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We determine the phase diagram of a bilayer, Kitaev spin-orbital model with inter-layer inter-
actions (J), for several stackings and moiré superlattices. For AA stacking, a gapped Z2 quantum
spin liquid phase emerges at a finite Jc. We show that this phase survives in the well-controlled
large-J limit, where an isotropic honeycomb toric code emerges. For moiré superlattices, a finite-q
inter-layer hybridization is stabilized. This connects inequivalent Dirac points, effectively ‘untwist-
ing’ the system. Our study thus provides insight into the spin-liquid phases of bilayer spin-orbital
Kitaev materials.

Quantum spin liquids (QSLs) are disordered phases of
magnetic systems with emergent exotic properties aris-
ing from their underlying topological character [1–5].
The Kitaev model on the honeycomb lattice [6, 7] is of
particular significance as the first member of a family
of exactly-solvable models, which exhibit both abelian
and non-abelian QSL phases. Recent years have wit-
nessed experimental progress in identifying candidate
materials which include a number of iridates [8] and α-
RuCl3 [9]. Apart from these, Kitaev interactions can
also be strong in other van der Waals (vdW) materials
such as CrI3 [10, 11]. Moreover, vdW materials can in
principle be arranged in several stacking patterns and
can be twisted to form moiré superlattices, potentially
leading to new phases. Indeed, a number of recent the-
oretical studies [12–17] predict a variety of noncoplanar
magnetic phases including skyrmions, in twisted vdW
magnets, some of which have been realized experimen-
tally [18, 19].

We study the zero-temperature phase diagram of bi-
layer versions of Kitaev spin-orbital models, initially
proposed by Yao and Lee [20], with additional inter-
layer Heisenberg spin-exchange interactions. Spin-orbital
models are generalizations of the original Kitaev model
with extra local orbital degrees of freedom (DOF) and
Kugel-Khomskii interactions involving both spin and or-
bital sectors [21], [20, 22–30]. Much like Kitaev’s original
proposal, spin and orbital DOF can each be represented
in terms of three-flavored sets of Majorana fermions.
The Yao-Lee model also exhibits an emergent Z2 gauge
symmetry with associated gapped flux excitations (vi-
sons), which are defined exclusively in terms of the or-
bital DOF [20]. The inter-layer spin-exchange interac-
tions therefore commute with the intra-layer (orbital)
flux operators, in contrast to general spin-exchange inter-
actions in Kitaev’s original model and subsequent bilayer
realizations [31–33]. We take advantage of this unique
feature by considering only the lowest-energy, zero-flux
sector, and by working in a gauge where all of the bonds
are uniform and identical. Furthermore, we treat the
spin-exchange interactions in the Hartree approximation.
This introduces an effective inter-layer hybridization for
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FIG. 1: Illustration of the Yao-Lee bilayer model for (a) AA
and (b) AB stacking patterns. K and J are the intra-layer
Kitaev and inter-layer Heisenberg spin exchange terms, re-
spectively. (c) Effective inter-layer hybridization obtained via
a Hartree approximation for AA stacking. A finite hybridiza-
tion indicates the formation of inter-layer singlets and leads to
gapped itinerant Majorana fermions. (d) Same for AB stack-
ing. A finite hybridization leads to a phase with quadratic
band touching for the Majorana fermions.

the itinerant Majorana fermions associated with the spin
DOF. A non-zero expectation value indicates the forma-
tion of inter-layer spin-singlets, as shown in the Supple-
mental Material (SM).

We focus on AA stacking patterns and moiré superlat-
tices, which exhibit fully-gapped spectra, but also briefly
cover the gapless, AB stacking case. For AA stacking, the
effective hybridization becomes non-zero at a finite value
of the inter-layer exchange coupling, and opens a gap
in the itinerant Majorana fermion spectrum. This sig-
nals a topological phase transition to a gapped Z2 QSL.
We support our Hartree approximation with two addi-
tional considerations. First, we show that the bilayer
model is equivalent to an attractive Hubbard model with
three flavors of complex fermions, for our choice of gauge.
Previous studies beyond the Hartree approximation have
shown that the Hubbard model exhibits a single transi-
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tion to a charge density wave (CDW) phase [34], which is
equivalent to the bilayer with a non-zero inter-layer hy-
bridization. Secondly, we show that in the limit of large
inter-layer spin-exchange interactions, the bilayer model
maps onto Kitaev’s toric code [35], which is gapped in
both orbital and spin sectors, and which exhibits topolog-
ical order. This naturally suggests that the gapped phase
predicted by the Hartree approximation is adiabatically
connected to the toric code, as the gaps in either spin
or orbital sectors would otherwise close in the intermedi-
ate regime. For AB stacking, the formation of inter-layer
spin singlets leaves the itinerant Majorana fermions gap-
less with quadratic band touching, in analogy with bi-
layer graphene [36]. For moiré superlattices, we consider
both uniform (q = 0) and modulated inter-layer effective
hybridizations (q 6= 0). In contrast to the q = 0 case, the
finite-q hybridization connects inequivalent Dirac points
in the moiré Brillouin Zone (BZ), effectively ‘untwist-
ing’ the system, and opens a gap in the itinerant Majo-
rana spectrum. In turn, this leads to the emergence of a
gapped Z2 QSL, as for AA stacking.

Kitaev spin-orbital models are likely to be realized in
strongly spin-orbit coupled 4d and 5d Mott insulators,
as predicted by a number of recent studies [26, 37–39].
For instance, an enhanced SU(4) symmetry [40] has been
advanced for α-ZrCl3. The unique signatures of the gap-
less QSL phase in monolayer Yao-Lee models, as probed
by inelastic neutron scattering, have also been predicted
recently [28].

Model. We consider two identical intra-layer Hamilto-
nians consisting of Yao-Lee[20] interactions on a honey-
comb lattice,

Hν =
∑

α−links,〈ij〉
K(α)

(
τ

(α)
ν,i τ

(α)
ν,j

)
(σσσν,i · σσσν,j) (1)

where K(α) is the nearest neighbor coupling constant
for type-α links (α ∈ {x, y, z}) as shown in Fig 1 (a)-
(b). The sites of the honeycomb lattice are labeled
by the i and j indices, while ν ∈ {1, 2} denotes the
two layers. An exact solution is obtained by introduc-
ing Majorana fermion representations for the spin and

orbital DOF in each layer: σ
(α)
ν,j = −iεαβγc(β)

ν,j c
(γ)
ν,j /2

and τ
(α)
ν,j = −iεαβγd(β)

ν,j d
(γ)
ν,j /2 [20]. These representa-

tions are redundant and the physical states in each
layer must be restricted to the eigenstates of Dν,i =

−ic(x)
ν,i c

(y)
ν,i c

(z)
ν,i d

(x)
ν,i d

(y)
ν,i d

(z)
ν,i operators with eigenvalues 1.

