k+Q

2
+ εs̄,k−Q

2
)±

√
ξ2k +∆2

k,(
+,k
−,k

)
=

(
uk −vk
v∗k u∗

k

)(
cs,k+Q

2

cs̄,k−Q
2

)
,

(3)

where

εs,k+Q
2
=

ℏ2|k+Q/2|2

2m∗ − 1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−kρss(k

′),

εs̄,k−Q
2
=

ℏ2|k−Q/2|2

2m∗ − 1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−kρs̄s̄(k

′),

ξk =
1

2
(εs,k+Q

2
− εs̄,k−Q

2
),

∆k =
1

A

∑
k′

V d
k′−kρss̄(k

′).

(4)

∆k is the PSDW order parameter with momentum
Q. Order parameters with larger momenta 2Q, 3Q,
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and so on, are neglected. ρss(k), ρs̄s̄(k) and ρss̄(k)
are density matrix elements defined as

ρss(k) = ⟨c†
s,k+Q

2

cs,k+Q
2
⟩,

ρs̄s̄(k) = ⟨c†
s̄,k−Q

2

cs̄,k−Q
2
⟩,

ρss̄(k) = ⟨c†
s̄,k−Q

2

cs,k+Q
2
⟩.

(5)

The expectations are explicitly

⟨c†
s,k+Q

2

cs,k+Q
2
⟩ = |vk|2f−,k + |uk|2f+,k,

⟨c†
s̄,k−Q

2

cs̄,k−Q
2
⟩ = |uk|2f−,k + |vk|2f+,k,

⟨c†
s̄,k−Q

2

cs,k+Q
2
⟩ = ukv

∗
k(f−,k − f+,k),

(6)

where f±,k ≡ f(ε±,k − µ) is the Fermi-Dirac distri-
bution function. The self-consistent equations to be
solved are

ξk =
ℏ2

4m∗

(
|k+

Q

2
|2 − |k− Q

2
|2
)

+
1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−k

ξk′√
ξ2k′ +∆2

k′

(f−,k′ − f+,k′),

∆k =
1

2A

∑
k′

V d
k′−k

∆k′√
ξ2k′ +∆2

k′

(f−,k′ − f+,k′).

(7)

The HF energy per electron, εtot, is the sum of
the kinetic energy εkin and the exchange energy εx,
which includes intralayer εintrax and interlayer εinterx

contributions:

εtot = εkin + εintrax + εinterx ,

εkin =
ℏ2

2m∗N

∑
k

(∣∣k+
Q

2

∣∣2ρss(k)
+
∣∣k− Q

2

∣∣2ρs̄s̄(k)),
εintrax = − 1

2AN

∑
k,k′

V 0
k′−k

[
ρss(k

′)ρss(k)

+ ρs̄s̄(k
′)ρs̄s̄(k)

]
,

εinterx = − 1

AN

∑
k,k′

V d
k′−kρss̄(k

′)ρ∗ss̄(k),

(8)

where N = nA is the total number of electrons in
the system. The Hartree energy vanishes because of
equal layer densities.
The convergent HF energy as a function of Q de-

pends on the initial conditions of the self-consistent
equations Eq. (7). For most parameter sets (rs, d)
in the phase diagram, the minimum HF energy is
found by initializing Eq. (7) using energies of the
PSF state, i.e.,

ξ
(0)
k =

ℏ2

4m∗

(
|k+

Q

2
|2 − |k− Q

2
|2
)

− e2kF
2πϵb

[
f2D
( |k+Q/2|

kF

)
− f2D

( |k−Q/2|
kF

)]
,

∆
(0)
k =

e2kF
4πϵb

[
I
( |k+Q/2|

kF
, kF d

)
+ I
( |k−Q/2|

kF
, kF d

)]
, (9)

where uk = vk = 1/
√
2 and f−,k = 1, f+,k = 0 are

used. Functions I(x, kF d) and f2D(x) [3] are defined
as:

I(x, kF d) =

∫ 1

0

dyy

∫ 2π

0

dθ
e−kF d

√
x2+y2−2xy cos θ√

x2 + y2 − 2xy cos θ
,

f2D(x) =
1

4
I(x, kF d = 0)

=

{
E(x), x ≤ 1,

x
[
E
(
1
x

)
−
(
1− 1

x2

)
K
(
1
x

)]
, x ≥ 1.

(10)

K(x) and E(x) are the complete elliptic integral of
the first and the second kind, respectively. Near
the PSDW-PSP phase transition boundary, the min-
imum HF energy is obtained by starting with a small
perturbation to the PSP state, although this energy
only slightly differs from that obtained by starting
from the PSF state using Eq. (9). In the following
presented results, we only consider the PSDW state
to have lower energy than PSP or PSF state if the
energy difference is greater than ∼ 0.001 Ry∗. The
scale of k-grid in these calculations is chosen to be
∼ 0.036kF and the momentum cutoff ∼ 3.6kF . The
self-consistent equations are solved until convergence
when the k-average of order parameter ∆̄k < 10−4

to 10−5 Ry∗. Here Ry∗ is the effective Rydberg

Ry∗ =
e2

2a∗ϵb
=

ℏ2

2m∗(a∗)2
. (11)

a∗ = ϵbℏ2/e2m∗ is the effective Bohr radius. In
GaAs-AlGaAs double quantum well, ϵb = 12.5,
m∗ = 0.07me [29], a∗ = 98.3Å and Ry∗ ≈ 5.5 meV.

B. The d = 0 limit — the Overhauser SDW

The d = 0 limit of the model described in Sec. II A,
setting spins s =↓ and s̄ =↑, recovers the Overhauser
SDW theory with SU(2) symmetry in a single-layer
2DEG. The HF energies per electron of the SU(2)
paramagnetic (εPtot ) and ferromagnetic (εFtot) states
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are, respectively,

εPtot
Ry∗

= π(a∗)2n− 8
√
2a∗

3
√
π

n1/2,

εFtot
Ry∗

= 2π(a∗)2n− 16a∗

3
√
π
n1/2,

(12)

where n is the total electron density. εPtot matches
the energy of the PSP state (S1 in Ref. [3]), and
εFtot corresponds to the d = 0 limit of the PSF state
(d = 0 limit of S2 in Ref. [3]). Figure 2(a) shows εPtot
(black dashed line) and εFtot (yellow dashed line) as

a function of rs =
√
2/πn/a∗. The SU(2) paramag-

netic to ferromagnetic transition occurs at rs ∼ 2.8,
agreeing with the critical density for the S1 to S2

phase transition in the d = 0 limit (Fig. 2 in Ref. [3]).
Equivalently, εPtot and εFtot can be expressed as a sum-
mation over occupied states in k-space,