As in Kitaev’s original model, these constraints can be
formally imposed via projection operators Pν =

∏
i(1 +

Dν,i)/2. The intra-layer Hamiltonians in the Majorana
representation can be expressed as Hν = PνHνPν , where

Hν =
∑

〈ij〉
K(α)uαν,ij [ic

(x)
ν,i c

(x)
ν,j + ic

(y)
ν,i c

(y)
ν,j + ic

(z)
ν,i c

(z)
ν,j ]. (2)

The bond operators u
(α)
ν,ij = −id(α)

ν,i d
(α)
ν,j , commute with

Hν , and are therefore conserved with eigenvalues ±1.
The SO(3) spin rotation symmetry is reflected by the
presence of three flavors of itinerant Majorana fermions.
Both Hν are invariant under separate Z2 gauge trans-

formations c
(α)
ν,i → −c

(α)
ν,i ; u

(α)
ij → −u

(α)
ij with flux opera-

tors which are defined by the product of the u
(α)
ij around

hexagonal plaquettes.
Lieb’s theorem [41] predicts that the ground state lies

in the zero-flux sector, with a finite vison gap. We can
thus obtain the itinerant Majorana spectrum by choosing
a gauge where uij = 1 ∀ 〈ij〉 in both layers. Unless other-
wise stated, we will use this choice throughout. The three
decoupled flavors of itinerant Majorana fermions have
identical spectra which can be determined via a Fourier
transform defined on half of the BZ of the honeycomb
lattice [20]. The spectra are gapless for Kx + Ky > Kz

and gapped otherwise. Here, we consider the symmetric,
gapless case with Kx = Ky = Kz = K.

In contrast to Kitaev’s original prosposal, the Yao-Lee
model, which describes each of the two layers, involves
flux excitations (visons) which are defined exclusively in
terms of the orbital DOF, while the itinerant Majorana
excitations stem from the spin DOF alone. Consequently,
any additional terms involving the spin DOF only, in-
cluding a bilayer coupling, commute with the flux oper-
ator. The resulting spectrum can a priori preserve the
gapped flux excitations, in contrast to the original Ki-
taev model [31–33]. Guided by this important aspect, we
consider Yao-Lee bilayers coupled via inter-layer antifer-
romagnetic Heisenberg interactions HI =

∑
ij Jijσσσ1i ·σσσ2j ,

where (1, 2) are layer indices, and where we allow for gen-
eral Jij coupling beyond nearest-neighbors (NN). The
bilayer Hamiltonian in the Majorana representation is
H =

∑
ν Hν +HI where

HI =
∑

i,j;α6=β

Jij
2

(
c
(α)
1i c

(α)
2j c

(β)
1i c

(β)
2j

)
. (3)

Self-consistent solutions for AA and AB stacking pat-
terns. In contrast to the intra-layer terms, the inter-
layer interactions are bi-quadratic in the itinerant Majo-
rana operators, thus precluding a closed-form solution.
Instead, we treat the inter-layer interactions within a
Hartree approximation. This approach is backed up by
additional considerations, as discussed further below.

For the purpose of illustration, we restrict the inter-
layer coupling to NN pairs. We do not expect that
weaker couplings beyond NNs will qualitatively alter our
conclusions. The interaction term in eq. 3 can be de-
coupled in Hartree and magnetic channels [42]. We are
interested in zero-temperature solutions which stabilize
QSL phases and consider on-site order parameters in the

Hartree channel 〈χ(α)
i 〉 = 〈ic(α)

1i c
(α)
2i 〉, which preserve the

SO(3) spin symmetry. We consequently drop the corre-
sponding flavor indices. As shown in the SM, a non-zero
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〈χ〉 marks the formation of inter-layer spin singlets. A
Z2 gauge transformation involving site i flips the signs of
the uij bonds emanating from i in the same layer, while
also changing the sign of the inter-layer 〈χ〉 on the same
site. Consequently, 〈χi〉 is not gauge invariant since it is
only defined up to a sign.

For the AA stacking pattern, the A and B sublattice
sites overlap, as shown in Fig. 1 (a). The inter-layer in-
teractions involve two pairs of sites per unit cell: HI =
−2J [

∑
i∈A,α〈χAA〉(icα1icα2i)+

∑
j∈B,α〈χBB〉(icα1jcα2j)]. So-

lutions which are both uniform and symmetric in the
sublattice index (χAA = χBB) amount to gapless itiner-
ant Majorana fermions, with shifted Dirac cones, as for
AA-stacked bilayer graphene. In contrast, when the hy-
bridization has an alternating sign on the two sublattices
(〈χAA〉 = −〈χBB〉), the itinerant Majorana spectrum is
gapped, leading to a lower ground state energy. Our self-
consistent solutions are shown in Fig. 1 (c) as functions
of J/K. We find that the critical value for this transition
is Jc/K = 0.55.

To establish the stability of our solutions beyond the
Hartree approximation, we map H to an equivalent form
by using complex fermions involving linear combinations
of Majorana fermions on overlapping sites fαi = (cα1i +
icα2i)/2:

H = 2K
∑

〈ij〉,α
(ifα†A,if

α
B,j + H.c.)− 2J

∑

i

(
ni −

3

2

)2

(4)

where ni =
∑
α f

α†
i fαi . For J > 0, eq. 4 describes an

attractive Hubbard model with three flavors of complex
fermions. This model exhibits a single, broken-symmetry
CDW phase with finite 〈nA−nB〉, as determined by quan-
tum Monte Carlo simulations [34]. The CDW order pa-
rameter is equivalent to the alternating-sign χ solutions
of the Yao-Lee bilayer. Note that the equivalence holds
for the choice of gauge considered here. While the CDW
breaks inversion symmetry in the Hubbard model, the
same cannot be said of the effective hybridization in the
bilayer model, since the former is not gauge invariant.
Nevertheless, the effective hybridization cannot be made
to vanish in any gauge, and the resulting phases are al-
ways gapped.

For an AB stacking pattern, the A sublattice sites of
layer 1 lie directly on top of the B sublattice sites of layer
2, with a single bond per unit cell, as shown in Fig. 1 (b).
As a result, for finite χ beyond Jc/K ' 1.1, the itiner-
ant Majorana spectrum is similar to that of AB-stacked
bilayer graphene with quadratic band touching [36]. The
self-consistent solutions for 〈χAB〉 are shown in Fig. 1 (d).
A mapping to an equivalent model as in the AA case is
not apparent here.

We expect that all of our results survive the projec-
tion onto the physical Hilbert space. As shown in the
SM for AA stacking, the projection operator P acting on
the ground state ansatz symmetrizes the latter over all
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FIG. 2: (a) The bond operator rij . Red (blue) lines corre-
spond to + (−) bonds. rij is not defined for blue dashed lines.
(b) A state in the ground state manifold which minimizes the
g2 terms and which also obeys the local product constraint,
leading to bonds obeying an Ising Gauss’s law. (c) g3 terms
on sites i, j flip four adjacent bonds. (d) g6 terms flip the
plaquette bond configurations.

bond and 〈χi〉 configurations which are consistent with a
zero flux. While the set of 〈χi〉 are zero for these gauge-
symmetrized states, we can define a gauge-invariant cor-
relator, whose expectation value in the projected ground-
state is consistent with 〈χAA〉 = −〈χBB〉.