εPtot
Ry∗

=
2(a∗)2

N

∑
k≤kP

F

k2 − 4πa∗

NA

∑
k,k′≤kP

F

1

|k− k′|
,

εFtot
Ry∗

=
(a∗)2

N

∑
k≤kF

F

k2 − 2πa∗

NA

∑
k,k′≤kF

F

1

|k− k′|
,

(13)

where kPF = (2πn)1/2 and kFF = (4πn)1/2 are Fermi
momenta of paramagnetic and ferromagnetic states,
respectively. Energies calculated using Eq.(13) are
plotted as solid lines in Fig. 2(a), which are slightly
higher in energy than those calculated using the ex-
act formula Eq. (12) but accurately capture the crit-
ical rs of the paramagnetic to ferromagnetic transi-
tion.
The green line in Fig. 2(a) plots the energy of the

SU(2) SDW, which is lower than both paramagnetic
and ferromagnetic states for intermediate electron
densities, rs ∈ [1.9, 3.2]. The corresponding SDW
momentum QSDW

c , as a function of rs, is shown
in Fig. 2(b). At high densities (rs ≲ 2), QSDW

c is
approximately 2kF , where kF ≡ kPF = (2πn)1/2.
As the density decreases (rs increases), QSDW

c de-
creases and drops to zero rapidly as rs approaches
the critical value ∼ 3.2 [30]. The step-like features in
Fig. 2(b) are a result of finite number of Q gridding
in our calculations.
In the high-density limit, the correlation effects

are relatively weak and the exchange-driven insta-
bility, the Overhauser SDW here, should be stable.
Our calculations shown in Fig. 2(a), however, indi-
cate that for rs ≲ 1.9, there is no obvious energy
benefit from the SDW formation. This is because
the exchange energy gain from the single Slater de-
terminant SDW state becomes exponentially small
[31–35] at low rs values and can be easily inundated

Paramagnet
Ferromagnet
SDW

(a) (b)

Q
SD

W
c

/k F

 (
)

ε to
t

Ry
*

FIG. 2. SDW in a single-layer 2DEG. (a) HF en-
ergies per electron as a function of rs for paramagnetic
(black), ferromagnetic (yellow) and SDW (green) states.
The dashed lines are calculated using the exact formula
Eq. (12) and the solid lines, slightly higher in energy,
are calculated by numerically summing over k-space oc-
cupied states using Eq. (13). The SDW state exhibits
lower energy at intermediate densities, rs ∈ [1.9, 3.2],
with the most pronounced instability near the param-
agnetic to ferromagnetic transition at rs ∼ 2.8, as in-
dicated by the energy difference in (a). (b) The SDW
momentum, QSDW

c , plotted as a function of rs. Q
SDW
c is

approximately 2kF at high densities (rs ≲ 2), decreases
as the density decreases (rs increases) and drops to zero
rapidly as rs approaches the critical value ∼ 3.2, where
kF ≡ kP

F = (2πn)1/2. In these calculations, the scale of
k-grid is chosen to be ∼ 0.036kF . The step-like features
in (b) are a result of finite number of Q gridding in our
calculation.

(a) (b)
 (

)
ε to

t
Ry

*

 (
)

εint
er

x
Ry

*

FIG. 3. SDW in a single-layer 2DEG. (a) The ex-
change energy εinterx , which quantifies the coherence be-
tween opposite spins, as a function of Q for several small
rs values. For rs ≲ 1.8, εinterx is significantly smaller
than the energy scale of εtot in Fig. 2(a), and therefore
coherence can be easily inundated by correlations. (b)
The HF energy εtot versus Q for rs = 2.2, 2.8, 3.0 and
3.6. In the SDW regime, rs ∈ [1.9, 3.2], the energy dif-
ference between the SDW and the second lowest-energy
state increases and then decreases with increasing rs, a
trend which can be seen in Fig. 2(a) as well.

by correlations. The exchange energy εinterx , which
quantifies the coherence between opposite spins, is
plotted as a function of Q for several small rs val-
ues in Fig. 3(a). For rs ≲ 1.8, εinterx is significantly
smaller than the energy scale of εtot in Fig. 2(a). Fig-
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3.6rs =2.2rs = 2.8rs =(a) (b) (c)
εtot
εkin
εx

εintrax
εinterx

FIG. 4. All energy components of the Overhauser SDW HF energy εtot (black solid lines): the kinetic energy εkin
(blue solid lines) and the exchange energy εx (green solid lines), including the one within the same spin εintrax (green
dashed lines) and the one captures the coherence between opposite spins εinterx (green dotted lines), for (a) rs = 2.2,
(b) rs = 2.8 and (c) rs = 3.6. The dominance of εinterx at high rs values leads to the stabilization of the ferromagnetic
state (QSDW

c = 0), for example in (c). In each figure, the y-axis on the left measures εtot, and the y-axis on the right
scales other energy components (εkin, εx, ε

intra
x and εinterx ) which are all offset for clarity and comparative convenience

in the same figure.

ure 3(b) shows εtot versus Q for rs = 2.2, 2.8, 3.0 and
3.6. In the SDW regime, rs ∈ [1.9, 3.2], the energy
difference between the SDW and the second lowest-
energy state increases and then decreases with in-
creasing rs, a trend which can be seen in Fig. 2(a)
as well. The SDW instability is most pronounced
near the paramagnetic to ferromagnetic transition
at rs ∼ 2.8 (Fig. 2(a)) when εtot(Q = 0) approx-
imates εtot(Q = 2kF ) in Fig. 3(b). This property
agrees with findings from previous studies in 3DEG
[30, 36, 37].

In Fig. 4, we show all energy components—the
kinetic energy εkin, the exchange energy εx includ-
ing both intra-spin (εintrax ) and inter-spin (εinterx )
components—for rs = 2.2, 2.8 and 3.6. At low rs
(high densities), inter-spin coherence is confined to
a small region in momentum space near Q ∼ 2kF .
At high rs, εinterx dominates and reaches its mini-
mum at zero momentum, thus favoring the ferro-
magnetic state (QSDW

c = 0), as for example depicted
in Fig. 4(c) for rs = 3.6. It should be noted that the
sailboat-like energy profiles at rs = 2.2 in Figs. 3(b)
and 4(a) directly result from the specific HF initial-
ization condition, which is chosen to be Eq. (9) in
these figures. Such an initial condition results in the
peak in the kinetic energy εtot for Q < 2kF near the
PSP-PSDW phase transition.