Limit of large inter-layer interactions with AA stack-
ing pattern. Next, we consider the AA stacking pattern
in the limit of large, NN inter-layer (J) terms. To zeroth
order in the intra-layer (K) terms, the model describes
a collection of independent inter-layer spin singlets with
degenerate orbital states. We derive an effective Hamil-
tonian perturbatively up to 6th order in K/J

Heff =
∑

α−links
〈ij〉

(
g2τ

(α)
1i τ

(α)
2i τ

(α)
1j τ

(α)
2j + g3

∑

ν=1,2

τ
(α)
νi τ

(α)
νj

)

+g6

∑

7,ν
W ν
p (5)

where W
1(2)
p is the flux operator defined on the

honeycomb plaquettes on layer 1(2) as W ν
p =

τ
(z)
νi τ

(y)
νj τ

(x)
νk τ

(z)
νl τ

(y)
νmτ

(y)
νn (Fig. 2 (d)). Please consult

the SM for additional details. The coupling con-
stants are g2 = −K2/4J , g3 = −K3/J2, and g6 =
−K6/(8J)5. The g2 term describes Kitaev interac-
tions around inter-layer plaquettes while the g3 term is
a standard Kitaev interaction in each layer. We first
focus on the the leading g2 terms. It is convenient

to define new operators p
(α)
i = τ

(α)
i1 τ

(α)
2i , which unlike

the τ ’s, all commute with each other. Furthermore

their product amounts to p
(x)
i p

(y)
i p

(z)
i = −1. There-

fore, we use local basis states which are eigenstates
of all p operators and which also satisfy the product
rule: {|−,−,−〉, |−,+,+〉, |+,−,+〉, |+,+,−〉} where ±
denotes the eigenvalue of p(α), (α = x, y, z). The first of
these is an inter-layer (orbital) singlet while the remain-
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ing are triplet states. The g2 < 0 terms favor equal-α
states on NN sites. Therefore, for bond configurations
that minimize the g2 terms, it is possible to define bond
variables rij = ±1 for pairs of (+,+) and (−,−) eigen-

values of p
(α)
i/j , respectively. For bond configurations that

do not minimize the g2 terms, rij is not defined. Fig.
2 (a) illustrates this construction. In addition to having
bond configurations which minimize the g2 terms, the
ground state manifold must also satisfy the local con-

straint due to p
(x)
i p

(y)
i p

(z)
i = −1. Taken together, these

conditions are equivalent to bond configurations which
obey an Ising Gauss’s law GPi =

∏
� rij = −1, as illus-

trated in Fig. 2 (b).
Next, we examine the effect of g3 and g6 terms acting

on the ground state manifold obtained from the combined
effects of the g2 terms and local product constraints.

Each τ
(α)
1,2 acting on |px, py, pz〉 preserves the correspond-

ing α eigenvalues but flips the remaining two, up to an
overall phase (see SM). Therefore, the g6 terms acting
on a plaquette flips all of the rij bond variables therein
(Fig 2 (d)), leading to an effective term

−κ
∑

7

(
|7〉〈7̄|+ H.c.

)
(6)

In contrast, the single g3 term on sites 〈ij〉, con-
nects a ground-state configuration to excited states, see
Fig. 2 (c). Consecutive application of g3 terms around a
plaquette leads to plaquette flips, but these processes are
subdominant with respect to those due to the g6 term.

The resonance term in eq. 6, along with Gauss’ law,
describe Kitaev’s toric code [35] on a honeycomb lattice.
We thus conclude that the bilayer model in the limit of
large inter-layer spin exchange interactions is in a gapped
abelian Z2 topological QSL phase.

Self-consistent solutions for moiré superlattices. We
generalize the Hartree approximation to include the ef-
fects of small-angle twists. We follow the approach in
Ref. 43 to derive a low-energy theory defined on the usual
moiré extended BZ, for details see the SM.

To allow for non-vanishing inter-layer interactions un-
der arbitrary, small twist angles, we extend the former
beyond overlapping NN pairs with an implicit decay with
increasing pair separation. In general, this implies a non-
trivial dependence of the coupling constant on crystal
momentum, and also allows for interactions which are
delocalized in the extended BZ. In the low-energy limit,
the interactions are limited to the vicinity of a set of
equivalent crystal momenta throughout the extended BZ.
Instead on focusing on a particular realization of such
finite-range interactions, we only consider states in the
vicinity of a finite set of crystal momenta, chosen to ex-
plicitly preserve a minimal C3 rotation symmetry. For
simplicity, we set all couplings to be equal. We also limit
the hybridization to states in the vicinity of Dirac points
in neighboring moiré reciprocal unit cells. This trun-
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FIG. 3: Moiré superlattices: (a) critical inter-layer exchange
(Jc) as a function of twisting angle θ for q = 0 and q = q1.
The itinerant Majorana fermion spectrum for (b) q = q1 and
(c) q = 0. (d) The moiré lattice vectors (black) for J < Jc
and J > Jc (red) corresponding to the finite-q solution. (e)
Moiré reciprocal unit cells as in (d). 1 and 2 denote the Dirac
points of the two layers which are separated by a θ-dependent
q1 in the absence of a finite inter-layer hybridization. When
the latter acquires a finite value for J > Jc, the two Dirac
points are shifted to the Γ point of the folded BZ, and are
subsequently gapped.

cation is justified in the low-energy limit, where small-
momentum scattering processes are dominant. These
approximations ensure that the form of the effective hy-
bridization bears a close resemblance to that of twisted
bilayer graphene [43], as shown below.

In the low-energy limit, the intra-layer terms amount
to the usual Dirac fermions for the two layers, which
are shifted with respect to each other due to twisting
in the extended moiré BZ. The inter-layer interactions
in this limit, together with the approximations discussed
previously can be written as

HI =− 4J

N

∑

nm

[
〈χ†00(q)〉χnm(q) + 〈χ00(q)〉χnm(−q)

]

+ H.c. (7)

where

χnm(q) =i
∑

k

[
c
†,(µ)
1,α;nm(k)c

(µ)
2,β;nm(k− q)

+ e−iGGG2·(τττα−τττβ)c
†,(µ)
1,α;nm(k)c

(µ)
2,β;n+1m(k− q)

+ e−iGGG3·(τττα−τττβ)c
†,(µ)
1,α;nm(k)c

(µ)
2,β;nm+1(k− q)

]

(8)
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and

c
†,(µ)
α,1/2(K00 + k− nb2 −mb3) = c

†,(µ)
α,1/2;nm(k) (9)

are states with an effective Dirac dispersion which is
shifted by the moiré reciprocal vectors b2,3 with respect
to the Dirac point centered on the moiré first BZ at
n = m = 0. K00 is the position of the Dirac point of
layer 1 in the first BZ, which plays no role in the effective
low-energy theory but is included here for consistency,
while GGG2,3 are the reciprocal unit vectors of layer 1. The
sums over momenta k cover the extended moiré BZ, with
an implicit cutoff. The vectors τττα,β denote the shift of
the A, B sublattices in layers 1 and 2, respectively. q is
a vector contained within a single moiré reciprocal unit
cell.

We consider two cases, one for q = 0 corresponding to
a uniform effective inter-layer hybridization, and another
for finite q = q1 where q1 = −8π/3 sin(θ/2)ŷ [43] which
denotes the shift between the Dirac points in layers 1
and 2 in the first BZ due to twisting (see Fig. 3 (e)).
In both cases, 〈χAA〉 = −〈χBB〉 acquire finite expecta-
tion values whereas 〈χAB〉 and 〈χBA〉 remain pinned to
zero. Our self-consistent calculations indicate that the
critical coupling Jc/K for the q = q1 solution is below
it’s q = 0 counterpart for the entire range of twist angles
considered here (Fig. 3 (a)), indicating that the mod-
ulated hybridization is energetically favored. A finite-
q hybridization connects states near inequivalent Dirac
points in the moiré BZ and gaps the spectrum, as illus-
trated in Fig. 3 (b), effectively ‘untwisting’ the system.
In contrast, for q = 0, the low-energy spectrum remains
gapless, as shown in Fig. 3 (c). Consequently, the finite-
q solution is preferred for any non-zero twist angle. The
two solutions merge smoothly as θ → 0 since q1, at which
point the low-energy sectors match the self-consistent so-
lutions of the un-twisted bilayer with AA stacking.

For the gauge choice of uniform and identical bonds
in both layers, the q = q1 incommensurate, inter-layer
hybridization breaks the translation symmetry of sim-
ple moiré pattern but preserves all other symmetries. It
consequently triples the size of the moiré unit cell (Fig.
3 (d)). Fig. 3 (e) shows the moiré (black) and folded
(red) BZ’s, respectively. The rotated Dirac cones at the
corners of the moiré BZ are folded onto the Γ point.
However, since the effective hybridization is not gauge
invariant, this does not imply a true translation sym-
metry breaking in the bilayer, but instead demonstrates
that small-angle twisting preserves the gap in the itin-
erant Majorana spectrum, and that the gapped Z2 QSL
for AA stacking remains stable at zero temperature.

Discussion. It is instructive to compare the Yao-Lee
and Kitaev bilayers with similar inter-layer spin exchange
interactions. In the latter case, a mean-field study pre-
dicts gapped QSL and trivial dimer phases for interme-
diate and large values of the inter-layer coupling, respec-
tively [31]. However, an exact diagonalization study [32]

finds that a single phase transition between gapless QSL
and trivial dimer phases occurs at a substantially weaker
critical coupling J/K ∼ 0.06. Our results indicate that
the QSL phase remains stable in Yao-Lee bilayers for
large but finite intra-layer couplings, while the trivial
dimer phase emerges only in the absence of intra-layer
terms (K = 0). We attribute the stability of the gapped
QSL in our case to inter-layer spin exchange interactions
which preserve the flux sectors of both layers. Moiré su-
perlattices of Kitaev bilayers were addressed in Ref. 33 in
the highly anisotropic toric code limit with strong local
interactions.

Conclusion. We studied the zero-temperature phase
diagram of a bilayer Yao-Lee model with inter-layer spin-
exchange interactions in the Hartree approximation for
several stacking patterns and moiré superlattices. For
AA stacking, we determined that finite inter-layer singlet
correlations gap the itinerant Majorana fermion spec-
trum. This conclusion was supported by an exact map-
ping to an attractive Hubbard model, which similarly
shows a single transition. We also derived an effective
Hamiltonian in the limit of large, inter-layer interactions
to several leading orders in the intra-layer coupling, and
demonstrated that it maps onto the toric code. In the
absence of any additional transitions which close the gap,
we concluded that the solutions obtained via the Hartree
approximation are adiabatically connected to the large
inter-layer interaction limit, leading to the stability of a
topological gapped Z2 QSL. This phase persists for moiré
superlattices under small-angle twisting. For AB stack-
ing, the Majorana fermions remain gapless. Our results
suggest that spin-orbital Kitaev bilayers can in general
be tuned to gapped Z2 QSL phases for sufficiently strong
inter-layer spin exchange interactions. Detailed studies
of the AB stacked phases and of the toric code models in
the large inter-layer coupling limit are clearly desirable.
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I. INTER-LAYER SINGLETS IN THE MAJORANA REPRESENTATION

In the main text, we remark that a finite effective hybridization indicates the formation of static inter-layer singlet
pairs. A similar connection has been discussed in previous works, which employed an exact Majorana representation
of the spin operators [S1, S2]. We summarize these arguments here.

We introduce an equivalent basis of complex fermions by taking linear combinations of two itinerant Majorana
fermions of the same flavor on overlapping sites in the two layers:

f
(α)
i =

1

2

(
c
(α)
1i + ic

(α)
2i

)
. (S1)

The corresponding Fock space is determined by the three occupation numbers n
(α)
i = f

†,(α)
i f

(α)
i , where α ∈ {x, y, z}.

To illustrate the connection between the Fock states and the Hilbert space of the local spins, we consider the
inter-layer coupling for a single pair of overlapping sites:

HI,j =Jσσσ1j · σσσ2j (S2)

For antiferromagnetic interactions, this has a inter-layer singlet ground state and three excited triplet states at 4J .
When expressed in terms of the complex fermions, HI,j becomes

HI,j =− 2J

(∑

α

n
(α)
j − 3

2

)2

(S3)

For J > 0, there are two degenerate ground-state configurations with n
(x)
j = n

(y)
j = n

(z)
j equal to 0 and 1, respectively,

and six degenerate excited states at 4J for the remaining configurations. The Fock states thus provide two redundant

representations of the product space of the two spins, which can be distinguished by the fermion parity
∏
α(2n

(α)
j −1).

The connection can also be made explicit by matching the matrix elements of the spin operators in either basis [S1, S2],
In the complex fermion representation, the effective hybridization becomes

〈χ(α)
j 〉 =〈ic(α)

1j c
(α)
2j 〉

=
(

2n
(α)
j − 1

)
. (S4)

For the degenerate spin-singlet ground state sector of even and odd fermion parities, 〈χ(x)
j 〉 = 〈χ(y)

j 〉 = 〈χ(z)
j 〉 = ±1,

respectively. This statement can be generalized beyond a single pair of spins. For J > 0, a local hybridization which
is non-zero and equal for all three flavors indicates the presence of inter-layer singlets in the ground-state.

In our calculations, the redundancy of the Majorana or complex fermion representations for pairs of spins was
explicitly removed by choosing a gauge where all of the bond variables are equal to 1.

II. PROJECTION ONTO PHYSICAL SPACE

In the main text, we state that the expectation value of a gauge-invariant correlator in a state obtained by projecting
our fixed-gauge ansatz onto the physical sector is consistent with a finite effective hybridization, for AA stacking. Here,
we show that this is the case.
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A. Effect of projection operator

We denote our ground state ansatz with a set of finite 〈χi〉 in a fixed gauge with uniform bonds equal to 1 by

|Ψ〉 = |∀ u1,ij = 1〉 ⊗ |∀ u2,ij = 1〉 ⊗ |〈χAA〉 = −〈χBB〉〉 . (S5)

for i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . N}, where N is the number of sites. We chose periodic boundary conditions for both layers and
assumed an even number of unit cells Nc = N/2. In the trivially dimerized limit for J 6= 0,K = 0 |Ψ〉 can be labeled by
the eigenvalues of all χi operators. In this case, states obtained by flipping at least one of the 〈χi〉’s are orthogonal to
|Ψ〉. In the following, we assume that this can be generalized to ansatze where the χi’s are not individually conserved
for K 6= 0.