C. The HF phase diagram

The spinless model of PSDW in 2D electron
bilayers closely resembles the SDW in a single-
layer 2DEG, except that the Coulomb interaction
in PSDW model includes a factor of e−qd, reducing
the SU(2) symmetry to U(1) for finite layer separa-

tion d. Consequently, the order parameter of PSDW
is significantly smaller than that of SDW.

In Fig. 5(a), we show the HF phase diagram as a
function of (rs,d) by solving the self-consistent equa-
tions from Sec. IIA. The HF ground state transi-
tions from the homogeneous PSF (Qc = 0) at large
rs to PSP at large d, which agrees with the origi-
nal phase boundaries calculated by homogeneous HF
theory [3] as marked by yellow dashed lines. In the
regime between the PSF and PSP phases, a new
phase—the PSDW state—that breaks both transla-
tional and rotational symmetries is found to have a
lower energy across all rs and d values shown in the
phase diagram Fig. 5(a). This PSDW phase occupies
a larger region within the original PSP domain than
in the PSF domain, similar to the SDW case shown
in Fig. 2(a). Additionally, the PSDW phase for a
given d expands a broader rs range as d increases.
The PSDW momentum Qc, indicated by the color
in Fig. 5(a), is approximately 2kF near the PSDW-
PSP boundary, decreases towards the PSDW-PSF
boundary, and quickly drops to zero as approach-
ing the PSF phase. This behavior of the density
wave momentum is analogous to that observed in
the Overhauser SDW case depicted in Fig. 2(b).

The phase diagram is re-presented in Fig. 5(b)
by the ground-state stability, characterized by the
energy difference between the HF ground state and
the second lowest-energy state: in the PSF phase,
it is ∆PSF = εPSP

tot − εPSF
tot and in the PSDW phase

∆PSDW = min{εPSP
tot , εPSF

tot } − εPSDW
tot . As indicated

by the color plot in Fig. 5(b), the maximum of
∆PSDW is an order of magnitude smaller than that of
∆PSF. Interestingly, the maximum of ∆PSDW tracks
the original PSF-PSP phase boundary, marked by
the yellow dashed line, corroborating the observa-



7

PSP

PSDW

PSF

Qc /kF

2-band model

(a)

PSP

PSDW

PSF

(b)

FIG. 5. PSDW in 2D electron bilayers. (a) The HF phase diagram as a function of (rs,d). The HF ground state
is homogeneous PSF at large rs and PSP at large d, which agrees with the original phase boundaries calculated by
homogeneous HF theory [3] as marked by yellow dashed lines. In the regime between the PSF and PSP phases,
the PSDW state has a lower energy across all rs and d values shown in the phase diagram. This PSDW phase
occupies a larger region within the original PSP domain than in the PSF domain, similar to the SDW case in
Fig. 2(a), and expands a broader rs range as d increases. The PSDW momentum Qc is ∼ 2kF near the PSDW-
PSP boundary, decreases towards the PSDW-PSF boundary and ultimately drops to zero as approaching the PSF
phase. (b) The stability of PSF and PSDW phases, quantified by the energy difference between the ground state
and the second lowest-energy state: in the PSF phase, it is ∆PSF = εPSP

tot − εPSF
tot and in the PSDW phase ∆PSDW =

min{εPSP
tot , εPSF

tot } − εPSDW
tot . The maximum of ∆PSDW is an order of magnitude smaller than that of ∆PSF. The

maximum of ∆PSDW tracks the original PSF-PSP phase boundary, marked by the yellow dashed lines, which is
analogous to the observation in SDW that the instability is most pronounced near the paramagnetic to ferromagnetic
transition (Fig. 2(a)). Note that the PSDW phase boundaries are interpolated to a denser (rs, d) grid and we only
consider the PSDW state to have lower energy than PSP or PSF state if the energy difference is greater than ∼ 0.001
Ry∗.

tion in SDW that the instability is most pronounced
near the paramagnetic to ferromagnetic transition
(Fig. 2(a)).

Figure 6 illustrates the evolution of the HF en-
ergy, εtot, with respect to d for fixed rs = 4 in
Fig. 6(a), and with respect to rs for fixed d’s in
Fig. 6(b-c). As approaching the PSP-PSDW phase
boundary from the PSP side, interlayer coherence
first occurs in a confined region in k-space near
Q ∼ 2kF . In Fig. 6(a), as d decreases–effectively in-
creasing the interlayer Coulomb interaction–the en-
ergy of the homogeneous PSF state (at Q = 0) first
rises then falls, while the energy of the PSP state
(at Q ≳ 2kF ) remains unchanged due to the d-
independence of the interlayer incoherent state. In
Fig. 6(b-c), both the PSF and PSP states exhibit
changes in energy as rs varies. These figures reveal
that as the Coulomb interaction strengthens, either
by decreasing d or increasing rs, the PSDW state
initially overtakes the PSP state, becomes most sta-
ble when the PSF and PSP energies equalize, and
then gradually loses its energy advantage to the PSF
state. It should be noted that, similar to Figs. 3(b)
and 4(a), the sailboat-like εtot in Fig. 6 (the yellow
lines in Fig. 6(a-c) and the orange line in Fig. 6(c))

is a direct result of choosing the PSF state as the
HF initial state in these calculations [38].

In Fig. 7, we show all energy components as a
function of Q at three marked points in the phase
diagram Fig. 5(a). These points represent distinct
phases: one phase deep in the PSF regime (rs = 8,
d/a∗ = 1), one phase deep in the PSP regime
(rs = 4, d/a∗ = 3) and one phase within the PSDW
regime (rs = 4, d/a∗ = 1). In the PSF phase
(Fig. 7(a)), the HF energy is minimized at Q = 0
as εinterx dominates and is minimized at Q = 0. In
the PSP phase (Fig. 7(c)), there is no evident energy
variation with Q. In the PSDW phase (Fig. 7(b)),
εtot reaches its minimum at a finite Q as a result
of the comparable scale of exchange and kinetic en-
ergies. Note that in Fig. 7(a), unlike the scenario
in Fig. 4, energies do not plateau for large momen-
tum Q > 2kF . This is because with increasing rs,
spontaneous coherence remains significant for larger
Q values, a phenomenon also observed in the SDW
case for larger rs values (not shown in figures pre-
sented in the paper). The converged HF results, in-
cluding quasiparticle bands and interlayer coherence
order parameter ∆k in these three distinct phases
are shown in Appendix A.
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(a) (b) (c)