We consider the operators

Dν,i = −ic(x)
ν,i c

(y)
ν,i c

(z)
ν,i d

(x)
ν,i d

(y)
ν,i d

(z)
ν,i , (S6)

where ν is a layer index, acting on |Ψ〉. Dν,i anti-commutes with the bond operators u
(α)
ν,ij = −id(α)

ν,i d
(α)
ν,j in layer ν and

with χ
(α)
i for all three α flavors. Its effect on |Ψ〉 amounts to a Z2 gauge transformation which flips the three bonds

emanating from site i in layer ν and 〈χi〉 for all flavors on the same site. Any two D operators commute and obey
D2
ν,i = 1.
The projection operator P is given by

P =2−2N

[
N∏

i=1

(
1 +D1,i

2

)][ N∏

i=1

(
1 +D2,i

2

)]
. (S7)

For each layer, the product of Dν,i operators over any subset of sites Λ differs from that over the complementary set
by the product over all sites:

∏

i∈Λ

Dν,i =


∏

j /∈Λ

Dν,j



(

N∏

k=1

Dν,k

)
. (S8)

We can also express the projection operator as [S3]

P =2−2N
∏

ν






′∑

{i}

∏

i∈{i}
Dν,i



(

1 +
N∏

i=1

Dν,i

)
 (S9)

where the primed summations, involving products of at most N/2 operators, cover half of all possible combinations,
and thus include 2N−1 separate realizations. The terms in the second parentheses can be expressed as

(
1 +

N∏

i=1

D
(1)
i

)
1 +

N∏

j=1

D
(2)
j


 =2

(
1 +

N∏

i=1

D
(1)
i

)(
1 + P0

2

)
(S10)

where

P0 =

N∏

i=1

D1,iD2,i (S11)

since

N∏

i=1

D2,i =

N∏

i=1

D1,iP0. (S12)

The projection operator can therefore be written as

P =2−2N+1




′∑

{i}

∏

i∈{i}
D1,i






′∑

{j}

∏

j∈{j}
D2,j



(

1 +
N∏

i=1

D1,i

)(
1 + P0

2

)
(S13)
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The effect of P0 acting on |Ψ〉 is discussed further below. Of the remaining terms, the first parenthesis denotes a sum
over all products of at most N/2 operators, each of which flips bond operators in layer 1 and the corresponding 〈χi〉.
The terms in the second parenthesis do the same in layer 2. The non-trivial part of the third parenthesis leaves all
of the bond variables in both layers invariant, but flips all 〈χi〉. The resulting non-trivial states differ from |Ψ〉 by at
least three bonds in either layer or by a finite set of 〈χi〉, and are therefore orthogonal by assumption.

We now consider P0, which can be re-cast as

P0 =

Nc∏

l=1

D1,lAD1,lBD2,lAD2,lB

=(−1)Nc

[∏

l

∏

α

(id1α
lAd

1α
lB )

][∏

l

∏

α

(id2α
lAd

2α
lB )

][∏

l

∏

α

(
2n

(α)
f,lA − 1

)(
2n

(α)
f,lB − 1

)]
(S14)

where A and B denote the two sublattices and where we used the relation between χi and the local complex fermion
parity introduced in Eq. S4. The l indices label the Nc unit cells. The terms in the first two brackets correspond to
the total fermion parities of the Z2 gauge fields on layers 1 and 2, respectively [S4]. The remaining terms determine
the total parity of the itinerant fermions:

[∏

l

∏

α

(
2n

(α)
f,lA − 1

)(
2n

(α)
f,lB − 1

)]
=(−1)

∑
l

∑
α

(
n
(α)
f,lA+n

(α)
f,lB

)
. (S15)

The itinerant fermion parity thus depends on the total filling.
As mentioned previously, we consider periodic boundary conditions along with an even number of unit cells along

each of the two directions of the Bravais lattice. The fermion parities of the Z2 gauge fields are then both even [S4].
Since the itinerant (complex) fermion sector is in a charge density wave phase at half filling, the fermion parity
associated with these states is simply (−1)3Nc . Consequently, the effect of P0 on |Ψ〉 is trivial

(
1 + P0

2

)
|Ψ〉 = |Ψ〉 . (S16)

This implies that P acting on |Ψ〉 is

P |Ψ〉 =2−2N+1




′∑

{i}

∏

i∈{i}
D

(1)
i






′∑

{j}

∏

j∈{j}
D

(2)
j



(

1 +
∏

i

D
(1)
i

)
|Ψ〉 . (S17)

Note that the resulting state involves a linear combination over 22N−1 distinct configurations.

B. Gauge-invariant correlator

We can define a gauge-invariant operator [S5, S6]

C
(α)
ij =




′∏

α−links,〈i′j′〉
u

(α)
1,i′j′






′′∏

α−links,〈i′′j′′〉
u

(α)
2,i′′j′′


χ

(α)
iA χ

(α)
jB (S18)

where
∏′

and
∏′′

denote products of u bonds in the upper and lower layer, respectively, which connect the two sites
i, j on A and B sublattices, respectively. For convenience, we choose overlapping paths in both layers. For the case
of preserved SO(3) symmetry considered here, we drop the flavor indices. The expectation value of Cij is the same
in any state |Ψ′〉 which is gauge equivalent to |Ψ〉. This is because Dν,k either flips two bonds in the product of u’s
in layer ν for k 6= i, j, or flips one bond and inverts 〈χi〉 for k ∈ {i, j}, respectively. This operator is also invariant
under gauge transformations which do not change any of the bonds but which flip all 〈χi〉. Cij also preserves all of
the bond variables. Therefore, we can write

〈Ψ′|Cij |Ψ′〉 = 〈Ψ|χiAχjB|Ψ〉 (S19)

together with



4

lim
|Ri−Rj |→∞

〈Ψ′|Cij |Ψ′〉 ≈ 〈Ψ|χA|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|χB|Ψ〉 . (S20)

as the itinerant Majorana spectrum is gapped in this case. A finite Cij in any gauge and in the limit of asymptotically
large separation is equivalent to a non-zero order parameter in our choice of gauge.

We now determine the effect of the projector on the expectation values of Cij . As shown previously, P acting on
|Ψ〉 generates a linear combination involving 22N−1 distinct states. This implies that

〈Ψ|P 2|Ψ〉 =
(
2−4N+2

) (
22N−1

)

=2−2N+1 (S21)

where the two terms on the first line are due to the overall powers of 1/2 and to the number of distinct configurations,
respectively. Since Cij does not connect any two distinct configurations we obtain

〈Ψ|PCijP |Ψ〉
〈Ψ|P 2|Ψ〉 =

2−2N+1 〈Ψ|Cij |Ψ〉
2−2N+1

= 〈Ψ|χiAχjB|Ψ〉 (S22)

Therefore, the expectation value of the gauge-invariant correlator in a projected ground state ansatz is consistent with
the the effective hybridization obtained in a fixed gauge without any additional projection. Our conclusions survive
the projection to the physical space.

III. DERIVATION OF THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN

In this section, we provide the details of the derivation of the effective Hamiltonian in the large inter-layer exchange
limit. We start with two singlets formed between layer 1 and 2 on sites i and j, that are connected via an α (α = x, y, z)
bond. The unperturbed states are |φ〉 = |S, τ〉i|S, τ〉j where |S〉 = | ↑1↓2 − ↓1↑2〉 is the singlet state and 1 and 2 are
the layer subindices. |τ〉 is the orbital component of the wave function. For K = 0, the orbital sector is degenerate as
there is no term in the Hamiltonian that couples to the τ ’s. We perturb the degenerate manifold of |φ〉 with the K
term that couples the two singlets

HK = K
[
τα1iτ

α
1j(σ1i · σ1j) + τα2iτ

α
2j(σ2i · σ2j)

]
(S23)

The first order correction to the energy vanishes E(1) = 〈φ|HK |φ〉 = 0. The second order correction to the energy is

E(2) =

∑
m 6=φ |〈m|HK |φ〉|2
Eφ − Em

(S24)

= −K
2

2J
, for 〈τα1iτ

α
2iτ

α
1jτ

α
2j〉 = 1

= 0, for 〈τα1iτ
α
2iτ

α
1jτ

α
2j〉 = −1

where 〈τα1iτα2iτα1jτα2j〉 is the eigenvalue of the inter-layer plaquette operator evaluated in the degenerate |φ〉 manifold.

This leads to the second order term in the effective Hamiltonian, g2τ
α
1iτ

α
2iτ

α
1jτ

α
2j where g2 = −K2/4J . The third order

correction to the energy is

E(3) =
∑

m 6=φ,n6=φ

〈φ|HK |m〉〈m|HK |n〉〈n|HK |m〉)
(Eφ − Em)(Eφ − En)

(S25)

= −K
3

J2
(〈τα1iτα1j〉+ 〈τα2iτα2j〉)

which gives rise to the g3(τα1iτ
α
1j + τα2iτ

α
2j) term with g3 = −K3/J2. Apart from the pairwise interactions, we also

consider a ring-exchange term around a honeycomb. The unperturbed states are the six singlet states with degenerate
orbital wave functions: |φ〉 = |S, τ〉i|S, τ〉j |S, τ〉k|S, τ〉l|S, τ〉m|S, τ〉n (see Fig. 2(d) in the main text). The sixth order
correction to the energy that involves the ring exchange gives

E(6) = +
K6

J5
(〈τx1iτx1jτz1jτz1kτy1kτ

y
1lτ

x
1lτ

x
1mτ

z
1mτ

z
1nτ

y
1nτ

y
1i + τx2iτ

x
2jτ

z
2jτ

z
2kτ

y
2kτ

y
2lτ

x
2lτ

x
2mτ

z
2mτ

z
2nτ

y
2nτ

y
2i〉 (S26)

= − K6

(8J)5
(〈W 1

p +W 2
p 〉) (S27)
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where W
1(2)
p = τz1(2)iτ

y
1(2)jτ

x
1(2)kτ

z
1(2)lτ

y
1(2)mτ

y
1(2)n is the flux operator for layer 1(2). Therefore the ring-exchange term

is g6(W 1
p +W 2

p ) with g6 = −K6/(8J)5.

IV. PROJECTING THE THIRD ORDER TERM ONTO THE GROUND STATE MANIFOLD

As discussed in the main text, the eigenstates of the g2 terms in the effective Hamiltonian are given in terms of
the states |px, py, pz〉 where pα = ± is the eigenvalue of the pα = τα1 τ

α
2 operator. The ground state of g2 term also

need to satisfy the Ising Gauss law: GPi =
∏

� rij = −1 where rij = ±1 for pairs of (+,+) and (−,−) eigenvalues of

p
(α)
i/j , respectively. However |px, py, pz〉 states are not eigenstates of the g3 and g6 terms. Below, we present the matrix

elements of τα1,2 operators on the |px, py, pz〉 states.

τx1 |−,−,−〉 = −|−,+,+〉 (S28)

τx2 |−,−,−〉 = +|−,+,+〉
τy1 |−,−,−〉 = i|+,−,+〉
τy2 |−,−,−〉 = −i|+,−,+〉
τz1 |−,−,−〉 = +|+,+,−〉
τz2 |−,−,−〉 = −|+,+,−〉
τx1 |−,+,+〉 = −|−,−,−〉
τx2 |−,+,+〉 = +|−,−,−〉
τy1 |−,+,+〉 = i|+,+,−〉
τy2 |−,+,+〉 = i|+,+,−〉
τz1 |−,+,+〉 = +|+,−,+〉
τz2 |−,+,+〉 = +|+,−,+〉
τx1 |+,−,+〉 = +|+,+,−〉
τx2 |+,−,+〉 = +|+,+,−〉
τy1 |+,−,+〉 = −i|−,−,−〉
τy2 |+,−,+〉 = +i|−,−,−〉
τz1 |+,−,+〉 = +|−,+,+〉
τz2 |+,−,+〉 = +|−,+,+〉
τx1 |+,+,−〉 = +|+,−,+〉
τx2 |+,+,−〉 = +|+,−,+〉
τy1 |+,+,−〉 = −i|−,+,+〉
τy2 |+,+,−〉 = −i|−,+,+〉
τz1 |+,+,−〉 = +|−,−,−〉
τz2 |+,+,−〉 = +|−,−,−〉

We can summarize these matrix elements as follows: τ
x(y,z)
1(2) acting on |px, py, pz〉 keeps the x(y, z) eigenvalue the same

while flipping the other two eigenvalues. Therefore the g6 term acting on a plaquette flips the bond configuration,
which gives rise to a term

−κ
∑

7

(
|7〉〈7̄|+ H.c.

)
(S29)

where 7 and 7̄ are conjugate p configurations around the hexagon. However, g3 acting on a bond that obeys the
Gauss’s law breaks 4 bonds, which takes it outside the ground state manifold. These virtual excitations can couple
different ground state configurations when g3 term is applied around closed loops. The smallest loop is around a
single honeycomb and when g3 term applied around a honeycomb also lead to flipping the bond configuration as in
eq. S29. Since κ ∼ g6

3/g
5
2 , it arises at K8/J7 order in perturbation theory.
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V. EFFECTIVE HYBRIDIZATION FOR MOIRÉ SUPERLATTICES

In this section, we derive the mean-field Hamiltonian in the low-energy limit. For clarity, we shall use an expanded
vector notation for the site indices. Our staring point is the interacting Hamiltonian

H =H1 +H2 +HI, (S30)

where H1,2 consist of intra-layer terms for the respective layers, while HI corresponds to the inter-layer interactions.
Explicitly, these are

H1 =
∑

µ

∑

R

∑

l

iKu1(R, l)c
(µ)
A,1(R)c

(µ)
B,1(R + l)

H2 =
∑

µ

∑

R′

∑

l′

iKu2(R′, l′)c(µ)
A,2(R′)c(µ)

B,2(R′ + l′) (S31)

where R,R′ are general Bravais lattice vectors of layer 1 and 2, respectively, while l, l′ are Bravais lattice vector
corresponding to the three nearest-neighbor (NN) unit cells. In all subsequent sections, un-primed and primed
vectors correspond to vectors in layers 1 and 2, respectively. Furthermore, all real-space vectors are determined w.r.t.
the intersection of the twist axis with the respective planes. µ ∈ {x, y, z} stands for the flavor indices associated with
both spin and orbital degrees-of-freedom (DOF). A and B are sublattice indices corresponding to

c
(µ)
A,1(R) =c

(µ)
1 (R + τττA) (S32)

c
(µ)
B,1(R) =c

(µ)
1 (R + τττB) (S33)

and similarly for layer 2. Note that the τττ ’s depend on the stacking pattern.

u1(R, l) =− id(µ)
A,1(R)d

(µ)
B,1(R + l) (S34)

are the bond operators [S7] consisting of two d Majorana operators used in the representation of the local orbital
DOF. We use the same convention in defining the sublattice indices as for the itinerant c Majorana operators. We
choose a gauge where the bond operators are independent of the flavor indices, and consequently drop the latter from
all subsequent expressions.