=1.2d /a*
=0.8d /a*
=0.4d /a*
=0.0d /a*

(a) (b) (c)εtot
εkin
εx

εintrax
εinterx

8.0, 1      rs,t = rs,b = d/a* = 4.0, 1      rs,t = rs,b = d/a* = 4.0, 3      rs,t = rs,b = d/a* =

FIG. 6. PSDW in 2D electron bilayers. The HF energy, εtot, versus Q for (a) fixed rs = 4 and varying d, (b)
fixed d/a∗ = 0.1 and varying rs, and (c) fixed d/a∗ = 0.3 and varying rs. In (a), as d decreases, the energy of the
homogeneous PSF state (at Q = 0) first rises then falls, while the energy of the PSP state (at Q ≳ 2kF ) remains
unchanged due to the d-independence of the interlayer incoherent state. In (b-c), both the PSF and PSP states
exhibit changes in energy as rs varies.

Even though we have focused on the two-band
PSDW model, ignoring the spin degree of freedom,
there is no obvious reason to rule out the possibil-
ity of the spin-pseudospin density wave (S-PSDW),
i.e., both the intralayer SDW and interlayer PSDW
occur in an e-e bilayer, as schematically shown in
Fig. 1(c) as an example of S-PSDW. Because of
the exchange-driven nature of (pseudo)spin density
waves, S-PSDW state with the optimized combina-
tion of SDW and PSDW momenta, Q1 and Q2,
should have a lower energy. However, these two inde-
pendent density wave momenta complicate the the-
ory, we therefore briefly comment on the four-band
model, including both spin and pseudospin degrees
of freedom, in Appendix B.

III. THE PHASE DIAGRAM OF UNEQUAL
LAYER DENSITIES

We extend our analysis of equal layer densities
from Sec. II to the case involving unequal layer den-
sities. Our self-consistent HF calculations indicate
that the PSDW state is only stable for a small layer
density imbalance. Because of the intralayer ex-
change interaction, all electrons tend to be polarized
into one of the layers if either the layer imbalance m
or the average inter-electron distance r̄s is large–the
HF theory favors the layer fully polarized state.

In experimental setups, a layer density imbalance
is very often induced using a dual-gated structure,
in which the chemical potential across the system re-
mains constant. Consequently, a finite displacement
field is generated when densities in the two layers
are not equal. We model this external displacement
field as the electrostatic energy difference, εg, be-

tween the two 2DEG layers [39]:

εg = εF,b − εF,t

=
2πℏ2

m∗ nm,
(14)

where n is the total electron density, and m is a
dimensionless parameter that is used to tune the
strength of the chemical potential difference and in-
duce a density imbalance. Without loss of gener-
ality, we assume εF,b > εF,t, εg > 0. Under these
conditions, the Hamiltonian and the self-consistent
equations in Eqs. (1-7) continue to apply, with the
addition of terms for the electrostatic energy differ-
ence, εg, and Hartree energies proportional to the
layer density imbalance. Equation (4) is modified
accordingly to include these factors,

εt,k+Q
2
=

ℏ2|k+Q/2|2

2m∗ + εg +
2πe2d

ϵb
nt

− 1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−kρtt(k

′),

εb,k−Q
2
=

ℏ2|k−Q/2|2

2m∗ +
2πe2d

ϵb
nb

− 1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−kρbb(k

′). (15)

The modified self-consistent equations account for
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(a) (b) (c)

=1.2d /a*
=0.8d /a*
=0.4d /a*
=0.0d /a*

(a) (b) (c)εtot
εkin
εx

εintrax
εinterx

8.0, 1                      rs = d/a* = 4.0, 1                    rs = d/a* = 4.0, 3                  rs = d/a* =

FIG. 7. All energy components of PSDW HF energy εtot (black solid lines): the kinetic energy εkin (blue solid lines)
and the exchange energy εx (green solid lines), including εintrax (green dashed lines) and εinterx (green dotted lines).
(a) rs = 8, d/a∗ = 1, deep in the PSF phase, (b) rs = 4, d/a∗ = 1, in the PSDW phase and (c) rs = 4, d/a∗ = 3,
which is deep in the PSP phase. In (a), the HF energy is minimized at Q = 0 as εinterx dominates and is minimized
at Q = 0. In (b), εtot reaches its minimum at a finite Q as a result of the comparable scale of exchange and kinetic
energies. In (c), there is no obvious energy variation with Q. In each figure, the y-axis on the left measures εtot, and
the y-axis on the right scales other energy components (εkin, εx, ε

intra
x and εinterx ) which are all offset for clarity and

comparative convenience in the same figure.

these adjustments are

ξk =
ℏ2

4m∗

(
|k+

Q

2
|2 − |k− Q

2
|2
)

+
εg
2

+
πe2d

ϵb
(nt − nb) (16)

+
1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−k

ξk′√
ξ2k′ +∆2

k′

(f−,k′ − f+,k′),

∆k =
1

2A

∑
k′

V d
k′−k

∆k′√
ξ2k′ +∆2

k′

(f−,k′ − f+,k′).

The HF energy, εtot, now incorporates additional
electrostatic energy and Hartree energy reflective of
the layer density imbalance,

εtot = εkin + εH + εintrax + εinterx ,

εkin =
Antεg
N

+
ℏ2

2m∗N

∑
k

∣∣k+
Q

2

∣∣2ρtt(k)
+

ℏ2

2m∗N

∑
k

∣∣k− Q

2

∣∣2ρbb(k),
εH =

πe2Ad

2ϵbN
(nt − nb)

2, (17)

εintrax = − 1

2AN

∑
k,k′

V 0
k′−k

[
ρtt(k

′)ρtt(k)

+ ρbb(k
′)ρbb(k)

]
,

εinterx = − 1

AN

∑
k,k′

V d
k′−kρtb(k

′)ρ∗tb(k).