The inter-layer spin-exchange interactions are

HI =
1

2

∑

µ 6=ν

∑

α,β

∑

R,R′

J(R + τττα −R′ − τττ ′β)c
(µ)
α,1(R)c

(ν)
α,1(R)c

(µ)
β,2(R′)c(ν)

β,2(R′). (S35)

The itinerant Majorana fermions obey

c
†,(µ)
α,1 (R) =c

(µ)
α,1(R) (S36)

together with

{c(µ)
α,1(R), c

(ν)
β,1(R′)} =2δR,R′δµ,νδα,β , (S37)

and similarly for layer 2.
We next consider the expansion of the c Majorana fermions in terms of Bloch waves. Tilde momenta in the two

layers are measured w.r.t. the intersections of the planes with the twist axis. Momenta without tilde are defined only
in the vicinity of Dirac points in either layers, and are assumed to include a large number of moiré reciprocal unit cells
for the small twist angles considered here. Finally, un-primed momenta correspond to layer 1, while primed momenta
denote the layer 2 counterparts. With these conventions, we write

c
(µ)
α,1(R) =

√
2√
N

∑

k∈C/2

[
e−ik̃·(R+τττα)c

(µ)
α,1(k̃) + eik̃·(R+τττα)c

†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃)

]

c
(ν)
α,2(R′) =

√
2√
N

∑

k̃′∈C′/2

[
e−ik̃

′·(R′+τττ ′
α)c

(ν)
α,2(k̃′) + eik̃

′·(R′+τττ ′
α)c
†,(ν)
α,2 (k̃′)

]
, (S38)
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where α, β are sublattice indices, and N is the number of unit cells, assumed identical in either layer. The Majorana
nature implies that [S4]

c
(µ),†
α,1 (k̃) =c

(µ)
α,1(−k̃) (S39)

where G is a reciprocal vector. This redundancy is accounted for in Eqs. S38 by restricting the sums to one half
of the primitive reciprocal unit cell, as shown in Fig. S1. The operators defined on C/2 (C ′/2) obey the standard
anti-commutation relations

{c†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃1), c

(ν)
β,1(k̃2)} =δk̃1,k̃2

δµ,νδα,β . (S40)

We assume periodic boundary conditions consistent with the uniform gauge choice adopted throughout the remaining
sections, which imply the Bloch periodicity

e−iG·ττταc†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃) =c

†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃ + G), (S41)

and similarly for layer 2, where G is a reciprocal lattice vector. In the following, it will prove convenient to extend
the summations in Eq. S38 to Nc (half) reciprocal unit cells in the extended Brillouin Zone (BZ). Although such a
procedure is redundant, it illustrates the emerging moiré periodicity in the low-energy limit.

A. Intra-layer terms in the low-energy limit

We work is a gauge where both u1,2 are uniform and equal to 1. The intra-layer terms are

H1 =
1

Nc

∑

µ

∑

k̃

2iKf1(k̃)c
†,(µ)
A,1 (k̃)c

(µ)
B,1(k̃) + H.c. (S42)

H2 =
1

Nc

∑

µ

∑

k̃′

2iKf2(k̃′)c†,(µ)
A,2 (k̃′)c(µ)

B,2(k̃′) + H.c. (S43)

where the momenta sums cover an extended BZ of half Nc primitive cells.

f1(k̃) =
∑

l

eik̃·(τττA−τττB−l) (S44)

f2(k̃′) =
∑

l′

eik̃
′·(τττ ′

A−τττ ′
B−l′) (S45)

are the familiar graphene form factors, with l as defined previously. Note that these obey

f1(k̃ + G)e−iG·(τττA−τBτBτB) =f(k̃). (S46)

and similarly for f2.
We now proceed to take the low-energy limits of H1,2. Due to twisting, the Dirac points are shifted to

Knm =K00 + nGGG2 +mGGG3 (S47)

K′nm =K′00 + nGGG′2 +mGGG′3 (S48)

for layers 1 and 2, respectively. The n,m indices label the reciprocal unit cell translated form the first BZ at n = m = 0
by a reciprocal lattice vector

G = nGGG2 +mGGG3, (S49)

and similarly for layer 2. We expand the functions f1,2 for a common set of momenta

k̃ = K00 + nGGG2 +mGGG3 + k (S50)

with k restricted to be in the vicinity of the Dirac points. Using the Bloch periodicity, we obtain

H1 =
∑

µ

∑

k

2iK [k · ∇∇∇f1(K00)] c
†,(µ)
A,1 (K00 + k)c

(µ)
B,1(K00 + k) + H.c. (S51)
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Since k covers a large number of reciprocal moiré primitive unit cells, we can trivially extend the expression above to
include shifted Dirac points as

H1 =
1

Nc

∑

µ

∑

n,m

∑

k

2iK [(k− nb2 −mb3) · ∇f1(K00)] c
†,(µ)
A,1 (K00 + k− nb2 −mb3)c

(µ)
B,1(K00 + k− nb2 −mb3) + H.c.

(S52)

where

b2 =GGG′2 −GGG2 (S53)

b3 =GGG′3 −GGG3 (S54)

are the moiré reciprocal unit vectors. We can be re-write H1 in compact form as

H1 =
1

Nc

∑

µ

∑

n,m

∑

k

2iK [(k− nb2 −mb3) · ∇∇∇f1(K00)] c
†,(µ)
A,1;nm(k)c

(µ)
B,1;nm(k) + H.c. (S55)

where we introduced valley indices as in

c
†,(µ)
A,1 (K00 + k− nb2 −mb3) = c

†,(µ)
A,1;nm(k). (S56)

The same steps can be applied to the layer 2 terms, provided that we take into account the shift of the Dirac points
w.r.t. those of layer 1, together with a rotation in the Fermi velocities due to the rotation of the Bravais lattice vectors
entering the definition of f2:

H2 =
1

Nc

∑

µ

∑

n,m

∑

k

2iK
[
(k− q1 − nb2 −mb3) · R̂(θ)∇∇∇f1(K00)

]
c
†,(µ)
A,2;nm(k)c

(µ)
B,2;nm(k) + H.c. (S57)

where

q1 =K′00 −K00 (S58)

is the relative shift of the Dirac points of layer 2 and 1 in the first BZ. The matrix R̂(θ) is an in-plane rotation by the
total relative twist angle θ. The valley indices for layer 2 are defined precisely as for layer 1.