It should be noted that, the electrostatic energies
in Eq. (17) specifically depend on the dual-gated ex-
perimental setup we described previously. The self-
consistent HF phase diagram, with a fixed d/a∗ = 1,

is schematically shown in Fig. 8(a) as a function
of (m, r̄s). Here, r̄s = (2/πn)1/2/a∗ is the aver-
age inter-electron distance. In the m = 0 limit,
which corresponds to equal layer densities, the di-
agram reflects the phases found at d/a∗ = 1 shown
in Fig. 5(a): PSP for r̄s ≲ 4, PSDW for 4 ≲ r̄s ≲ 6,
and PSF for r̄s ≳ 6. When m is nonzero, PSDW
can in principle only occur at small layer density
imbalances. As m increases, the energy benefit from
the PSDW formation is exponentially small and the
interlayer coherence is confined to a tiny region in
momentum space as a perturbation to the paramag-
netic state. At larger m or r̄s values, the intralayer
exchange energy becomes dominant, leading to a full
polarization of electrons into one layer, which is the
pseudospin fully polarized phase with an Ising order
(in ẑ-direction, i.e., S3 phase in Ref. [3]). At smaller
r̄s, pseudospins are incoherent, resulting in uneven
electron distribution across the two layers.

Figure 8(b) shows the phase diagram by directly
comparing the HF energies between the pseudospin
coherent state and pseudospin incoherent state, de-
noted as Sξ and S′

1 [40] in Ref. [3], respectively. Ex-
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PSP

PSF

pseudospin
 fully polarized in ̂z

pseudospin
incoherent ( )≡ S′ 1pseudospin

incoherent

pseudospin
 coherent
( )≡ Sξ

(a) (b)

PSDW

FIG. 8. PSDW in 2D electron bilayers. Phase diagram of unequal layer densities, with a fixed d/a∗ = 1, as a

function of (m,r̄s), where r̄s = (2/πn)1/2/a∗ is the average inter-electron distance. (a) The schematic phase diagram
of self-consistent HF calculations. In the m = 0 limit, i.e., equal layer density case, the diagram recovers the phases
found at d/a∗ = 1 in Fig. 5(a): PSP for r̄s ≲ 4, PSDW for 4 ≲ r̄s ≲ 6, and PSF for r̄s ≳ 6. When m is nonzero,
PSDW can in principle only occur at small layer density imbalances. As m increases, the energy benefit from the
PSDW formation is exponentially small and the interlayer coherence is confined to a tiny region in momentum space
as a perturbation to the paramagnetic state. At larger m or r̄s values, the dominant intralayer exchange energy leads
to a full layer polarization, i.e., the pseudospin fully polarized phase with an Ising order or equivalently the S3 phase
in Ref. [3]). At smaller r̄s, pseudospins are incoherent. (b) The phase diagram by directly comparing the HF energies
between the pseudospin coherent and pseudospin incoherent states, denoted as Sξ and S′

1 in Ref. [3], respectively.
The HF energies are calculated using the same k-space grid as in (a).

pressed in the summation of k-space occupied states,

ε
Sξ

tot =
Antεg
N

+
ℏ2

2m∗N

∑
k≤k

Sξ
F

k2 +
πe2Ad

2ϵbN
(nt − nb)

2

− πe2

ϵbNA

∑
k,k′

≤k
Sξ
F

α4 + β4 + 2α2β2e−|k−k′|d

|k− k′|
,

(18)

ε
S′
1

tot =
Antεg
N

+
ℏ2

2m∗N

( ∑
k≤kF,t

k2α2 +
∑

k≤kF,b

k2β2
)

− πe2

ϵbNA

( ∑
k,k′

≤kF,t

α4

|k− k′|
+
∑
k,k′

≤kF,b

β4

|k− k′|

)
,

(19)

where nt = nα2, nb = nβ2, and α2 + β2 = 1.

k
Sξ

F = (4πn)1/2 is the Fermi momentum of Sξ state,

kF,t = (4πnt)
1/2 and kF,b = (4πnb)

1/2 are Fermi mo-
menta in S′

1 state. Figure 8(b) is calculated using
the same k-space grid as in Fig. 8(a). The differ-
ence from Fig. 3(f) in Ref. [3] in the phase diagram
Fig. 8(b) is attributed to the consideration of ad-
ditional electrostatic energy, which weakens the ex-
change energy benefits in the Sξ state.

Comparing Figs. 8(a) and (b), PSDW tends to oc-
cur near the Sξ-S

′
1 boundary, similar to the behavior

seen in the equal layer density case in Fig. 5. The
boundary of pseudospin incoherent phase and pseu-

dospin fully polarized phase with an Ising order in
Fig. 8(a) qualitatively aligns with the zero energy-
difference in Fig. 8(b).

IV. RPA STATIC SCREENING

Just as correlation effects suppress ferromagnetic
instability, they also undermine the stability of SDW
or PSDW [41, 42]. It is well established that
screening effects always favor the paramagnetic state
[12, 43]. Previous studies have demonstrated the
fragility of the Overhauser SDW instability to cor-
relation effects [12, 44, 45]. In a dense electron gas,
any perturbation to the paramagnetic state becomes
local and such local instabilities particularly suscep-
tible to Thomas-Fermi screening effect. Our HF cal-
culations in Sec. II-III show that at high densities,
both inter-spin and interlayer coherence become lo-
cal (with large Qc), and the corresponding exchange
energy gain from the formation of SDW or PSDW is
insufficient to counterbalance the impact of correla-
tions [31]. In this section, we explore the HF phase
diagram by self-consistently taking into account the
RPA static screening effect and further correcting
the model with Hubbard-type local field corrections.
We find that RPA static screening eliminates all co-
herent phases, leaving only the spin and pseudospin
paramagnetic phase in the phase diagram. When
Hubbard-type local field corrections are included,
spin ferromagnetic and PSF phases re-emerge, but
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SDW and PSDW remain absent. Despite these re-
sults, a rigorous treatment of dynamical screening
theory could potentially rescue SDW and PSDW, as
unscreened (static RPA) are approximations over-
(under-) estimating the importance of screening, and
the dynamically screened theories typically give re-
sults in between, closer to the unscreened approxi-
mation [46, 47]. However, developing such a rigorous
and appropriate RPA dynamical screening theory is
beyond the scope of the current work.
In RPA static screening theory, the Coulomb in-

teraction V d
q is screened by the static dielectric con-

stant by

V d
sc(q) = ϵ−1(q)V d(q) = ϵ−1(q)

2πe2

ϵbq
e−qd, (20)

where ϵb is the dielectric constant of the surrounding
medium. The static dielectric function is

ϵ(q) = 1− V d(q)χ0(q), (21)

where χ0(q) is the static polarization function. For
a paramagnet, using the Lindhard formula,

χ0(q) =
g

A

∑
n,m,k

fnk − fmk+q

εnk − εmk+q

∣∣⟨mk+ q|eiq·r|nk⟩
∣∣2,

(22)

where g is the spin or pseudospin degeneracy, n and
m label quasiparticle bands, and |nk⟩ is the quasi-
particle eigenvector. In the long wavelength limit,
q → 0, the intraband transitions contribute a con-
stant to the polarization function, which is just the
density of states at the Fermi level D(εF),

lim
q→0

χintra
0 (q) = lim

q→0

1

A

∑
n,k

fnk − fnk+q

εnk − εnk+q

= −D(εF).

(23)

The screened Coulomb interaction in the long wave-
length limit is the inverse of the density of states,

lim
q→0

Vsc(q) = D−1(εF). (24)

RPA static screening stabilizes both spin and
pseudospin paramagnetic states until extremely high
rs values, leading to the disappearance of spin and
pseudospin ferromagnetic, SDW, and PSDW states
from the phase diagram. However, the most prim-
itive RPA static screening theory tends to over-
estimate the strength of screening since it only
takes into account the Hartree part. To incorpo-
rate exchange corrections to the RPA approxima-
tion, we further include Hubbard-type local field fac-
tors Gss′ = Gssδss′ , which ignores correlations be-
tween opposite (pseudo)spins, Gss̄. For a general

2-band model with screening

SF-PSF

SF-PSP

SP-PSP

FIG. 9. The RPA screened self-consistent HF phase
diagram of equal layer densities, with paramagnetic local
field correction in Eq. (28). At small densities (large rs)
and small d, lowest energy state is spin and pseudospin
ferromagnetic (SF-PSF). For intermediate rs and large d,
it is the spin ferromagnetic and pseudospin paramagnetic
(SF-PSP) state. For rs ≲ 3, it is the spin and pseudospin
paramagnetic (SP-PSP) state. The yellow dashed lines
trace the HF phase boundary without screening effects
[3].

case with any (pseudo)spin polarization,

Gss(q) =
q√

q2 + k2F,s

,
(25)

The static dielectric constant for (pseudo)spin s (Ap-
pendix C) is [48]

ϵs(q) = (1 + V d(q)Gssχ0s)
[
1− V d(q)

∑
s′

χ̃s′
]
,

(26)

where χ̃s is the proper density response function in-
cluding the effect of exchange interactions and is re-
lated to the Lindhard function χ0s by

χ̃−1
s = χ−1

0s + V d(q)Gss. (27)

In the paramagnetic state, χ0s = χ0s̄ = χ0/2,
Eq. (26) reduces to the dielectric constant of orig-
inal Hubbard’s result for a paramagnet:

Gss = Gs̄s̄ = G,

ϵs = ϵs̄ = 1− V d(q)(1− G

2
)χ0.

(28)

The screened HF phase diagram is calculated by
self-consistently evaluating the screened Coulomb
potential Eq. (20), accounting for, from the most
screened to the least screened, the primitive RPA
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static screening, RPA with ferromagnetic and para-
magnetic local field factor corrections. The primitive
RPA static screening eliminates all coherent phases,
including spin ferromagnetic and SDW phases in the
single-layer 2DEG (Appendix D), as well as PSF
and PSDW phases, across all considered parameters
(rs,d). The primitive RPA static screening leaves
only the spin and pseudospin paramagnetic (S0 in
Ref.[3]) phase in the phase diagram. The inclusion of
Hubbard-type local field corrections reintroduces the
spin ferromagnetic and PSF phases into the phase
diagram, with phase boundaries shifted to higher rs
values due to correlations. Both SDW and PSDW
are fragile to correlations. Figure 9 shows the RPA
statically screened HF phase diagram for equal layer
densities, with corrections from the paramagnetic lo-
cal field factor Eq. (28). The yellow dashed lines
trace the paramagnetic to ferromagnetic phase tran-
sition boundaries in the absence of screening effects
[3].
In Appendix D, Fig. 13 shows the critical temper-

ature Tc of the spin ferromagnetic state in a single-
layer 2DEG, calculated using the finite-temperature
self-consistent HF with RPA static screenings. With
the inclusion of static screenings, ranging from the
weakest (RPA with paramagnetic local field fac-
tor correction) to the strongest (the primitive RPA
without local field factor corrections) effect, correla-
tions increasingly suppress Tc and elevate the criti-
cal rs. In our calculations, considering a maximum
rs = 10, spin is not ordered under the primitive RPA
static screening theory.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we investigate the PSDW instability
in 2D electron bilayers, providing the phase diagram
based on self-consistent HF theory. For bilayers with
equal layer densities, we find that the PSDW, char-
acterized by the momentum Qc ∼ 2kF , has the
lowest energy near the PSP-PSF phase transition
boundary across all layer separations d and elec-
tron densities characterized by rs. For unequal layer
densities, the stability of PSDW decreases quickly
with increasing layer density imbalance. Our self-
consistent HF calculation is further supplemented by
RPA static screening, which eliminates all coherent
phases (spin ferromagnetic, SDW, PSF and PSDW).
However, after adjusting for Hubbard-type local field
corrections, the spin ferromagnetic and PSF phases
re-emerge, even though SDW and PSDW are still ab-
sent in the phase diagram. Experimental detection
strategies for PSDW, as discussed in Sec. I, include
magneto-transport experiments capable of elucidat-
ing Fermi surface properties, anomalies in zero-field

conductivity and ARPES. In bilayer systems, inter-
layer tunneling is often unavoidable when d is small.
This tunneling suppresses the PSDW order, similar
to the suppression in homogeneous interlayer coher-
ence [3].

We mention that the mean field HF theory,
while being qualitatively correct, often quantita-
tively overestimates various symmetry breaking in-
stabilities, which is why we also provide the results
for the screened HF theories in this work. Typically,
an instability or phase transition predicted within
the HF theory occurs at stronger interaction com-
pared with the critical interaction strength predicted
in theories beyond the mean-field level. In the cur-
rent problem involving Coulomb instabilities in e-e
bilayers, the dimensionless interaction is character-
ized by rs and d/a∗, and we expect the experimental
critical values for rs (d/a

∗) to be higher (lower) than
those predicted by our unscreened Hartree-Fock the-
ory, as obtained in our screened mean-field theories.
The important point to emphasize, however, is that
both of these parameters, rs and d/a∗, can be con-
tinuously varied in 2D bilayers, thus enabling an ex-
perimental approach to the interesting PSDWs pre-
dicted in our work. (This could not be done for
the 3D Overhauser instability where metallic carrier
densities cannot be varied by much.) Since the pre-
dicted PSDW is completely novel ground state never
before considered in the literature, we hope that our
theory will lead to experiments on various electron
bilayers at low carrier densities (i.e., large rs) and
small layer separations to look for this interesting
quantum phase of matter.