B. Inter-layer interactions in the low-energy limit

We first proceed to decouple the inter-layer interactions in the paramagnetic channel as

HI = −1

2

∑

µ6=ν

∑

α,β

∑

R,R′

J(R + τττα −R′ − τττ ′β) 〈c(µ)
α,1(R)c

(µ)
β,2(R′)〉 c(ν)

α,1(R)c
(ν)
β,2(R′). (S59)

We introduce the Bloch wave expansions of Eq. S38 and carry out the sums over the Bravais lattice vectors. For our
choice of half reciprocal unit cells C/2 and C ′/2 (Fig. S1), pairing terms at opposite momenta have vanishing weight
and are ignored. For the remaining terms we use

∑

R

J(R + τττα −R′ − τττ ′β)eikR ≈
∑

G

e−i(k+G)(τττα−R′−τττ ′
β)J(k + G) (S60)

via the Poisson summation formula, where

J(k + G) =
1

a

∫

a

d2rJ(r)ei(k+G)·r (S61)

is the Fourier transform of J , defined over the unit cell of layer 1 with an area a. Also taking into account the
conservation of momentum, we obtain
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(0,0) 

G2 

G3 

C/2 

(1,0) 

(0,1) 

FIG. S1: Extended BZ for layer 1. The blue shaded areas represent our choice of (half) unit cells here, labeled by C/2. Note
that these are equivalent to the unit cell shown in Fig. 3 (d) of the main text. The white vector indicates the position of the
Dirac point in the first BZ w.r.t. to the origin, which coincides with the twist axis. The red vectors are the reciprocal unit
vectors GGG2 and GGG3. The pairs of indices label the valleys. A twisted variant of this figure can be drawn for layer 2.

HI =− 1

N2
c

∑

k̃,s̃

∑

G,G′

∑

µ

∑

α,β

{
t
(αβ)
I

(
k̃ + G, s̃

)
e−iG·ττταeiG

′·τττ ′
βc
†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃)c

(µ)
β,2(k̃ + G−G′ − s̃)

+t
(αβ)
II

(
k̃ + G, s̃

)
e−iG·ττταeiG

′·τττ ′
βc
†,(µ)
α,1 (k̃)c

(µ)
β,2(k̃ + G−G′ + s̃)

}
+ H.c., (S62)

where

t
(αβ)
I

(
k̃ + G, s̃

)
=

4

NN2
c

∑

k̃a

J
(
k̃ + G− k̃a

)
〈c(ν)
α,1(k̃a)c

†,(ν)
β,2 (k̃a − s̃)〉

t
(αβ)
II

(
k̃ + G, s̃

)
=

4

NN2
c

∑

k̃a

J
(
k̃ + G + k̃a

)
〈c†,(ν)
α,1 (k̃a)c

(ν)
β,2(k̃a − s̃)〉 , (S63)

where we accounted for a mean-field ansatz which preserves the spin SO(3) symmetry, implying expectation values
which are independent of the flavor indices. Note that the sums over tilde momenta cover the extended BZ.

The form of HI is strongly reminiscent of the inter-layer hybridization in twisted bilayer graphene [S8]. We can
show that it reduces to a sum over an extended moiré BZ in the low-energy limit by applying the steps of Sec. V A:

HI ≈ −
1

Nc

∑

k,s

∑

n′,m′

∑

n′′,m′′

∑

µ

∑

αβ

{
t
(αβ)
I;n′m′,n′′m′′ (k, s) e−i((n′′−n′)GGG2+(m′′−m′)GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ)c

†,(µ)
1,α;n′m′(k)c

(µ)
2,β;n′′m′′(k− s)

+t
(αβ)
II;n′m′,n′′m′′ (k, s) e−i((n′′−n′)GGG2+(m′′−m′)GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ)c

†,(µ)
1,α;n′m′(k)c

(µ)
2,β;n′′m′′(k + s) + H.c.

}
(S64)

where

t
(αβ)
I;n′m′,n′′m′′ (k, s)

=
4

NcN

∑

na,ma

∑

ka

J ((n′′ − n′ − na)GGG2 + (m′′ −m′ −ma)GGG3) ei(naG2+maG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;nama

(ka − s)〉

(S65)
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t
(αβ)
II;n′m′,n′′m′′ (k, s)

=
4

NcN

∑

na,ma

∑

ka

J (2K00 + (n′′ − n′ + na)GGG2 + (m′′ −m′ +ma)GGG3) e−i(naG2+maG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

(ν)
β,2;nama

(ka − s)〉

(S66)

These terms represent an effective hybridization between states on layer 1, with Dirac points periodically extended
throughout the moiré BZ zone, and all states on layer 2, with Dirac points which are shifted by a fixed vector q1

(Eq. S58). This expression is invariant up to a phase under a translation by moiré reciprocal vectors (Eqs. S53, S54).
Also note that all sums involve vectors in the vicinity of the pair of Dirac points in the first BZ. In addition, we
assumed that the Fourier transform of J varies slowly on the scale of a single Moire reciprocal unit cell.

We further simplify these expression via the following three assumptions. First, we restrict the intermediate
summations over na,ma to the leading 7 terms corresponding to J (0) , J (±GGG2) , J (±GGG3) , J (±GGG2 ∓GGG3) for tI , and
the leading 6 terms corresponding to J (2K00), J (2K00 + 2GGG2), J (2K00 + 2GGG3), J (2K00 +GGG2), J (2K00 +GGG3),
J (2K00 +GGG2 +GGG3) for tII . These explicitly preserve a C3 rotation symmetry. Secondly, we restrict the hybridization
to states corresponding to NN Dirac points in the extended moiré zone. For given n′,m′, this is done by imposing

n′′b2 +m′′b3 + s = q + n′b2 +m′b3 +





0

b2

b3

(S67)

, with q restricted to lie inside a moiré reciprocal unit cell, and by subsequently eliminating the sums over n′′,m′′ and
s. States near neighboring Dirac points are expected to provide the leading contributions to the effective hybridization
in the low-energy limit. With these assumptions, the only allowed terms for fixed q are

t
(αβ)
I;n′m′,n′m′ (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (0) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉+ J (−GGG2) eiGGG2(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉

+ J (−GGG3) eiGGG3(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉

}
(S68)

t
(αβ)
I;n′m′,n′+1m′ (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (0) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉+ J (GGG2) e−iGGG2(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉

+ J (GGG2 −GGG3) e−i(GGG2−GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉

}
(S69)

t
(αβ)
I;n′m′,n′m′+1 (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (0) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉+ J (GGG3) e−iGGG3·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
†,(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉

+ J (−GGG2 +GGG3) ei(GGG2−GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉

}
(S70)

t
(αβ)
II;n′m′,n′m′ (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (2K00) 〈c†,(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG2) e−iGGG2·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG3) e−iGGG3·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉

}
(S71)

t
(αβ)
II;n′m′,n′+1m′ (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (2K00 + 2GGG2) e−2iGGG2·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG2) e−iGGG2·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG2 +GGG3) e−i(GGG2+GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉

}
(S72)
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t
(αβ)
II;n′m′,n′m′+1 (k,q) =

4

N

∑

ka

{
J (2K00 + 2GGG3) e−2iGGG3·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)

α,1;00(ka)c
(ν)
β,2;01(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG3) e−iGGG3·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c†,(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;00(ka − q)〉

+J (2K00 +GGG2 +GGG3) e−i(GGG2+GGG3)·(τττα−τττβ) 〈c(ν)
α,1;00(ka)c

†,(ν)
β,2;10(ka − q)〉

}
(S73)

Finally, these expressions simplify considerably once we ignore the relative variation of the different J ’s, and we
recover the form discussed in the main text.
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