Since the observation of spontaneous CDWs and
SDWs originally proposed by Overhauser in single-
layer 2DEGs is challenging, the same applies to layer
PSDWs in 2DEG bilayers. However, 2D systems
with complex band structures and Fermi surfaces
show promise for realizing PSDWs. In general, the
pseudospin concept [49], which is closely analogous
to real spins, applies to any two-level system. This
includes the layer degree of freedom in bilayers (as
discussed in this paper), sub-bands in wide quan-
tum wells, sublattice or valley degrees of freedom
in honeycomb and triangular lattice materials, and
cyclotron orbits in Landau levels [50–57]. In mul-
tilayer graphene moiré systems, the intervalley co-
herent state has been proposed as the ground state
at charge neutrality [58, 59], and Kekulé spiral or-
der at nonzero integer fillings [60]. In these systems,
two valleys in momentum space are approximately
decoupled due to large momentum separation, and
thus are analogous to the layer degree of freedom in
nearly decoupled bilayers. Even in graphene mul-
tilayer systems without moiré superlattices, the in-
tervalley coherent phase can occupy a large portion
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of the phase diagram [61–65] and is closely related
to unconventional superconductivity. We anticipate
that general PSDWs, involving pseudospin in the
sense of layer or valley, are likely to occur in a bi-
layer structure composed of two rhombohedral mul-
tilayer graphenes (RMGs) separated by a thin di-
electric film, which prevents tunneling between the
two RMGs while allowing interactions. By apply-
ing dual-gated and/or bias voltages, the displace-
ment field between RMGs and the Fermi level in
each RMG can be individually tuned. The trigo-
nal warping in the band structure, resulting from
next-nearest-neighbor hoppings in RMGs, can fa-
cilitate the formation of PSDWs by increasing the
number of available states for coherence near the
Fermi surface. Although our current study, based
on the 2DEG model with circular Fermi surfaces,
may not directly relate to experiments, it provides
a foundational framework for future investigations
into novel coherent behaviors in general 2D bilayers
under varying electronic and structural conditions.
Detailed exploration of these phenomena is left for
future work.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is supported by the Laboratory for
Physical Sciences. T. C. is supported by a Uni-
versity of California Presidential Postdoctoral Fel-
lowship and acknowledges support from the Gor-
don and Betty Moore Foundation through Grant
No. GBMF8690 to UC Santa Barbara. This re-
search was supported in part by Grant No. NSF
PHY-2309135 to the Kavli Institute for Theoretical
Physics (KITP). Use was made of computational fa-
cilities purchased with funds from the National Sci-
ence Foundation (CNS-1725797) and administered

by the Center for Scientific Computing (CSC). The
CSC is supported by the California NanoSystems In-
stitute and the Materials Research Science and En-
gineering Center(MRSEC; NSF DMR 2308708) at
UC Santa Barbara.

Appendix A: HF converged quasiparticle bands
and interlayer coherence order parameters

Figures 10-12 show the converged HF results in
three distinct phases for equal layer densities: one
phase within the PSDW regime (Fig. 10, rs = 4,
d/a∗ = 1), one phase deep in the PSF regime
(Fig. 11, rs = 8, d/a∗ = 1) and one phase deep
in the PSP regime (Fig. 12, rs = 4, d/a∗ = 3).

Appendix B: Spin-pseudospin density wave
(S-PSDW)

In e-e bilayers, the HF ground state for rs ≲ 2
is spin and pseudospin paramagnetic (S0 phase in
Ref. [3]). Therefore, the spin and pseudospin degrees
of freedom should be treated on an equal footing,
and the SDW and PSDW can in principle both occur
in an e-e bilayer. An example of the S-PSDW phase
is schematically shown in Fig. 1(c).

We present a special model of S-PSDW below,
restricting that SDW and PSDW having the same
momentum, in which primitive signatures of non-
vanishing intralayer SDW and interlayer PSDW or-
der parameters are seen in our self-consistent HF cal-
culations. However, independent density wave mo-
menta make it challenging to find the optimal SDW
and PSDW momenta combination which lower the
total energy.

With the four-component spinor basis
(ct↓,k+Q/2, ct↑,k−Q/2, cb↓,k+Q/2, cb↑,k−Q/2)

T , the
HF Hamiltonian in Eq. (2) is generalized to

H(k) =


εt↓,k+Q/2 −gt,k(Q) −∆k(0) −∆k(Q)
−g∗t,k(Q) εt↑,k−Q/2 −∆k(−Q) −∆k(0)
−∆∗

k(0) −∆∗
k(−Q) εb↓,k+Q/2 −gb,k(Q)

−∆∗
k(Q) −∆∗

k(0) −g∗b,k(Q) εb↑,k−Q/2

 . (B1)

Since we only focus on the possibility of the spon-
taneous SDW and PSDW, but not a rigorous phase
diagram, we have assumed that the intralayer SDW
and interlayer PSDW have the same momentum Q.
Note that if the momenta are generically different,
the Hamiltonian does not admit such a simple form
as Eq. (B1) and the necessary matrix to diagonal-
ize will grow with system size. The diagonal matrix

elements of H(k) are

εlσ,k±Q/2 =
ℏ2|k±Q/2|2

2m∗

− 1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−k⟨c

†
lσ,k′±Q

2

clσ,k′±Q
2
⟩,

(B2)

l = t, b label layer and σ =↑, ↓ label spin degrees of
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FIG. 10. Converged HF results in the PSDW phase, rs = 4, d/a∗ = 1. I(a) and II(a) show k-space distributions
of ε−,k, in which the black dashed lines plot the Fermi surface contours. I(b) and II(b) show quasiparticle bands
ε±,k (solid lines) and the interlayer coherence order parameter ∆k (yellow dashed lines). The black horizontal dashed
lines are Fermi levels. The color of solid lines represents the layer polarization, Pb − Pt. I(c-e) and II(c-e) show
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k defined in Eqs. (3-6). Panels I(a-e) are for Q = 0, panels

II(a-e) are for Q = 2kF .
, rs = 8 d/a* = 1

I(a) I(b) I(c) I(d) I(e)

II(a) II(b) II(c) II(d) II(e)

 (R
y

)
Δ k

*
 (R

y
)

Δ k
*

 (Ry )ε− * Pb − Pt Q = 0 v2
k u2

k vkuk

 Q = 2kF  (Ry )ε− * Pb − Pt v2
k u2

k vkuk

 (R
y

)
ε ±

*

k y
a*

k y
a*

 (R
y

)
ε ±

*

k y
a*

k y
a*

k y
a*

k y
a*

k y
a*

k y
a*

kxa*

kxa*

kxa*

kxa*

kxa*

kxa* kxa*

kxa* kxa*

kxa*

Q

FIG. 11. Converged HF results in the PSF phase, rs = 8, d/a∗ = 1. Same as Fig. 10.

freedom. The intralayer SDW order parameters are

gl,k(Q) =
1

A

∑
k′

V 0
k′−k⟨c

†
l↑,k′−Q

2

cl↓,k′+Q
2
⟩. (B3)

The homogeneous interlayer coherence order param-
eter ∆k(0) and the PSDW order parameter ∆k(±Q)
are, respectively,

∆k(0) =
1

A

∑
k′

V d
k′−k⟨c

†
bσ,k′±Q

2

ctσ,k′±Q
2
⟩,

∆k(Q) =
1

A

∑
k′

V d
k′−k⟨c

†
b↑,k′−Q

2

ct↓,k′+Q
2
⟩,

∆k(−Q) =
1

A

∑
k′

V d
k′−k⟨c

†
b↓,k′+Q

2

ct↑,k′−Q
2
⟩.

(B4)

Expressed in the eigenfunctions of Hamiltonian
Eq. (B1),

|nk⟩ =
∑
l,σ

z
(n)
lσ (k)|lσ,k⟩, (B5)
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FIG. 12. Converged HF results in the PSP phase, rs = 4, d/a∗ = 3. Same as Fig. 10.

the Hamiltonian matrix elements are

εlσ,k±Q
2
=

ℏ2

2m∗ |k± Q

2
|2,

− 2πe2

ϵbA

∑
n,k′

1

|k′ − k|
|z(n)lσ (k′)|2fnk′ ,

gl,k(Q) =
2πe2

ϵbA

∑
n,k′

1

|k′ − k|
z̄
(n)
l↑ (k′)z

(n)
l↓ (k′)fnk′ ,

∆k(0) =
2πe2

ϵbA

∑
n,k′

e−|k′−k|d

|k′ − k|
z̄
(n)
bσ (k′)z

(n)
tσ (k′)fnk′ ,

∆k(Q) =
2πe2

ϵbA

∑
n,k′

e−|k′−k|d

|k′ − k|
z̄
(n)
b↑ (k′)z

(n)
t↓ (k′)fnk′ ,

∆k(−Q) =
2πe2

ϵbA

∑
n,k′

e−|k′−k|d

|k′ − k|
z̄
(n)
b↓ (k′)z

(n)
t↑ (k′)fnk′ .

(B6)

Even though we have specified spins associated
with the interlayer coherence, the Hamiltonian
Eq. (B1) has SU(2)× SU(2) symmetry, i.e., indepen-
dent spin rotational symmetry in each pseudospin
sector, and therefore the interlayer order parameters
∆k are actually spin independent because of spin-
independent Coulomb interaction.

In this four-band model, we have seen the signa-
tures of lowing the total energy by forming SDW
and PSDW together near the S0-S1 phase boundary
in Ref. [3]. However, the density wave momenta for
intralayer SDW and interlayer PSDW can be differ-
ent.

Appendix C: RPA static screening theory with
Hubbard-type local field corrections

With local field factors Gσσ′ , the screened
Coulomb potential is

Vsc,σ = Vext,σ +
∑
σ′

vq(1−Gσσ′)n1σ′ , (C1)

where vq is the bare Coulomb potential including the
dielectric environment of surrounding media and n1σ

is the induced charge density,

n1σ = χ0σVsc,σ

= χ0σ

[
Vext,σ +

∑
σ′

vq(1−Gσσ′)n1σ′
]
, (C2)

which is the response to Vsc,σ by the non-interacting
response function χ0σ. Absorbing the local field fac-
tors Gσσ′ into the response function χ̃σ, n1σ can also
be written as

n1σ = χ̃σ

[
Vext,σ +

∑
σ′

vqn1σ′
]
. (C3)

Solving the coupled equations (C2) and (C3), and
ignoring the correlation-hole correction, i.e., G↑↓ =
G↓↑ = 0,

χ̃σ =
χ0σ

1 + vqGσσχ0σ
. (C4)

By solving the coupled equations (C1) and (C2)

Vsc,σ = Vext,σ +
∑
σ′

vq(1−Gσσ′)χ0σ′Vsc,σ′ (C5)

and in the matrix form

VVV sc = ϵϵϵ−1VVV ext. (C6)

The inverse of dielectric constant matrix is
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ϵϵϵ−1 =
1

det(ϵϵϵ)

(
1− vq(1−G↓↓)χ0↓ vqχ0↓

vqχ0↑ 1− vq(1−G↑↑)χ0↑

)
. (C7)

Using Vext,↑ = Vext,↓, and defining the spin-resolved
dielectric constant ϵσ,

Vsc,σ =
Vext,σ

ϵσ
, (C8)

we have

ϵσ = (1 + vqGσσχ0σ)
[
1− vq(χ̃↑ + χ̃↓)

]
, (C9)

i.e., Eq. (26) in the main text.

Appendix D: The spin ferromagnetic phase with
RPA static screening

With the primitive RPA static screening, the
spin paramagnetic state is stable for all rs val-
ues considered in our calculations. It is known
that RPA static screening theory always overesti-
mates the strength of screening because it ignores

the exchange-correlation effects. In magnetic tran-
sitions, the exchange interaction is important. We,
therefore, consider the Hubbard-type local field fac-
tor to the primitive RPA static theory to include the
corrections from the exchange effect.

Figure 13 shows Tc of the spin polarized state,
calculated by finite-temperature self-consistent HF.
Without screenings (black lines), Tc is the highest
and the critical rs,c of the paramagnetic to ferro-
magnetic transition is approximately ∼ 2 (the Bloch
transition). With the RPA static screening includ-
ing the Hubbard-type paramagnetic local field cor-
rection (GP

σσ, blue lines), Tc is suppressed and the
critical rs,c is pushed to a higher value ≲ 3. Tc is fur-
ther suppressed and rs,c ∼ 3 including the Hubbard-
type ferromagnetic local field correction (GF

σσ, green
lines), which takes into account different Fermi sur-
faces of two spins. Under the primitive RPA static
screening theory, spin is not ordered for all rs values
considered in our calculations.
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